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I.      INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS 1 

Q. Please state your name, business address, and present position with PacifiCorp. 2 

A. My name is Chad A. Teply and my business address is 1407 West North Temple, Suite 3 

310, Salt Lake City, Utah 84116. I am currently employed as Senior Vice President of 4 

Business Policy and Development. I am testifying for PacifiCorp d/b/a Rocky 5 

Mountain Power (“PacifiCorp” or the “Company”). 6 

Q. Please describe your education and professional experience. 7 

A. I have a Bachelor of Science Degree in Mechanical Engineering from South Dakota 8 

State University. I joined MidAmerican Energy Company in November 1999, and held 9 

positions of increasing responsibility within the generation organization, including 10 

serving as project manager for development and construction of a new 780 megawatt 11 

(“MW”) supercritical coal-fueled generation resource placed in service in 2007. In 12 

April 2008, I moved to Northern Natural Gas Company as Senior Director of 13 

Engineering. I joined PacifiCorp in February 2009. My current responsibilities 14 

encompass strategic planning, stakeholder engagement, regulatory support, and 15 

development and execution of major generation resource additions, major transmission 16 

projects, and major environmental compliance projects. 17 

II.      PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 18 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony in this case? 19 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to give an update on the construction progress and 20 

expenditures for the Energy Vision 2020 new wind and transmission projects that were 21 

approved by the Wyoming Public Service Commission (“Commission”) in Docket No. 22 

20000-520-EA-17, discuss the Pryor Mountain Wind Project and certain major 23 
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emission control retrofit projects, and provide an update on the status of the natural gas 1 

conversion of Naughton Unit 3. 2 

  First, PacifiCorp developed an energy resource strategy, Energy Vision 2020, 3 

comprised of two components: repowering the existing Company-owned wind fleet 4 

(“Repowering Projects”) and constructing new wind facilities, a new 500 kilovolt 5 

(“kV”) transmission line, and associated network upgrades in order to interconnect the 6 

new wind facilities (“New Wind and Transmission Projects”). Together, I will refer to 7 

these projects as “Energy Vision 2020 Projects.” Energy Vision 2020 was assessed in 8 

the Company’s 2017 Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”) preferred portfolio, which 9 

identified a time-limited opportunity to procure approximately 1,100 MW of cost-10 

effective Wyoming wind facilities and construct transmission facilities to relieve 11 

existing congestion and allow interconnection of those new wind facilities, while 12 

providing all-in customer savings. In my testimony and exhibits, I provide an update 13 

on the construction status and expenditures for the Energy Vision 2020 New Wind and 14 

Transmission Projects and demonstrate that the Company is prudently managing the 15 

construction projects and that they are on schedule to be placed in service by the end 16 

of 2020 to achieve the full value of the federal production tax credits (“PTCs”). 17 

Additionally, the Energy Vision 2020 Projects will not exceed the combined cost cap 18 

that was included in the Commission-approved stipulation.1 19 

  Second, I explain and support the Company’s development and implementation 20 

                                                           
1 In the Matter of the Amended Application of Rocky Mountain Power for Certificates of Public Convenience and 
Necessity and Nontraditional Ratemaking for Wind and Transmission Facilities, Docket No. 20000-520-EA-17 
(Record No. 14781), Order at 27 (Oct. 8, 2018). Paragraph 80.f. of the stipulation defines the combined cost cap 
as  percent above the Company's combined cost estimates for both the Repowering Projects and the New 
Wind and Transmission Projects. 

p43958
Redacted
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of the Pryor Mountain Wind Project and show that the costs are reasonable. The Pryor 1 

Mountain Wind Project, located in Carbon County, Montana, was identified as an 2 

opportunity to acquire and implement a late-stage renewables development project to 3 

capture 100 percent PTCs if acted on expeditiously to deliver the project by year-end 4 

2020. In addition to providing PTCs and net power cost benefits, the project also allows 5 

the Company to meet a customer need for incremental renewable energy credits 6 

(“RECs”), the purchase of which under PacifiCorp’s Oregon Schedule 272 - 7 

Renewable Energy Rider Optional Bulk Purchase Option (“Schedule 272”), further 8 

improves the project’s economics and associated customer benefits. Mr. Rick T. Link 9 

provides the economic analysis demonstrating the net benefits associated with the 10 

acquisition of the Pryor Mountain wind project. 11 

Third, my testimony supports the prudence of certain selective catalytic 12 

reduction retrofit projects included in this case and placed in service during major 13 

maintenance overhauls at Craig Unit 2 in December 2017 and Hayden Unit 2 in August 14 

2016, respectively, both of which were installed in accordance with state and federal 15 

environmental compliance requirements for the individual units. Each of those projects 16 

were installed to ensure environmental compliance for the respective units, as well as 17 

continued safe, reliable, and cost-effective operation of the facilities. The impact on 18 

