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INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS
Please state your name, business address, and present position with PacifiCorp
d/b/a Rocky Mountain Power (the “Company”).
My name is M. Ryan Weems, and my business address is 825 NE Multnomah Street,
Suite 1900, Portland, Oregon 97232. I am currently PacifiCorp’s Senior Vice President,
Chief Financial Officer and Treasurer.
Please describe your education and professional experience.
I received a Bachelor of Business Administration with an emphasis in Accounting from
Warner Pacific College in 2000. I joined PacifiCorp in 2001 and have taken on roles of
increasing responsibility before being appointed to my current position in 2025.
SUMMARY AND PURPOSE OFTESTIMONY

What is the purpose of your testimony?
My testimony supports Rocky Mountain Power’s overall cost of capital
recommendation, including capital structure and cost of debt. This includes a
discussion of PacifiCorp’s financing needs, credit ratings and credit metrics, financial
stabilization efforts, and explanation of the material changes in the Company’s credit
ratings and financial metrics that have occurred since the last Wyoming rate
proceeding.

Overall, my testimony demonstrates why it is imperative for PacifiCorp and our
Wyoming customers that the Wyoming Public Service Commission (“Commission’)

approve PacifiCorp’s cost of capital to avoid further credit downgrades.
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Please summarize your testimony.

Over the past three years, PacifiCorp’s credit has been downgraded multiple times, and
is currently one step above junk status. A single additional downgrade would materially
impact PacifiCorp’s ability to access credit at reasonable terms for our Wyoming
customers.

PacifiCorp is actively engaged in multiple financial stabilization efforts to avoid
this result. These include, among others: (1) material support from PacifiCorp’s parent,
Berkshire Hathaway Energy (“BHE”), including the suspension of PacifiCorp’s up-
stream dividend to BHE for the next several years, BHE’s agreement to purchase
PacifiCorp’s share of the Boardman-to-Hemingway transmission line in a long-term
sale-leaseback transaction, and a springing guarantee for office construction in the Utah
territory; (2) PacifiCorp’s proposed sale of service territories—the entirety of its
Washington service territory, and small portions of its Oregon service territory; (3) a
reduction of PacifiCorp’s near term capital expenditures; (4) revising net power cost
mechanisms to facilitate more timely recovery of incurred power costs; and (5) a
hypothetical capital structure based on a common equity ratio of 50.00 percent.

These efforts remain vital to PacifiCorp’s financial health, despite the recent
Oregon Court of Appeals opinion in the James case, because substantial litigation on
heavily contested issues with uncertain outcomes remains. Even if the James decision
materially limits PacifiCorp’s wildfire-related liabilities in the future, it will take
several years and several credit ratings upgrades to return PacifiCorp to a healthy

financial state.

Direct Testimony of M. Ryan Weems 3
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To complement these financial stabilization efforts, PacifiCorp recommends
the Commission approve an overall cost of capital of 7.56 percent. This includes a long-
term debt cost of 5.41 percent, a return on equity of 9.70 percent as supported by the
direct testimony of Company witness Ann E. Bulkley, and a hypothetical capital
structure comprised of 50.00 percent long-term debt and 50.00 percent common equity.
My overall cost of capital and capital structure are set forth in Table 1.

Table 1: Hypothetical Overall Cost of Capital

% of Weighted Ave
Component Total Cost % Cost %
Long-Term Debt 50.00% 5.41% 2.71%
Common Stock Equity 50.00% 9.70% 4.85%
100.00% 7.56%
FINANCING OVERVIEW

How does PacifiCorp finance its electric utility operations?

Generally, PacifiCorp finances its regulated utility operations using a mix of debt and
common equity capital. The Company can maintain its common equity capital by
retaining its earnings or by receiving an equity contribution from its investor. The debt
portion of the capital structure is supplied by the issuance of long-term debt such as
first mortgage bonds or junior subordinated notes. The issuance of long-term debt
requires a credit rating and maintaining the Company’s credit rating is critical in
providing constant and affordable access to the debt capital markets. Allof these factors

assist in financing large capital expenditures.

Direct Testimony of M. Ryan Weems 4
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How does PacifiCorp determine the levels of common equity and debt to include
in its capital structure?

As a regulated public utility, PacifiCorp has a duty and an obligation to provide safe,
adequate, and reliable service to customers in its Wyoming service area, while
prudently balancing cost and risk. Major capital expenditures are required in the near-
term for new investments to fulfill its service obligation, including capital expenditures
for maintaining and hardening its electric system, primarily transmission and
distribution infrastructure, wildfire mitigation, and essential safety and reliability
investments. These capital investments also have associated operating and maintenance
costs.

In addition to capital investments, the Company procures a significant amount
of fuel and energy to meet its customers electricity needs. In times of extreme weather
or disruptions in the wholesale market, this cost can be significant and, often, is in
advance of recovery. The Company must have access to the debt capital markets as
well as access to lines of credit and short-term debt to ensure that it has liquidity to
manage its estimated cash outflows. As part of its annual business plan process,
PacifiCorp reviews all of its estimated cash inflows and outflows to determine the
amount, timing, and type of new financing required to support these activities and
provide for financial results and credit ratings that balance the cost of capital with
continued access to the financial markets.

Please explain PacifiCorp’s need for and sources of new capital.
PacitfiCorp has a constant need for additional capital to maintain its existing

transmission, distribution and generation assets, to connect new customers to the

Direct Testimony of M. Ryan Weems 5
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network, to mitigate wildfires by making significant investments in new technology
and hardening its infrastructure, and for increased reliability, improved power delivery,
and safe operations. PacifiCorp also needs new capital to fund long-term debt
maturities.

Do you have an estimate of PacifiCorp’s forecasted capital expenditures over the
next three years?

Yes. PacifiCorp expects to spend approximately $7.9 billion in capital expenditures
from 2026 through 2028, with significant investments in wildfire mitigation efforts

amounting to approximately $1.5 billion. Forecasted expenditures are included in the

table below.
Table 2: Forecast Capital Expenditures
Capital Expenditures ($ millions) 2026 2027 2028
Total Capital Expenditures $2,884 $2,533 $2,455

PACIFICORP’S CREDIT RATINGS AND METRICS
What is the purpose of this section?
I discuss PacifiCorp’s credit ratings and certain credit metrics, and why they are
especially important given PacifiCorp’s current financial condition.
What are credit ratings, and why are they important?
Credit ratings are an estimate of a utility’s ability to meet long-term financial
obligations, and reflects the probability of default by the issuer on each rated security.
PacifiCorp is currently rated by two of the three credit rating agencies: Standard and
Poor’s (“S&P”) and Moody’s Investors Service (“Moody’s”). These ratings function

as a forward looking measure of default risk, focusing not only on balance sheet

Direct Testimony of M. Ryan Weems 6
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strength but also on the durability of cash flows derived from monopoly service
territories, regulated rate recovery, and essential service demand.

Ratings agencies evaluate utilities using a blend of quantitative metrics (funds
from operations to debt, debt to capitalization ratios, interest coverage, and liquidity),
and qualitative factors (regulatory constructs, rate setting timeliness, cost recovery
mechanisms, governance, and political risks). For public and regulated investor owned
utilities alike, the predictability of regulatory outcomes, capital investment oversight,
and treatment of extraordinary costs (e.g., wildfire, fuel price volatility, or
decarbonization mandates) are central determinants of credit quality. The resulting
rating, typically expressed on an investment grade to speculative grade scale, directly
influences a utility’s cost of capital, access to debt markets, and, in regulated contexts,
the financial assumptions embedded in rates charged to customers.

These ratings are important because lower ratings equate to higher risks and
higher costs of debt. Higher ratings equate to lower risks and lower costs of debt. A
solid credit rating directly benefits customers by reducing the immediate and future
borrowing costs related to the financing needed to support regulatory obligations.

Has PacifiCorp maintained investment grade credit ratings historically?

Yes. PacifiCorp has maintained investment grade credit since the utility was acquired
by MidAmerican Energy in 2006, now Berkshire Hathaway Energy.

Has PacifiCorp’s business risks and credit ratings deteriorated in recent years?

Yes. The Company’s credit ratings have materially deteriorated. '

' E.g., “Workpaper — PacifiCorp Credit Ratings History”.

Direct Testimony of M. Ryan Weems 7
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Between June 2023 and March 2026, PacifiCorp experienced a series of credit
rating downgrades driven largely by wildfire-related litigation, weakening financial
metrics, and regulatory pressures. S&P first downgraded the Company in June 2023 to
BBB+ with a negative outlook due to wildfire exposure and fragile funds from
operations (“FFO”) to debt levels. Moody’s followed in November 2023, lowering the
issuer rating from A3 to Baal and senior secured from Al to A2, citing deteriorating
cash flow metrics and rising wildfire liabilities. The most significant impacts came in
mid-2025, when Moody’s downgraded PacifiCorp again to Baa2 in July, followed
shortly by S&P dropping its issuer rating to BBB, both referencing weaker projected
financial metrics, unfavorable regulatory outcomes, and litigation risks. By November
2025, S&P further lowered PacifiCorp to BBB- as accelerating wildfire damages trials
increased surety bond and liquidity pressures, while Moody’s affirmed Baa2 but
warned of growing downgrade risk related to rising liquidity needs and has since
changed its outlook to Negative. In early March 2026 S&P placed PacifiCorp on Credit
Watch negative after a significantly large verdict was released in the James damage
trial number 15.

A few weeks later S&P reversed that to Outlook Negative following two
verdicts that were more in line with prior verdict amounts. S&P listed factors that would
lead the agency to lower its ratings for PacifiCorp “by one or more notches in the next
12 months” if: business risks increase from adverse legal, regulatory, or legislative
developments; there is lower likelihood of support from BHE; wildfire liability from
the James case significantly increases to roughly $10 million per plaintiff; PacifiCorp

lacks liquidity to meet the collateral requirements for the James case class action

Direct Testimony of M. Ryan Weems 8
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verdicts; PacifiCorp’s stand-alone FFO to debt remains consistently below 9 percent;
or PacifiCorp’s equipment is implicated in another significant wildfire.?

What are PacifiCorp’s current credit ratings?

PacifiCorp’s current ratings are shown in Table 3, and reflect PacifiCorp’s current
pressured financial position. Moody’s assigns the Company an A3 rating for Senior
Secured Debt and a Baa2 issuer rating, with a Stable outlook. S&P rates PacifiCorp’s
Senior Secured Debt at BBB+ and its issuer rating at BBB- and a Positive outlook.
Together, these ratings illustrate that while PacifiCorp remains investment grade, the
Company faces heightened scrutiny due largely to wildfire-related risks, possible trial
bonding requirements and weakening financial metrics.

Table 3: Current PacifiCorp Credit Ratings

Moody’s S&P’s
Senior Secured Debt A3 BBB+
Issuer Baa2 BBB-
Outlook Stable Positive

Can you discuss S&P’s recent revised outlook to Positive?

Yes. In response to the James Oregon Court of Appeals decision, S&P revised
PacifiCorp’s outlook to positive.? This decision: “reflects the Court of Appeals’ recent
ruling and the likelihood we could upgrade PacifiCorp over the next several months if

we determine PacifiCorp’s wildfire-related liabilities will be materially reduced,

2 Confidential Exhibit 4.1—*“PacifiCorp Ratings Removed from CreditWatch Negative, Outlook Negative,”
S&P Research Update, at 3 (Mar. 13, 2026).

3 Confidential Exhibit 4.2—“PacifiCorp Outlook Revised to Positive Following Oregon Court of Appeals
Decisions,” S&P Research Update (Apr. 20, 2026).

Direct Testimony of M. Ryan Weems 9
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PacifiCorp’s short-term liquidity requirements are drastically lowered, or the James
Case proceedings are significantly prolonged.”*
However even the James appellate decision did not provide adequate evidence
for S&P to upgrade PacifiCorp’s credit.
Why is it essential that PacifiCorp improve its current credit rating?
Credit ratings govern the prices that utilities pay for capital, the ability to attract the
capital that is necessary to fund current and future operating needs, and the ability to
transact in wholesale electric and natural gas markets.
For example, many institutional investors have fiduciary responsibilities to their
clients,’ and are typically not permitted to purchase non-investment grade or junk (i.e.,
rated below BBB-/Baa3) securities, or in some cases even securities rated below a
single A rating. PacifiCorp’s current credit rating is only one step above non-
investment grade or junk status, and a further downgrade would materially shrink the
pool of investors that PacifiCorp would have access to.
Q. Has PacifiCorp’s access to the credit markets changed since the Company’s last
rate proceeding?
A. Yes. PacifiCorp has had reasonable access to the capital markets up until recent credit
rating downgrades. Since that time, the Company has maintained access to capital,

however, the costs of that capital have increased, reflecting the risk associated with the

41d.

S E.g., SECv. Capital Gains Research Bureau, Inc., 375 U.S. 180, 191-192 (1963) (“The Investment Advisers
Act of 1940 thus reflects a congressional recognition “of the delicate fiduciary nature of an investment advisory
relationship,” as well as a congressional intent to eliminate, or at least to expose, all conflicts of interest which
might incline an investment adviser—consciously or unconsciously—to render advice which was not
disinterested.”).