Wyoming revenue requirement for the projects is reflected in the testimony of 19 

Mr. Nicholas L. Highsmith. 20 

Finally, I give an update of the status of the natural gas conversion of Naughton 21 

Unit 3, which was removed from operation as a coal-fired unit on January 30, 2019, to 22 

maintain compliance with certain environmental regulations. Conversion of Naughton 23 
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Unit 3 to a natural gas fueled resource is facilitated by the design of the unit which 1 

already incorporates natural gas fueling infrastructure for start-up. This underlying 2 

infrastructure can be readily and economically modified to facilitate generation up to 3 

247 MW of capacity from the unit within applicable environmental permit limits for 4 

periods of peak loads across PacifiCorp’s system to benefit our customers. 5 

Q. Please summarize your direct testimony. 6 

A. My testimony demonstrates that: 7 

•  The costs incurred for the acquisition and construction of the Energy Vision 8 

2020 Projects are reasonable in amount, do not exceed the cost cap approved 9 

by the Commission, and the construction projects have been prudently 10 

managed.  11 

•  The acquisition and construction of the Pryor Mountain Wind Project is prudent 12 

and in the public interest. As with the new wind projects included in Energy 13 

Vision 2020, the Pryor Mountain Wind Project has been acquired, developed, 14 

and implemented to achieve commercial operation by the end of 2020 to deliver 15 

significant PTC benefits, as well as incremental customer benefits derived from 16 

the associated REC sale. 17 

•  The installation of certain emissions control retrofit projects for Craig Unit 2 18 

and Hayden Unit 2 are prudent and in the public interest. The projects were 19 

required to comply with environmental laws, namely the Clean Air Act 20 

Regional Haze Rules, established by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 21 

(“EPA”) and administered by the respective state agencies in which the units 22 

reside. 23 
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•  Completion of natural gas conversion of Naughton Unit 3 is prudent and in the 1 

public interest. The natural gas conversion project is de minimis in scope and 2 

facilitates operation of a significant generation resource during periods of peak 3 

loads across PacifiCorp’s system for the benefit of customers. 4 

III.      ENERGY VISION 2020 OVERVIEW AND CONSTRUCTION STATUS 5 

Q. Please provide a brief overview of the Energy Vision 2020 Projects. 6 

A. As I explain above, the Energy Vision 2020 Projects consist of Repowering Projects2 7 

and New Wind and Transmission Projects. In Docket No. 20000-520-EA-17,3 the 8 

Company sought approval of certificates of public convenience and necessity 9 

(“CPCNs”) for the New Wind and Transmission Projects, which include the following: 10 

•  Aeolus-to-Bridger/Anticline Line — consisting of 140 miles of 500 kV 11 

transmission line; the new Aeolus (500/230 kV) and Anticline (500-345 kV) 12 

substations; a five-mile, 345 kV transmission line from the Anticline substation 13 

to the Jim Bridger substation; and a voltage control device at the existing 14 

Latham substation. 15 

•  Ekola Flats Wind Project — a nominal 250 MW wind facility located in Carbon 16 

County, Wyoming and associated infrastructure. 17 

•  Ekola Flats Network Upgrades — consisting of work being done within the 18 

footprint of the new Aeolus substation. 19 

•  TB Flats I and II Wind Project — a nominal 500 MW wind facility located in 20 

                                                           
2 In the Matter of the Application of Rocky Mountain Power for an Order Approving Nontraditional Ratemaking 
Related to Wind Repowering, Docket No. 20000-519-EA-17 (Record No. 14780) Memorandum Opinion, 
Findings and Order Approving Stipulation (Dec. 21, 2018). 
3 In the Matter of the Amended Application of Rocky Mountain Power for Certificates of Public Convenience and 
Necessity and Nontraditional Ratemaking for Wind and Transmission Facilities, Docket No. 20000-520-EA-17 
(Record No. 14781) Memorandum Opinion, Findings, and Order Approving Stipulation (Oct. 8, 2018). 
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Carbon and Albany County, Wyoming and associated infrastructure. 1 

•  TB Flats Network Upgrades — consisting of modifications to the existing 2 

Shirley Basin substation and construction of a new 16-mile Shirley Basin to 3 

Aeolus 230 kV transmission line. 4 

•  Cedar Springs Wind Project — a nominal 520 MW wind facility located in 5 

Converse County, Wyoming and associated infrastructure, of which 200 MW 6 

(Cedar Springs II) will be owned and operated by the Company and 200 MW 7 

(Cedar Springs I) delivered to the Company under a power purchase agreement 8 

(“PPA”). 9 

•  Cedar Springs Network Upgrades — consisting of modifications to the existing 10 