Direct Testimony of M. Ryan Weems 10
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wildfire liability and the ongoing operational risk. With the recent changes to
PacifiCorp’s credit rating outlook by S&P, from outlook negative to outlook credit
watch negative and back to outlook negative in March 2026, it temporarily lost access
to the junior subordinated note market. PacifiCorp’s access to the commercial paper
market was also limited and the Company had to rely on its revolving credit facility for
short term borrowing.

Are there other examples in recent memory where utilities in the West were not
able to access capital markets due to poor credit ratings?

Yes. The Great Recession of 2008-2009 provides a clear and compelling example of
how poor credit ratings impact utility operations. During this period, the Company
maintained strong credit ratings, and was able to issue new long-term debt during the
midst of the financial turmoil. In contrast, other lower-rated utilities were shut out of
the market, and could not obtain new or lower cost capital to fund operations. For
example, in 2008 Arizona Public Service Company (rated Baa2/BBB- at that time) filed
a letter with the Arizona Corporation Commission stating that the commercial paper
market was completely closed to the utility, and it likely could not successfully issue
long-term debt.°

Are there additional customer benefits from maintaining healthy credit ratings?
Yes. The Company has a near constant need for short-term liquidity, as well as periodic
long-term debt issuances. For example, PacifiCorp pays significant amounts daily to

suppliers whom it counts on to provide necessary goods and services, such as fuel,

8 E.g., In re Arizona Public Service Company’s Interim Rate Motion, Docket No. E-01345A-08-0172 (Oct. 17,

2008).
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energy, and inventory. Being unable to access funds can risk the ability to provide
customers with energy, the successful completion of necessary and critical capital
infrastructure projects, and would increase the chance of outages and service failures
over the long term.

Moving to credit metrics, what are they and why are they important?

Utility credit metrics are quantitative measures used by Moody’s, S&P, and investors
to evaluate a utility’s ability to service debt on a sustained basis, given capital intensive
utility operations and regulated cash flows. The two most typical utility credit metrics
are pre-working capital cash flow divided by debt (“CFO Pre-WC/Debt”), and funds
from operations divided by debt (“FFO/Debt”), which focus on recurring operating
cash flows rather than accounting earnings.

These metrics assess the level of internally generated cash to support debt
obligations, and help assess utility financial strength. Because utilities must fund large
and ongoing capital investments while maintaining continuous access to capital
markets, predictable cash-flow coverage is essential to credit stability. Credit ratings
issue guidance, or a percentage range, for where they believe that utility-specific credit
metrics should fall. When metrics fall outside these ranges, it raises downgrade risks.
As a result, these metrics are often a leading indicator of credit downgrades, higher
borrowing costs, or constrained financing flexibility for utilities.

Please summarize the Company’s historical and forecasted credit metrics.
Confidential Table 4 below presents the Company’s CFO Pre-WC/Debt and FFO/Debt

metrics from 2021 through 2026. The Company’s forecast metrics for 2026 are in the

- range for Moody’s and- range for S&P.

Direct Testimony of M. Ryan Weems 12
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Confidential Table 4: PacifiCorp’s Historical and Forecasted Credit Metrics

2021 | 2022 | 2023 2024 2025 2026
Actual | Actual | Actual Actual Actual Forecast’
CFO Pre-WC/Debt 214% | 21.0% | 9.6% 10.7% 15.0% N
(Moody’s)®
Moody’s Guidance | 19-20% | 19-20% | 16-17% | 16-17% >13.0% B
FFO/Debt (S&P)’ 21.9% | 222% | 167% | 103% 10.5% | B
S&P Guidance 14-16% | 14-16% | 13-15% | 13-15% >11% [ ]

What are your conclusions regarding PacifiCorp’s historical and forecasted credit
metrics?

Moody’s and S&P have concluded that PacifiCorp’s credit metrics have weakened
materially from historical levels and are currently weak for the Company’s existing
ratings. Both agencies have stated that cash-flow-to-debt metrics have limited
headroom relative to downgrade thresholds, and that continued pressure could result in
further negative rating action.

Moody’s has noted that PacifiCorp’s FFO/Debt metrics have declined
significantly from prior levels and reflect reduced financial flexibility, particularly in
light of elevated wildfire-related liabilities and higher leverage. Similarly, S&P has
stated that PacifiCorp’s forecasted cash-flow-based metrics remain at the low end of,
or below, the range typically associated with the current rating, and that sustained
weakness in these metrics was a key driver of the negative outlook.

While both agencies recognize the stability of PacifiCorp’s regulated utility

operations, they have emphasized that meaningful and sustained improvement in credit

7 Metric calculations based on PacifiCorp’s proposed 50/50 capital structure in this case.
8 For 2021 through 2025, CFO Pre-WC/Debt are from Moody’s. For 2026, Moody’s metrics are estimated by

PacifiCorp. All years reflect adjustments for wildfire accruals, settlements, wildfire insurance and net power costs.

® For 2021 through 2025, FFO/Debt metrics are from S&P. For 2026, S&P metrics are estimated by PacifiCorp
and reflect adjustments for wildfire accruals.

Direct Testimony of M. Ryan Weems
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metrics supported by credit-positive regulatory outcomes and financial actions is
necessary to stabilize the outlook and reduce the risk of further downgrade.

Do you expect additional near-term financial pressures?

Yes. As noted above, the Company forecasts $7.9 billion in capital investments over
the 2026 through 2028 timeframe. These amounts are in addition to PacifiCorp’s
ongoing requirements to finance daily business operations.

Additionally, PacifiCorp’s service territory, including Oregon, Idaho, Utah, and
Wyoming, set record low snow water equivalent readings for April 1st.!° As the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (“NOAA”) observed, this past
March was “the warmest March on record (since 1895) for Arizona, California,
Colorado, Idaho, Utah, and Wyoming, and the second warmest record for Oregon.”!!
This event followed “the warmest December-February on record (since 1895)
in Arizona, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, and Wyoming and the
second warmest in California, Idaho, and Montana.”'? These record-low snowpacks
reduce regional hydropower reserves, and could lead to energy scarcity during the 2026
cooling season. As scarcity typically results in higher energy prices, this scarcity could
increase PacifiCorp’s net power costs. This delay in recovery of increased NPC above
approved baseline, as discussed above, would further stress PacifiCorp’s financial

indicators.

10 F g, “Snow Drought Current Conditions and Impacts in the West,” NOAA National Integrated Drought
Information System (Apr. 9, 2026) (available here: Snow Drought Current Conditions and Impacts in the West |
April 9, 2026 | Drought.gov).

nd.
121d.
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Have there been any developments in the ongoing wildfire litigation that are
important to discuss?

As PacifiCorp has noted in other forums, the Company has continued to defend its
interests in the James case, because of the belief that the trial court process and resulting
decisions were fundamentally flawed. The Oregon Court of Appeals agreed, and
recently overturned the initial 2023 verdict that held PacifiCorp liable for damages
from four Oregon wildfires that occurred in 2020. However, the future is uncertain,
because substantial litigation on heavily contested issues remains, with multiple
competing and uncertain potential outcomes. PacifiCorp remains sensitive to the
profound losses experienced by our communities. There are no winners in wildfires.
Will PacifiCorp continue to face financial headwinds?

Yes. Fundamentally, PacifiCorp requires several credit ratings upgrades to return to a
healthy financial condition. Yet as noted above, even the appellate decision from the
James appeal was not enough for S&P to upgrade PacifiCorp’s credit ratings.

This is because wildfire liabilities are only one factor that credit agencies
considered in PacifiCorp’s recent ratings downgrades. Equally important are regulatory
outcomes. As S&P stated when it downgraded PacifiCorp to BBB from BBB+: “The
downgrade reflects our expectation that PacifiCorp’s financial measures will be weaker
than we previously forecast following its rate-case outcome in Utah.”!® This is because

the Utah Public Service Commission approved approximately one quarter of

13 S&P Global Ratings, “Research Update: PacifiCorp Downgraded To 'BBB' From 'BBB+' On Weaker Expected
Financial Measures, Outlook Negative; Debt Ratings Lowered,” at 1 (Jul. 28, 2025).

Direct Testimony of M. Ryan Weems 15
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PacifiCorp’s original request, and S&P “previously expected a more-favorable
outcome.” !

Even PacifiCorp’s best outcome in the James case will require several years
and multiple credit ratings upgrades to address PacifiCorp’s financial condition. Yet
before that occurs, PacifiCorp faces immediate liquidity needs over the next 12-18
month period. '’

What takeaway would you like to stress for the Commission?

PacifiCorp has significant liquidity challenges because of material capital investments
over the next several years, concerns with potentially high net power costs because of
the lower snowpack and uncertainty around significant wildfire litigation. As detailed
below, PacifiCorp has quickly instituted a financial stabilization effort to improve its
finances, liquidity, and credit metrics. However, durable support from regulatory
jurisdictions—by this Commission, in this proceeding—must be strong enough to
ensure adequate liquidity over the next several years as PacifiCorp transitions back to

a healthier, less leveraged capital structure, targeting 50.00 percent common equity and

50.00 percent long-term debt cost.

4 d.

15 E.g., BHE 2025 Annual 10-K Report, at 77 (“PacifiCorp’s litigation risk associated with the Wildfires and the
potential impacts of CMO NO. 11 are inherently uncertain and the ultimate outcomes of the associated claims
and the James appeals could materially and adversely affect PacifiCorp's financial condition and results of
operations and its ability to obtain financing, to fund its operations, capital investments and settlements arising
from the Wildfires.”) (available here: 20251231 89 pc annual Form10-K.pdf); In re PacifiCorp’s Petition to
Lower Common Equity Percentage to Less Than 44 Percent, Docket No. UM 2406, Order No. 26-008 (Jan. 21,
2026); In re PacifiCorp’s Petition to Lower Common Equity Percentage to less than 44 Percent, Docket UE-
250727, Order 04 9 50 (Jan. 28, 2026) (“Further, and more importantly, the record suggests that PacifiCorp’s
requested relief is the only and best available option to provide the liquidity needed at this time.”); Id. g 51
(“Further, we find that granting the Petition in in the public interest. The record reflects that PacifiCorp is in need
of additional liquidity due to wildfire liabilities and ongoing capital commitments and operations.”).
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FINANCIAL STABILIZATION EFFORTS
What is the purpose of this section?
I discuss PacifiCorp’s financial stabilization efforts that attempt to support adequate
coverage ratios, with ratios in line with a BBB- rating. This financial plan builds cash
to cover potential wildfire liabilities, provides liquidity for possible trial bonding and
credit ratings support. When combined with the Commission’s regulatory support in
this proceeding, these efforts can help avoid future credit rating downgrades, and keep
costs low for our Wyoming customers. Yet it is important to note that even these
ambitious efforts may not provide adequate support, and further downward pressure
could be placed on PacifiCorp’s credit metrics.
What steps is the Company taking to improve its financial metrics?
PacifiCorp and BHE are taking several actions to improve PacifiCorp’s financial
metrics. First, BHE suspended PacifiCorp’s up-stream dividend beginning in June 2023
through the next several years, which will improve retained earnings and free-up
available cash that can be used to fund the Company’s ongoing capital requirements.
Second, the Company has moved forward with the proposed sale of two service
territories—its Washington service territory, and a small portion of its Oregon service
territory, to provide a near-term capital infusion. Third, the Company is reviewing its
capital plans to restructure the timing and scope of its capital investments. Fourth, as
noted in the direct testimony of Company witness of Ramon J. Mitchell, the Company
asks that the Commission transition from the annual Energy Cost Adjustment
Mechanism (“ECAM”) to a quarterly update process—the Quarterly Energy Cost

Adjustment Mechanism (“Q-ECAM”)—that would implement interim rates each

Direct Testimony of M. Ryan Weems 17
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quarter using a rolling 12-month average of costs. Finally, fifth, the Company is
proposing that the Commission authorize an equity ratio of 50 percent.

How is BHE providing support to PacifiCorp to improve its metrics?

While BHE does not impose a dividend requirement on PacifiCorp, historically
PacifiCorp has paid dividends to BHE to manage the common equity component of
PacifiCorp’s capital structure.

In sustained periods of capital investment, PacifiCorp is able to instead retain
these earnings to finance investments. If PacifiCorp had publicly traded common
equity, it would pay dividends on a consistent basis to attract investors to fund its
business. These dividend payments would reasonably equate to approximately 60 to
70 percent of PacifiCorp’s earnings. The flexibility of not paying a dividend on a
quarterly basis in times of a significant capital investment cycle or in times of distress
is a significant benefit. BHE’s pledge that it will not require a dividend from PacifiCorp
over the next several years will allow PacifiCorp to retain earnings to help finance
wildfire settlements and capital investments. '®
Is there additional BHE support you would like to highlight?