Windstar and Freezeout substation; rebuilding 15 miles of existing 230 kV 11 

transmission line from Aeolus-to-Freezeout-to Standpipe; and rebuilding 12 

16 miles of existing 230 kV transmission line from Shirley Basin to Aeolus. 13 

  The Commission approved a stipulation and settlement agreement submitted by 14 

parties in the proceeding.4 The stipulation and settlement agreement included, in part, 15 

the following components: 1) granting of conditional CPCNs subject to acquisition of 16 

rights-of-way; 2) the Company will bear the risks related to any portion of the new 17 

wind facilities that do not qualify for the full value of PTCs (unless there is an event 18 

that is beyond the reasonable control of the Company); and 3) a combined cost cap for 19 

the entire Energy Vision 2020 project (including repowering and new 20 

wind/transmission), which is approximately seven percent above the cost shown in 21 

                                                           
4 In the Matter of the Amended Application of Rocky Mountain Power for Certificates of Public Convenience 

and Necessity and Nontraditional Ratemaking for Wind and Transmission Facilities, Docket No. 20000-520-
EA-17 (Record No. 14781), Order at 27 (Oct. 8, 2018). 
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Confidential Exhibit 8.0 within Docket No. 20000-519-EA-17. 1 

Q. Please describe the time-sensitive nature of the New Wind and Transmission 2 

Projects. 3 

A. The time-sensitive nature of the New Wind and Transmission Projects is primarily 4 

driven by the pending phase-out of federal PTCs for new wind resources and the time 5 

period involved to construct a major transmission line. In Internal Revenue Code 6 

section 45, the Internal Revenue Service (“IRS”) provides for PTCs at the 2017 full 7 

rate of 2.4 cents per kilowatt-hour of electrical energy production by a wind facility. 8 

The PTCs are available for a 10-year period that begins when the facility is placed in 9 

service. The Protecting Americans from Tax Hikes Act of 2015 (the “PATH Act”) 10 

extended the availability of the PTCs for wind facilities under construction before 11 

January 1, 2020. The PATH Act extension, however, also provides for a phase-out of 12 

the PTCs. Wind facilities that began construction before January 1, 2017, per IRS rules, 13 

will realize the full PTC credit, which is the case for the Energy Vision 2020 wind 14 

projects. If a wind facility begins construction in 2017, the PTCs are reduced by 20 15 

percent. The PTCs are reduced by 40 percent if construction begins in 2018, and by 60 16 

percent if construction begins in 2019. Under the PATH Act, PTCs are not available for 17 

wind facilities that begin construction after December 31, 2019.5 18 

To receive “safe-harbor” PTCs, the facilities must be placed into commercial 19 

operation by the end of the fourth calendar year following the year in which 20 

construction began (the start-of-construction standard) or otherwise meet specific IRS 21 

                                                           
5 I note that on December 20, 2019, the Taxpayer Certainty and Disaster Tax Relief Act of 2019 (2019 Tax Act) 
was signed into law, extending the PTC for wind energy projects that begin construction during 2020 at a rate of 
60 percent. However, the 2019 Tax Act does not impact the Energy Vision 2020 Projects. 
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requirements for demonstrating the “continuity requirement” throughout the 1 

implementation timeline. To ensure customers receive the full benefit of safe-harbor 2 

PTCs the new wind facilities of the Energy Vision 2020 Projects must have begun 3 

construction before January 1, 2017, and must be placed in service by year-end 2020. 4 

Q. Before proceeding, did PacifiCorp obtain state regulatory approvals for the New 5 

Wind and Transmission Projects? 6 

A. Yes. To capture the substantial customer benefits resulting from this time-limited 7 

opportunity and in accordance with applicable state regulatory statutes, PacifiCorp 8 

received CPCNs from the Wyoming Public Service Commission (“Wyoming CPCN”) 9 

and the Idaho Public Utilities Commission. PacifiCorp also received orders from the 10 

Utah Public Service Commission approving the “significant energy resource decision” 11 

for the construction or acquisition of the new wind facilities and “voluntary 12 

procurement preapproval” for the construction of the associated transmission facilities. 13 

Q.  Please describe the investment for the Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline transmission 14 

line that is included in the New Wind and Transmission Projects. 15 

A. The Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline transmission line is planned to be placed in-service in 16 

four sequences. The first sequence was the purchase of property used for the new 17 

Aeolus and Anticline substations, which was completed in March 2011. The second 18 

sequence was to construct a replacement access bridge over the Medicine Bow River 19 

and complete associated upgrades to an existing unpaved county road at a cost of 20 

approximately $4.1 million in July 2018. The third sequence of work, started in 21 

December 2019 at an estimated cost of approximately $11.1 million, is the installation 22 

of a Static Synchronous Compensator voltage control device. To accommodate this 23 
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equipment, the Latham Substation will be expanded with a new line termination bay. 1 

Finally, the last sequence of plant in-service includes the two 500 kV substations (i.e. 2 

Aeolus and Anticline) and the 500 kV transmission line with a forecasted cost of 3 

approximately $663.9 million in December 2020. 4 

Q.  Please describe the network upgrades for the New Wind and Transmission 5 

Projects. 6 

A.  The generation interconnection projects selected as part of a request for proposal to 7 

interconnect 1,150 MW of new wind generation to the transmission system in eastern 8 

Wyoming were fully described in Docket No. 20000-520-EA-17 and are summarized 9 

below. Separate generation interconnection agreements were negotiated and signed for 10 

each of the projects. 11 

The Ekola Flats network upgrades are planned to be placed in-service in 12 

December 2020. This work includes one 230 kV circuit breaker and one line position 13 

with associated switches, which are included in the Aeolus substation scope of work. 14 

As such there are no stand-alone network upgrade costs associated with the Ekola Flats 15 

project. 16 

The TB Flats I and II network upgrades are planned to be placed in-service in 17 

December 2020 at a cost of approximately $ . This project includes a new 18 

16-mile 230 kV transmission line parallel to an existing 230 kV line from Shirley Basin 19 

substation to the proposed Aeolus substation, including modifications to the existing 20 

Shirley Basin substation. 21 

The Cedar Springs network upgrades are planned to be placed in-service in 22 

December 2020 at a cost of approximately $ . This project includes the 23 

p43958
Redacted
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reconstruction of four miles of an existing 230 kV transmission line between the 1 

proposed Aeolus substation and the Freezeout substation, including modifications as 2 

required at the Freezeout substation; the reconstruction of 14 miles of an existing 3 

230 kV transmission line between the Freezeout substation and the Standpipe 4 

substation, including modifications as required at the Freezeout and Standpipe 5 

substations; and the reconstruction of 16 miles of an existing 230 kV transmission line 6 

from the proposed Aeolus substation to the existing Shirley Basin substation. 7 

Q. Has the Company obtained all of the necessary permits and rights-of-way for the 8 

New Wind and Transmission Projects? 9 

A.  Yes. 10 

Q. Has the Company made substantial progress on construction of the Aeolus to 11 

Bridger/Anticline Line?   12 

A. Yes. The Company has all contracts for construction of the Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline 13 

transmission line in place. Construction work commenced in April 2019. As of 14 

February 2020, the 500 kV transmission line had 98 percent of all foundations installed, 15 

86 percent of structures erected and 41 percent of wire stringing completed. The 16 

Aeolus, Anticline, and Jim Bridger substations are under construction with grading 17 

complete and foundation installations, as well as underground construction, which is 18 

ongoing. Steel erection and bus installation has commenced at Aelous, Anticline, and 19 

Jim Bridger substations. Major substation equipment is being manufactured and tested; 20 

first deliveries of circuit breakers have been received at all three substations, capacitor 21 

banks and reactive devices were delivered in December 2019, and the transformers will 22 

begin arriving in spring 2020. The Latham substation expansion is now complete and 23 
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was placed in-service in December 2019. 1 

Q. Has the Company made substantial progress on construction of the network 2 

upgrades for the new wind facilities of the Energy Vision 2020 Projects?   3 

A. Yes. The Company has all contracts for construction of the network upgrades in place. 4 

Construction work commenced in July 2019. As of February 2020, the work at the 5 

Freezeout substation is complete, and the majority of the construction of the Shirley 6 

Basin substation to support the future 230 kV transmission line has been completed 7 

with the remaining work scheduled to be completed in spring of 2020. 8 

Q.  Is the Company confident that it can manage the construction schedule risk and 9 

deliver the Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline transmission line and the network 10 

upgrades for the new wind facilities of the Energy Vision 2020 Projects by year-11 

end 2020? 12 

A. Yes. To manage construction schedule risk, the Company structured each of the Aeolus 13 

to Bridger/Anticline contracts and the network upgrades contracts on a firm, date-14 

certain, fixed-price, turnkey contract basis. Construction contractors and equipment 15 

suppliers are being held to key construction and delivery milestones and development 16 

of compressed schedule mitigation plans, if required. The Company also established 17 

construction contract completion dates and backstopped them with guarantees. 18 

Q. What are the major milestones remaining before the December 2020 in-service 19 

date for the Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline transmission line? 20 