Yes. BHE has also provided support in the form of a sale leaseback agreement for the
Boardman to Hemingway transmission line to provide an alternative form of financing.
PacitiCorp will remain as the operator of the project and keep transmission rights. A
BHE subsidiary will fund the project and receive monthly lease payments. During the

construction period, the BHE subsidiary will reimburse PacifiCorp for all construction

16 F.g., BHE 2025 Annual 10-K Report, at 74 (“As a result of material wildfire litigation at PacifiCorp, no
dividends will be paid to BHE by PacifiCorp over the next several years . . .”).
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costs, which are expected to total approximately $1.1 billion. In addition BHE has
agreed to a springing guarantee for a lease to support certain Utah office construction
projects.
Would PacifiCorp have entered into these agreements under more normal
financial circumstances?
Likely not. PacifiCorp decided to move forward with these transactions to support
immediate near-term financing needs.
Second, can you discuss the Company’s recently announced service territory
dispositions?
Yes. On February 17, 2026, PacifiCorp announced it has agreed to sell its Washington
generation and distribution assets, and infrastructure to Portland General Electric for
$1.9 billion, subject to regulatory approvals and customary adjustments. This
transaction represents a balance in addressing PacifiCorp’s financial health and
ensuring continuity of retained operations for the benefit of customers and employees.
In Oregon, Wallowa, Monroe and Lakeview will be sold to local operators
committed to the communities they serve. Final agreements are currently being
negotiated, and further underscores the Company’s ongoing effort to strengthen its
financial position and simplify operations.
Third, how does the Company’s investment plan support its credit profile?
PacitiCorp continues to prioritize safety, reliability, and risk mitigation. PacifiCorp’s
planned capital expenditures over the 2024-2026 period directly supports leverage and
cash-flow based credit metrics. The Company has prioritized investments toward

wildfire mitigation and core system reliability projects that reduce operational and
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financial risk. At the same time, PacifiCorp has adjusted the timing of certain longer-
dated investments, deferring portions of that spending to later periods when the
Company’s financial position is expected to be stronger. Together, these actions
support improved near-term credit metrics, preserve liquidity, and help stabilize the
Company's credit profile during a period of heightened risk.

Fourth, how will the Company’s ECAM proposal support financial stabilization
efforts?

Timely energy cost recovery is essential to the Company’s borrowing strength and
investment-grade credit ratings; weaker ratings increase borrowing costs that
ultimately flow through to customers. Under the annual ECAM, the Company pays fuel
and purchased power costs within days or weeks, but typically waits about 18 months
to recover the variance from base rates, increasing the deferred balance the Company
must finance. The Q-ECAM proposal would shorten this lag to about six months,
reducing the deferred balance and related borrowing needs and costs. Moody’s
identifies the regulatory framework—including timeliness of cost recovery—as an
important factor in assessing regulated utility credit quality, and S&P similarly treats
timely cost recovery as a key driver of regulatory risk.

Fifth, is PacifiCorp’s proposed hypothetical capital structure a necessary
component of the financial plan to reduce the Company’s financial risk and
support the Company’s credit metrics?

Yes. As detailed further in the next section, the Company’s proposal to rely on a
hypothetical capital structure that is composed of 50 percent debt and 50 percent equity

will demonstrate to the credit rating agencies and the market that the Company has the
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regulatory support needed to improve its financial metrics to stabilize the outlook in
the short term. The combination of the suspension of the Company’s dividend to BHE,
the restructuring of its capital plan, and the proposed capital structure will support
PacifiCorp’s current credit metrics. This financial plan, including regulatory support at
a 50/50 capital structure will result in credit metrics in the range expected by the rating
agencies for its current credit rating.

How will customers benefit from this regulatory support?

Strong credit metrics reduce PacifiCorp’s financial risk and are essential to maintaining
access to the debt markets on reasonable terms. Regulatory support, through the ECAM
revisions and proposed hypothetical capital structure, would lower the Company’s
overall risk profile and, in turn, reduce financing costs borne by customers. This
support is particularly important as PacifiCorp undertakes a period of significant capital
investment to develop cost effective infrastructure that delivers reliable, clean, and
affordable electric service. Without consistent access to capital markets at reasonable
costs, the Company’s borrowings—and the associated costs of constructing new
facilities—would increase. In extreme circumstances, restricted access to financing
could jeopardize the timely completion of critical projects, impair safe and reliable
system operations, and create significant liquidity challenges.

How has the Company’s strong rating historically benefitted customers?
PacifiCorp has historically been able to significantly reduce its cost of long-term debt
primarily through obtaining new financings at very attractive interest rates. The lower
cost of debt has provided benefits to customers through a lower overall rate of return

and lower revenue requirement.
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In addition, higher-rated companies have greater access to the long-term
markets for power purchases and sales. This access provides these companies with
more alternatives to meet the current and future load requirements of their customers.
Additionally, a company with strong ratings will often avoid having to meet costly
collateral requirements that are typically imposed on lower-rated companies when
securing power in these markets.

PROPOSED CAPITAL STRUCTURE
What is the purpose of this section?
Given the material credit concerns noted above, I propose a hypothetical capital
structure to better support PacifiCorp’s financial health, and discuss how this proposal
differs from PacifiCorp’s prior capital structure proposals. This is similar to what was
proposed in PacifiCorp’s 2024 general rate case, but departs from what the Company
has proposed historically, as PacifiCorp requires additional regulatory support to
rebalance its capital structure.
How does PacifiCorp’s historical actual capital structure compare to what is
currently authorized?
PacifiCorp’s historical capital structure over the 2019-2025 period reflects a clear shift
toward higher leverage to fund wildfire related liabilities, capital investment needs and
liquidity needs to support wildfire trial bonding and credit ratings. While the Company
maintained an equity ratio just above 50 percent from 2019 through 2022, that ratio
declined sharply beginning in 2023, falling to 43.16 percent by 2025 as long-term debt
levels rose from 48.36 percent in 2019 to 56.84 percent in 2025. Preferred stock

remained immaterial throughout, at approximately 0.01 percent each year and was
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called in 2025 so it is no longer a part of the capital structure. The trend demonstrates
that, although PacifiCorp historically operated with higher equity levels to support its
capital structure, recent pressures have resulted in a more highly leveraged balance
sheet, underscoring the need for regulatory support through a hypothetical capital
structure to stabilize financial metrics and maintain credit quality.

Table 5: Historical Actual Capital Structure!’

As of December 31: 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Long-Term Debt 48.36% 48.49% 47.69% 46.69% 49.95% 56.52% 56.84%
Preferred Stock 0.02% 0.01% 0.01% 0.01% 0.01% 0.01% 0.0%
Common Equity 51.62% 51.50% 52.30% 53.30% 50.04% 43.47% 43.16%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Q.

A.

What is the Company’s forecasted capital structure?

Through 2022, the Company managed to a capital structure above the authorized level,
and it was not until the recent events related to the 2020 wildfires that the equity ratio
dropped below the authorized level to 50 percent. As a result of incremental wildfire
liability accruals throughout 2023, and multiple settlements in 2023-2025, coupled with
the Company’s sizable capital expenditure plan and liquidity needs, the Company’s
actual capital structure has become, and will continue to be for the foreseeable future,
more highly leveraged. As a result, the Company’s financial risk has increased
significantly. Table 6 presents the Company’s forecasted capital structure for 2026 and

2027.

17 Five quarter-end average percentage Capital Structure for trailing 12-month period ending December 31 of
each period.
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Table 6: Forecast Capital Structure!'®

Forecast as of December 31: 2026 2027

Long-Term Debt 60.20% 59.70%
Common Equity 39.80% 40.30%
Total 100.00% | 100.00%

Is the Company proposing a capital structure that differs from its actual capital
structure?

Yes. PacifiCorp proposes a hypothetical 50.00 percent long-term debt, and
50.00 percent common equity capital structure.

Why has PacifiCorp proposed a hypothetical capital structure that will differ
from its actual forecasted capital structure?

As discussed above, PacifiCorp faces a heightened risk of a further credit rating
downgrade (e.g., PacifiCorp is currently rated BBB- by S&P), and one more
downgrade would trigger PacifiCorp to be rated non-investment grade or junk. This
would significantly affect PacifiCorp’s access to capital markets, drive up the cost of
debt, and impact the ability to transact in the wholesale electric and natural gas markets.
To help maintain its current credit ratings and ensure access to reasonably priced
capital—especially during a period of significant system investment—the Company is
seeking regulatory support through a ratemaking capital structure that strengthens its

financial profile and benefits customers.

18 Five quarter-end average % Capital Structure for 12-month period ending December 31 of each period. The
Company’s Preferred Stock was called in January 2025 and is no longer part of the capital structure.
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Q. Has the Commission previously approved a hypothetical capital structure for
electric utilities in the past?

A. Yes. In 2008, the Commission approved a stipulated hypothetical capital structure of
54 percent equity and 46 percent debt for Cheyenne Light, finding it reasonable and
consistent with industry norms.!® The Commission did the same for Rocky Mountain
Power in the Company’s most recent rate case.””

Q. Is there precedent from other jurisdictions for using a hypothetical capital
structure that differs from a company’s actual structure?

A. Yes. Regulatory commissions, including those in Washington, Oregon, Alaska, Utah,
Louisiana, and FERC have approved hypothetical capital structures to support utility
financial integrity under certain circumstances.

For example, Washington has concluded that a hypothetical capital structure
may be appropriate in circumstances, such as financial hardship or tight capital market
conditions.?! Alaska routinely authorizes hypothetical capital structures when a

utility’s equity ratio is impaired, allowing utilities to increase equity levels to restore

% In re Cheyenne Light’s 2007 Rate Case, Docket No. 20003-90-ER-07 (Record No. 11070), Memorandum
Opinion, Findings and Order Approving Stipulation, § 100 (May 2, 2008) (“The stipulated hypothetical Cheyenne
Light capital structure comprised of 54% equity and 46% debt is reflective of typical capital structures and
industry norms for public utilities similar to Cheyenne Light, and is consistent with the representations by
Cheyenne Light’s witnesses that it is the Company’s intent to move its actual capital structure to a 54%/46% ratio
by January 1, 2008. . . . In making this request, the Commission is cognizant that the actual capital structure of a
Company is dynamic and subject to its changing financing and capital requirements.”).

2 In re Rocky Mountain Power’s 2024 Rate Case, Docket No. 20000-671-ER-24, Record No. 17659,
Memorandum Opinion, Findings and Order, § 204 (Jun. 2, 2025) (“The Commission adopts the stipulated,
imputed capital structure of 52.49% long-term debt, 0.01% preferred stock, and 47.50% equity based upon the
evidence in the record. The Commission acknowledges customers benefit from RMP maintaining a solid credit
rating. The Commission also acknowledges imputation of equity ratios carries a risk of increasing capital costs.
The Commission finds and concludes the stipulated imputed capital structure strikes an appropriate balance.”).

2l In re Avista’s 2017 Washington Rate Case, Docket Nos. UE-170485 and UG-170486, Order 07, § 110 (Apr.
26, 2018) (“A hypothetical capital structure should also be reserved for circumstances including, but not limited
to, financial hardship or tight capital market conditions. In this case, we do not find either of these circumstances
present to justify a hypothetical capital structure.”).
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financial stability and support investment-grade credit ratings.?? Louisiana does so to
help improve utility credit ratings that are not investment grade.?® Similarly FERC
allows hypothetical capital structures in many circumstances, including to improve
access to capital markets for transmission investments, for specific projects when
necessary for project financing, and more recently, to support credit quality for large
transmission investments,?* especially when doing so will help maintain a utility’s
current credit rating to support these goals.?
What conclusion can be drawn from regulatory precedent?
While actual capital structures are generally preferred, regulatory precedent supports
the use of a hypothetical capital structure when needed to maintain credit quality and
access to capital, which ultimately benefits customers.
LONG-TERM DEBT COST CALCULATIONS

Q. How did you calculate the Company’s embedded costs of long-term debt?
I have calculated the embedded costs of debt over the calendar year 2027 test period
(“Test Period”), using an average of long-term debt percentage costs of PacifiCorp’s
five quarter-ending balances, spanning the 12-month period ending December 31,

2027, based on known and measurable changes through December 31, 2026.

22 E.g., In re Anchorage Municipal Light and Power’s 1987 and 1999, Docket Nos. U-87-84, U-99-139, U-10-
31,and U-10-31, Order No. 15, at 7 (using a hypothetical capital structure in each case, eventually raising common
equity ratio to 40.4 percent); In re AMLP’s 2005 Rate Case, Docket No. U-05-86, U-10-21, Order No. 15
(indicating hypothetical capital structure no longer needed as it had investment-grade bond ratings).

2 In re Gulf States Utilities Company’s 2003 Louisiana Rate Case, Docket No. U-17282, Order No. U-17282-C,
at 5 (Feb. 4, 2004).

24 In re FERC Promoting Transmission Investment through Pricing Reform, Docket No. RM06-4-000, Order No.
679, 99 131-134 (July 20, 2000).

2 In re Missouri River Energy’s Big Stone Project, Docket No. ER23-2284-000, Order on Transmission Rate
Incentives, § 21 (Aug. 31, 2023).
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PacifiCorp’s proposed capital structure is a hypothetical capital structure set at a level
to enable the Company to maintain its current credit ratings.

Please explain the cost of long-term debt calculation.

I calculated the cost of debt by issue, based on each debt series’ interest rate and net
proceeds at the issuance date, to produce a bond yield to maturity for each series of
debt outstanding as of each of the five quarter-ending dates spanning the Test Period.
It should be noted that in the event a bond was issued to refinance a higher cost bond,
the pre-tax premium and unamortized costs, if any, associated with the refinancing
were subtracted from the net proceeds of the bonds that were issued. Each bond yield
was then multiplied by the principal amount outstanding of each debt issue, resulting
in an annualized cost of each debt issue. Aggregating the annual cost of each debt issue
produces the total annualized cost of debt. Dividing the total annualized cost of debt by
the total principal amount of debt outstanding produces the weighted average cost for
all debt issues.