A. Major Milestones are identified below: 21 
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500 kV Transmission 1 

•  Mechanical Completion; August 31, 2020 2 

•  Substantial Completion; October 31, 2020 3 

500 kV Substations 4 

•  Mechanical Completion Aeolus 230 kV yard; May 15, 2020 5 

•  Substantial Completion Aeolus 230 kV yard; June 15, 2020 6 

•  Mechanical Completion (all remaining work); August 31, 2020 7 

•  Substantial Completion (all remaining work); October 31, 2020 8 

230 kV Network Upgrades 9 

•  Aeolus to Shirley Basin Substantial Completion; May 15, 2020 10 

•  Aeolus to Freezeout Substantial Completion; May 30, 2020 11 

•  Freezeout to Standpipe Substantial Completion; September 15, 2020 12 

•  Aeolus to Shirley Basin (rebuild) Substantial Completion; 13 

September 30, 2020 14 

Q. Please describe the estimated total cost of the transmission line and associated 15 

network upgrades for the New Wind and Transmission Projects. 16 

A.  The Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline transmission line is forecasted to cost approximately 17 

$679.2 million, as summarized in Table 2. 18 
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Table 2 

Item 
Total 

Company 
Value 

($ million) 

Transmission Line $234.6 
Substations $214.1 
Engineering $18.9 

ROW Acquisition $16.0 
PM/Environmental/Support Works $92.4 

In-directs $86.7 
Contingency $16.5 

TOTAL $679.2 
The entire cost of the Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline transmission line will be incurred by 1 

the Company without contribution from any transmission customer projects. 2 

The network upgrades are forecasted to cost approximately $92.2 million, as 3 

summarized in Table 3 below. 4 

Table 3 

Item Total 
($ million) 

Transmission Line $53.15 
Substations $12.67 
Engineering $3.7 
ROW Acquisition $1.06 
PM/Environmental/Support Works $9.15 
In-directs $9.69 
Contingency $2.78 
TOTAL $92.2 

 
Q. What is the current construction status of the new wind facilities included in the 5 

Energy Vision 2020 Projects? 6 

A. For TB Flats I and II, 116 of 132 wind turbine generator (“WTG”) foundations have 7 

been constructed; WTG access roads are complete; foundations for both collector 8 

substations are complete; structural steel erection is approximately 40 percent and 9 
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68 percent complete at the TB Flats I and TB Flats II collector substations, respectively; 1 

underground collector cable installation is approximately 86 percent and 27 percent 2 

complete at the TB Flats I and TB Flats II areas, respectively; manufacturing, testing, 3 

and delivery of five main power transformers are on schedule to support spring 2020 4 

delivery to the site; and manufacturing of follow-on WTGs continues in support of 5 

component delivery to the site beginning in April 2020.   6 

For Ekola Flats, 20 of 63 WTG foundations have been constructed; WTG access 7 

roads are complete; foundations at the collector substation are complete; certain 8 

directional borings have been completed in support of underground collector cable 9 

installation; manufacturing, testing, and delivery of two main power transformers are 10 

on schedule to support spring 2020 delivery to the site; and manufacturing of the 11 

follow-on WTGs continues in support of component delivery to the site beginning in 12 

June 2020. 13 

  For the Cedar Springs II, the project achieved the contractual Firm Date on 14 

November 7, 2019, which is a pre-closing date indicative of completion and transition 15 

from project development activities to field construction; detailed engineering work 16 

continues (including WTG layout adjustments in support of U.S Fish and Wildlife avian 17 

mitigation guidance), site rough grading of the collector substation has commenced, 18 

and work has begun on the transmission tie-line between the Cedar Springs II and the 19 

Cedar Springs I (NextEra PPA) collector substations. 20 
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Q.  Is the Company confident that construction schedule risk is being prudently 1 

managed to deliver the new wind projects included in the Energy Vision 2020 2 

Projects by year-end 2020? 3 

A. Yes. To manage construction schedule risk, the Company structured each of the new 4 

wind project contracts on a firm, date-certain, fixed-price, turnkey contract basis. 5 

Build-transfer counterparties, construction contractors and equipment suppliers are 6 

being held to key construction and delivery milestones and development of compressed 7 

schedule mitigation plans, if required. The Company also established construction 8 

contract completion dates and backstopped them with guarantees. 9 

Q. What are the major milestones remaining before the December 2020 in-service 10 

date for the new wind projects included in The New Wind and Transmission 11 

Projects? 12 

A. Major Milestones are identified below: 13 

Ekola Flats 14 

•  Mechanical Completion; October 3, 2020 15 

•  Substantial Completion; November 1, 2020 16 

TB Flats I and II 17 

•  Mechanical Completion; October 17, 2020 18 

•  Substantial Completion; November 1, 2020 19 

Cedar Springs II 20 

•  Mechanical Completion; November 15, 2020 21 

•  Substantial Completion; December 26, 2020 22 

•  Closing; December 31, 2020 23 
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Q. Please describe the estimated total cost of the New Wind Projects. 1 

A.  The Ekola Flats project is forecasted to cost approximately $ , as 2 

summarized in Confidential Exhibit RMP__(CAT-1). 3 

The TB Flats project is forecasted to cost approximately $ , as 4 

summarized in Confidential Exhibit RMP__(CAT-1). 5 

The Cedar Springs II project is forecasted to cost approximately 6 

$ , as summarized in Confidential Exhibit RMP__(CAT-1). 7 

Q. Is the Company on-track to have the New Wind and Transmission Projects in-8 

service by year-end 2020 to receive the full value of PTCs? 9 

A. Yes. The Company's construction progress remains on-schedule. Monthly construction 10 

status updates are submitted to the Commission and are available in the Docket 11 

Management System. The Company remains confident these projects will be placed in-12 

service by the end of 2020 to receive the full value of PTCs. 13 

Q. Are the Energy Vision 2020 Projects currently forecasted to be delivered within 14 

approved overall cost cap? 15 

A. Yes. 16 

Q.  Please provide a summary of the overall cost cap that was approved by the 17 

Commission to construct the Energy Vision 2020 Projects. 18 

A.  In Docket No. 20000-520-EA-17 and Docket No. 20000-519-EA-17, the Commission 19 

approved stipulations that combined the individual cost caps set in each proceeding 20 

into a single cost cap upon Commission approval of the stipulations in each docket. 21 

Confidential Exhibit RMP__(CAT-1) to my testimony includes the summary of the 22 

overall cost cap. 23 

p43958
Redacted
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Q. If the Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline transmission line is not fully in-service by 1 

December 31, 2020, can the new wind facilities that are included in the New Wind 2 

and Transmission Projects still qualify for the full value of PTCs? 3 

A. Yes. For example, under a scenario where the Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline 500 kV line 4 

is not completed by December 31, 2020, but available transmission has facilitated 5 

synchronization to the transmission grid and commissioning and operation of 6 

individual wind turbines in accordance with IRS guidance, the Energy Vision 2020 7 

New Wind Projects would qualify for the full-value of PTCs. 8 

Q. Did any issues arise with the WTG supply agreements for the new wind facilities 9 

included in the Energy Vision 2020 Projects since the Wyoming CPCNs were 10 

approved? 11 

A. With respect to WTG supply agreements, Vestas - American Wind Technology, Inc. 12 

(“Vestas”) was originally competitively selected in the third quarter of 2017 as the 13 

follow-on WTG supplier for the Ekola Flats and TB Flats projects. On 14 

November 14, 2018, PacifiCorp received a letter from Vestas communicating that it 15 

was unable to hold pricing for the WTGs due to: (1) steel pricing risk; (2) tariffs on 16 

Chinese goods; and (3) increased transportation costs. In response, the Company 17 

investigated the conditions associated with the Vestas letter and consequently initiated 18 

a competitive market request for proposal update exercise with all originally shortlisted 19 

WTG suppliers beginning on November 15, 2018. The shortlisted suppliers from this 20 

update were asked to confirm their positions on pricing and availability in conformity 21 

with permit conditions and constraints. Final firm price proposals were received on 22 

January 21, 2019. The Company completed an assessment of life cycle costs associated 23 
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with the updated proposals. Both 2.* MW and 4.* MW6 WTG platform options from 1 

multiple WTG suppliers were compared. Ultimately, the assessment concluded that the 2 

Ekola Flats and TB Flats project initial capital cost estimates for WTG supply would 3 

exceed the estimates included in PacifiCorp’s original CPCN filings. As I discuss in 4 

more detail below, however, when considered in conjunction with updated run rate 5 

O&M cost reductions included in the new proposals and remaining New Wind and 6 

Transmission Project contingencies, the increased costs were effectively offset and not 7 

assessed as creating a material challenge to the overall benefit and ultimate 8 

deliverability of the New Wind and Transmission Projects. 9 

WTG component deliveries for all of the new wind facilities included in the 10 

Energy Vision 2020 Projects will begin in spring 2020. 11 

Q. Have there been any material changes to the scope or overall economics of the 12 

New Wind and Transmission Projects since the Company began work on the 13 

Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline transmission line in the summer of 2018? 14 

A.  No. Project permitting and rights-of-way acquisition proceeded as planned for the 15 

Ekola Flats and TB Flats projects and the associated 500 kV transmission facilities. As 16 

noted above, an issue did arise related to U.S. tariff impacts and other unfavorable 17 

market conditions, which negatively impacted previously established WTG equipment 18 

supply pricing and competitive market costs for the 230 kV transmission facilities. 19 

The increased costs for the 230 kV transmission facilities were absorbed in 20 

project contingencies carried in the 500 kV transmission facilities and therefore had no 21 

                                                           
6 The asterisk used in 2.* MW and 4.* MW is a common industry wildcard designation when referring to a range 

of available WTGs capacities within turbine design platforms of various original equipment manufacturers. 
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negative impact on originally assessed customer benefits for the New Wind and 1 