What type of debt does PacifiCorp use in meeting its financing requirements?
PacifiCorp has completed the majority of its recent long-term financing using secured
first mortgage bonds issued under the Mortgage Indenture dated January 9, 1989.
Exhibit 4.3, Pro forma Cost of Long-Term Debt, shows that, over the test period,
PacifiCorp is projected to have an average of approximately $18.15 billion of long-
term debt outstanding, with an average cost of 5.41 percent. Presently, all outstanding
first mortgage bonds bear interest at fixed rates. Additionally, PacifiCorp has issued
junior subordinated notes which have five year call features, can have an ultimate

maturity of 30, and have interest rate reset features every five to ten years with the
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interest rate being fixed between the reset periods. Proceeds from the issuance of the
first mortgage bonds (and other financing instruments) are used to finance the utility
operation.
What is PacifiCorp’s embedded cost of long-term debt?
PacifiCorp’s cost of long-term debt is 5.41 percent.?

CONCLUSION
Please summarize your recommendations to the Commission.
I respectfully request the Commission adopt PacifiCorp’s proposed capital structure
with a common equity level of 50.00 percent.

The Commission’s approval of this capital structure will send an important
message to the financial community regarding Wyoming’s regulatory support for
PacifiCorp. When combined with PacifiCorp’s other financial stabilization efforts,
including suspended dividends to increase retained earnings and a restructuring of the
Company’s capital investments, adopting the ECAM revisions, among others, will
provide the necessary financial support and risk mitigation necessary to support the
Company’s credit metrics and credit ratings. Reviewing PacifiCorp’s history
demonstrates that a financially strong company provides positive financial benefits to
customers in the form of access to capital on reasonable terms, which is vital given
PacifiCorp’s significant planned capital investments over the next several years.

With PacifiCorp’s updated cost of long-term debt of 5.41 percent and the cost

of equity of 9.70 percent, this produces a reasonable overall cost of capital of

7.56 percent.

26 Exhibit 4.3—Pro Forma Cost of Long-Term Debt.
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I Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony?

2 A Yes.
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Affiant is the Senior Vice President, CFO and Treasurer 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 this 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 their official capacity as Senior Vice
President, CFO and Treasurer

Further Affiant Sayeth Not.

Dated this (:E day of April, 2026
AN

. Ryan Weems
nior Vice President, CFO and Treasurer

STATEOF (Yl Eao> )
) SS:

COUNTY OF puddnomat™y

The foregoing was acknowledged before me by M. Ryan Weems on this &€ day of April, 2026.
Witness my hand and official seal.

My Commission Expires: ‘! s \ 2oL

OFFICIAL STAMP
CYNTHIA MARIE WILSON
8 NOTARY PUBLIC - OREGON -
S¥7/  COMMISSION NO. 1030450
MY MISSION EXPIRES NOVEMBER 1, 2026




Exhibit 4.1

REDACTED

Rocky Mountain Power
Exhibit 4.1

Docket No. 20000-  -ER-26
Witness: M. Ryan Weems

BEFORE THE WYOMING PUBLIC SERVICE
COMMISSION

ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER

REDACTED
Exhibit Accompanying Direct Testimony of M. Ryan Weems

S&P Global Ratings Research Update (issued Mar. 13, 2026)

May 2026




REDACTED

Rocky Mountain Power
Exhibit 4.1

Docket No. 20000-___ -ER-24

Witness: M. Ryan Weems

THIS EXHIBIT IS CONFIDENTIAL IN ITS ENTIRETY
AND IS PROVIDED UNDER SEPARATE COVER



Exhibit 4.2

REDACTED

Rocky Mountain Power
Exhibit 4.2

Docket No. 20000-  -ER-26
Witness: M. Ryan Weems

BEFORE THE WYOMING PUBLIC SERVICE
COMMISSION

ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER

REDACTED
Exhibit Accompanying Direct Testimony of M. Ryan Weems

S&P Global Ratings Research Update (issued Apr. 20, 2026)

May 2026




REDACTED

Rocky Mountain Power
Exhibit 4.2

Docket No. 20000-___ -ER-24

Witness: M. Ryan Weems

THIS EXHIBIT IS CONFIDENTIAL IN ITS ENTIRETY
AND IS PROVIDED UNDER SEPARATE COVER



Exhibit 4.3

Rocky Mountain Power
Exhibit 4.3

Docket No. 20000-  -ER-26
Witness: M. Ryan Weems

BEFORE THE WYOMING PUBLIC SERVICE
COMMISSION

ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER

Exhibit Accompanying Direct Testimony of M. Ryan Weems

Pro Forma Cost of Long-Term Debt

May 2026




Rocky Mountain Power
Exhibit 4.3
Docket No. 20000-___ -ER-26

Witness: M. Ryan Weems

PACIFICORP
Electric Operations

Pro Forma Cost of Long-Term Debt Summary
12 months ended December 31, 2027

AMOUNT (DISC)/PREM

LINE 5QE AVE & ISSUANCE REDEMPTION NET PROCEEDS ANNUAL DEBT INTEREST  ALL-IN  ORIG LINE

NO. DESCRIPTION OUTSTANDING EXPENSES EXPENSES TO COMPANY SERVICE COST RATE COST LIFE NO.
1 1
2 Total First Mortgage Bonds $16,200,000,000 ($170,229,527)  ($1,295,995) $16,028,474,478 $839,318,500  5.086% 5181% 221 2
3 Total Junior Subordinated Debt $1,950,000,000 ($20,719,996) $0 $1,929,280,004 $142,765,000 7.234% 7.321% 305 3
4 Loss on Long Term Debt Reacquistions, without Refunding $108,611 4
5  Total Cost of Long Term Debt $18,150,000,000 ($190,949,523)  ($1,295,995) $17,957,754,482 $982,192,111 5.317% 5412% 230 5
6 6
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PACIFICORP
Electric Operations