Transmission Projects. 2 

The U.S. tariff impacts on Ekola Flats and TB Flats WTG equipment required 3 

PacifiCorp to re-engage the originally shortlisted WTG suppliers for the Ekola Flats 4 

and TB Flats projects to submit updated WTG capital costs, run rate operations and 5 

maintenance (“O&M”) costs, and equipment performance information. The Company 6 

compared the updated information to the originally assessed life-cycle cost and benefit 7 

information, which confirmed that the competitive market update and reassessment 8 

resulted in a slight increase in customer benefits when compared to the Company’s 9 

February 2018 economic analysis, as adjusted to remove the Uinta project. 10 

IV.      PRYOR MOUNTAIN WIND PROJECT 11 

Q. Please provide an overview of the Pryor Mountain Wind Project. 12 

A. The Pryor Mountain Wind Project will have a nameplate capacity of 240 MW. The 13 

facility will be located on a site in Carbon County, Montana, approximately 60 miles 14 

south of Billings, Montana. The project consists of 57 Vestas Model V110-2.0 MW safe 15 

harbor, 21 Vestas Model V110-2.2 MW safe harbor, four General Electric Model 2.3-16 

116 MW safe harbor, and 32 Vestas model V110-2.2 MW follow-on WTGs. In addition 17 

to the wind turbines there will be a 34.5 kV collector system, a collector substation with 18 

two 34.5 kV to 230 kV step-up transformers, an O&M building, and site access roads. 19 

A new point of interconnection substation located on the project site in Montana will 20 

also be constructed. The planned in-service date for the project is December 2020. 21 

Based on current regulatory practice, the project has been assessed using a depreciable 22 

life of 30 years. 23 
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Q. Please provide background on PacifiCorp’s development of the Pryor Mountain 1 

Wind Project. 2 

A. The opportunity to capture customer benefits resulting from the acquisition, 3 

development, and implementation of the Pryor Mountain Wind Project was identified 4 

and evolved over a compressed timeline beginning in October 2018 and ending with 5 

final terms on all material agreements (i.e., the engineer, procure, and construct  6 

contract and WTG supply agreements) completed by September 30, 2019. In parallel, 7 

negotiation of an Oregon Schedule 272 REC purchase agreement for the sale of all 8 

RECs associated with the output of the Pryor Mountain Wind Project to Vitesse, LLC 9 

began in December 2018 and final terms were reached in late June 2019. The process 10 

from initial discussions to negotiation of final terms of the Schedule 272 REC purchase 11 

agreement occurred in under six months. 12 

  The Pryor Mountain wind project cost forecast included in this case is 13 

approximately . 14 

Q. Did the Company file a non-situs CPCN application with the Commission as 15 

required by Wyo. Stat. § 37-2-205.1? 16 

A. No. While I am not an attorney, my understanding is Wyo. Stat. § 37-2-205.1 went into 17 

effect on July 1, 2019. As such, the Company filed an application requesting a waiver 18 

of the then newly enacted non-situs CPCN statute requirement for the Pryor Mountain 19 

Project on July 2, 2019, to ensure compliance with Wyoming statutes.7 20 

  The Commission determined that the statute was not applicable to the Pryor 21 

                                                           
7 In the Matter of the Application of Rocky Mountain Power for a Waiver of Non-Situs Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity for Pryor Mountain Wind Energy Facility and Expedited Treatment, Docket No. 
20000-563-EN-19 (Record No. 15292) filed on July 2, 2019. 
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Mountain Project since construction had commenced and dismissed the Company's 1 

request for waiver. The Commission also determined that the Company retained the 2 

burden to fully demonstrate the need and prudence of the Pryor Mountain Project in a 3 

future rate case.8 4 

  The Company is proposing to include the costs of the Pryor Mountain Project 5 

within this general rate case. 6 

Q. Please describe the time-sensitive nature of the federal PTCs as it pertains to the 7 

Pryor Mountain Wind Project. 8 

A. Similar to the new wind facilities included in the Energy Vision 2020 Projects, the time-9 

sensitive nature of the Pryor Mountain Wind Project is primarily driven by the pending 10 

phase-out of the federal PTCs for new wind resources. With an in-service date before 11 

the end of 2020, the Pryor Mountain Wind Project will be eligible for the full rate 12 

(100 percent) of the PTCs as described earlier in my testimony. The Pryor Mountain 13 

Wind Project will deploy safe harbor WTG equipment to achieve eligibility. The 14 