Pro-Forma Cost of Long-Term Debt Detail
12 months ended December 31, 2027

NET PROCEEDS TO COMPANY
PRINCIPAL AMOUNT (DISC)/PREM TOTAL PER $100
LINE INTEREST ISSUANCE MATURITY ORIG ORIGINAL SQE AVE & ISSUANCE REDEMPTION DOLLAR PRINCIPAL MONEY TO ANNUAL DEBT  LINE
NO. RATE DESCRIPTION DATE DATE LIFE ISSUE OUTSTANDING EXPENSES EXPENSES AMOUNT AMOUNT COMPANY SERVICE COST _ NO.
(a) (b) © (d) (e) (€] (h) (0] (0] (k) U] (m) (n)
1 1
2 2
3 5.100% Series due Feb 2029 01/05/24 02/15/29 5 $500,000,000 $500,000,000 ($2.,522,458) $0 $497,477,542 $99.496 5.212% $26,060,000 3
4 4.250% Series due Feb 2029 02/06/26 03/15/29 3 $400,000,000 $400,000,000 ($2,172,000) $0 $397,828,000 $99.457 4.438% $17,752,000 4
5 4.650% Series due Apr 2029 03/25/26 04/15/29 3 $300,000,000 $300,000,000 ($1,527,209) $0 $298,472,791 $99.491 4.830% $14,490,000
6 3.500% Series due Jun 2029 03/01/19 06/15/29 10 $400,000,000 $400,000,000 ($2,874,181) $0 $397,125,819 $99.281 3.584% $14,336,000 6
7 2.700% Series due Sep 2030 04/08/20 09/15/30 10 $400,000,000 $400,000,000 ($2,876,791) $0 $397,123,209 $99.281 2.780% $11,120,000 7
8 5.300% Series due Feb 2031 01/05/24 02/15/31 7 $700,000,000 $700,000,000 ($4,873,442) $0 $695,126,558 $99.304 5.418% $37,926,000 8
9 5.100% Series due Apr 2031 03/25/26 04/15/31 5 $550,000,000 $550,000,000 ($2,614,316) $0 $547,385,684 $99.525 5.207% $28,638,500
10 7.700% Series due Nov 2031 11/21/01 11/15/31 30 $300,000,000 $300,000,000 ($3,701,310) $0 $296,298,690 $98.766 7.807% $23,421,000 10
11 5.450% Series due Apr 2033 03/25/26 04/15/33 7 $800,000,000 $800,000,000 (85,328,212) $0 $794,671,788 $99.334 5.565% $44,520,000
12 5.450% Series due Feb 2034 01/05/24 02/15/34 10 $1,100,000,000 $1,100,000,000 ($8,271,408) $0 $1,091,728,592 $99.248 5.547% $61,017,000 12
13 5.900% Series due Aug 2034 08/24/04 08/15/34 30 $200,000,000 $200,000,000 (82,614,365) $0 $197,385,635 $98.693 5.994% $11,988,000 13
14 5.250% Series due Jun 2035 06/08/05 06/15/35 30 $300,000,000 $300,000,000 ($3,992,021) ($1,295,995) $294,711,984 $98.237 5.369% $16,107,000 14
15 5.800% Series due Apr 2036 03/25/26 04/15/36 10 $850,000,000 $850,000,000 ($7,165,263) $0 $842,834,737 $99.157 5.912% $50,252,000
16 6.100% Series due Aug 2036 08/10/06 08/01/36 30 $350,000,000 $350,000,000 (84,048,881) $0 $345,951,119 $98.843 6.185% $21,647,500 16
17 5.750% Series due Apr 2037 03/14/07 04/01/37 30 $600,000,000 $600,000,000 ($613,216) $0 $599,386,784 $99.898 5.757% $34,542,000 17
18 6.250% Series due Oct 2037 10/03/07 10/15/37 30 $600,000,000 $600,000,000 (85,877,281) $0 $594,122,719 $99.020 6.323% $37,938,000 18
19 6.350% Series due Jul 2038 07/17/08 07/15/38 30 $300,000,000 $300,000,000 ($3.961,333) $0 $296,038,667 $98.680 6.450% $19,350,000 19
20 6.000% Series due Jan 2039 01/08/09 01/15/39 30 $650,000,000 $650,000,000 (812,309,687) $0 $637,690,313 $98.106 6.139% $39,903,500 20
21 4.100% Series due Feb 2042 01/06/12 02/01/42 30 $300,000,000 $300,000,000 ($3.724,911) $0 $296,275,089 $98.758 4.173% $12,519,000 21
22 4.125% Series due Jan 2049 07/13/18 01/15/49 31 $600,000,000 $600,000,000 (86,984,085) $0 $593,015,915 $98.836 4.193% $25,158,000 22
23 4.150% Series due Feb 2050 03/01/19 02/15/50 31 $600,000,000 $600,000,000 ($7.938,771) $0 $592,061,229 $98.677 4.227% $25,362,000 23
24 3.300% Series due Mar 2051 04/08/20 03/15/51 31 $600,000,000 $600,000,000 ($10,127,937) $0 $589,872,063 $98.312 3.388% $20,328,000 24
25 2.900% Series due June 2052 07/09/21 06/15/52 31 $1,000,000,000 $1,000,000,000 (816,599,374) $0 $983,400,626 $98.340 2.982% $29,820,000 25
26 5.350% Series due Dec 2053 12/01/22 12/01/53 31 $1,100,000,000 $1,100,000,000 ($13,367,772) $0 $1,086,632,228 $98.785 5.431% $59,741,000 26
27 5.500% Series due May 2054 05/17/23 05/15/54 31 $1,200,000,000 $1,200,000,000 ($11,660,929) $0 $1,188,339,071 $99.028 5.566% $66,792,000 27
28 5.800% Series due Jan 2055 01/05/24 01/15/55 31 $1,500,000,000 $1,500,000,000 ($22,482,375) $0 $1,477,517,625 $98.501 5.906% $88,590,000 28
29 5.086%  Total First Mortgage Bonds 22 $16,200,000,000  ($170,229,527) (81,295,995) $16,028,474,478 5.181% $839,318,500 29
30 30
3 31
32 7.375% Fixed-to-Fixed Reset Rate JSN due 2055 03/20/25 09/15/55 30 $850,000,000 $850,000,000 ($9,054,996) $0 $840,945,004 $98.935 7.464% $63,444,000 32
33 7.125% Fixed-to-Fixed Reset Rate JSN due 2056 02/05/26 08/15/56 31 $1,100,000,000 $1,100,000,000 ($11,665,000) $0 $1,088,335,000 $98.940 7.211% $79,321,000 33
34 7.234%  Total Junior Subordinated Debt 31 $1,950,000,000 ($20,719,996) $0 $1,929,280,004 7.321% $142,765,000 34
35 35
36 REACQ ORG MAT 36
37 DATE DATE 37
38 8.375% Series A QUIDS 11/17/00 06/30/35 $108,611 38
39 Long-Term Debt R isition, without refunding amortization $108,611 39
40 40
41 5.317%  Total Long-Term Debt 23 $18,150,000,000  ($190,949,523) (81,295,995) $17,957,754,482 5.412% $982,192,111 41
42 42
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