Company’s acquisition and implementation plan for the Pryor Mountain Wind Project 15 

is designed to meet the year-end 2020 in-service schedule and provide customers the 16 

full economic benefit of the project 17 

 Q. Does the Pryor Mountain Wind Project meet the IRS’s start-of-construction 18 

 criteria? 19 

A. Yes. The Pryor Mountain Wind Project will utilize WTG equipment acquired before 20 

December 31, 2016. The WTG equipment acquisitions satisfy the safe-harbor 21 

requirements under the PTC guidance issued by the IRS. 22 

                                                           
8 Id., Order at 3 (Aug. 13, 2019). 
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Q. What approach was taken to secure late-stage development safe harbor wind 1 

turbine generator equipment and follow-on WTG equipment for the Pryor 2 

Mountain Wind Project? 3 

A. The Vestas safe harbor WTG equipment identified above was sourced and will be 4 

acquired and transferred under an affiliate transaction with Berkshire Hathaway Energy 5 

Renewables (“BHER”). The four General Electric safe harbor WTG’s described above 6 

were directly procured by the Company in 2016. PacifiCorp completed a competitive 7 

market solicitation for the follow-on WTG equipment required to complete the nominal 8 

240 MW Pryor Mountain Wind Project. The combination of utilizing PacifiCorp’s safe 9 

harbor equipment, the transferred BHER safe harbor equipment, and competitive 10 

market engagement for follow-on WTG equipment limited exposure to competitive 11 

market constraints and pricing volatility for 2020 delivery of 100 percent PTC projects 12 

with the safe harbor equipment already manufactured and awaiting delivery. 13 

Q.  What is the current construction status of the Pryor Mountain Wind Project? 14 

A. The Pryor Mountain Wind Project will primarily be constructed in 2020, although in 15 

2019 site activities began with completion of geotechnical borings and surveys, other 16 

site surveys and detailed engineering, construction of a material laydown area, and 17 

installation of approximately five percent of WTG access roads. A ramp up of site 18 

construction activities will occur in spring 2020 as winter weather in Montana 19 

improves. 20 

Q. Has the Company performed preliminary evaluations of the wind potential at the 21 

Pryor Mountain Wind Project site? 22 

A. Yes. A wind potential study for the Pryor Mountain Wind Project was completed by a 23 
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third-party wind resource evaluation firm. The wind potential assessments for Pryor 1 

Mountain indicate that the site has a favorable wind regime suitable for high 2 

performance wind energy generation. The expected capacity factor for the project is 3 

described in the exhibits to my testimony, but for ease of reference is provided here as 4 

 percent and aligns with the assumptions made in support of the economic 5 

evaluation of the project. 6 

Q. Is the Company collaborating with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in 7 

developing and implementing the Pryor Mountain Wind Project? 8 

A. Yes. The Company has engaged the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding 9 

developing and implementing the Pryor Mountain Wind Project. The Company and the 10 

project’s previous owner and developers began pre-construction usage surveys for 11 

various avian, bat, and wildlife species utilizing recommendations from applicable state 12 

and federal guideline documents, including the 2012 Land Based Wind Energy 13 

Guidelines. The Company will continue to coordinate with county, state, and federal 14 

agencies that have jurisdiction over development, permitting, and operations to ensure 15 

appropriate environmental and safety measures are implemented throughout the life of 16 

the Pryor Mountain Wind Project. The Company is committed to maintaining 17 

development and implementation schedules and protocols that recognize potential 18 

environmental impacts and strive to mitigate them. 19 

Q.  How did the Company assess the customer benefits provided by the Pryor 20 

Mountain Wind Project? 21 

A. Mr. Link provides a detailed description of the Company’s customer benefits 22 

assessment in his testimony. In general terms, the methodology used to perform the 23 
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economic analysis of the Pryor Mountain Wind Project is consistent with the 1 

methodology used to perform the economic analysis of the Energy Vision 2020 2 

Projects. PacifiCorp’s economic analysis reflects the significant benefits from the sale 3 

of RECs associated with the Pryor Mountain Wind Project. 4 

Q. How did the Company generate the cost information for construction, operation, 5 

and maintenance of the Pryor Mountain Wind Project through its useful life? 6 

A. Consistent with the Energy Vision 2020 Projects, the Company assessed life cycle costs 7 

for the Pryor Mountain Wind Project using information from a variety of sources. For 8 

example, initial installation costs and run rate O&M cost projections were developed 9 

through competitive market engagements for project construction and WTG supply and 10 

long-term O&M contracts. Transmission interconnection costs were confirmed against 11 

the Pryor Mountain Wind Project’s transmission interconnection studies. PacifiCorp’s 12 

internal project management and administrative costs were estimated based on the 13 

Company’s experience with construction of past and current wind facilities and other 14 

recent generation resource additions. The Company also applied limited contingencies 15 

to the Pryor Mountain Wind Project to account for project uncertainties. O&M cost 16 

estimates were developed based on the Company’s experience with currently operating 17 

wind facility O&M budgets and third-party contracts for the Company’s existing wind 18 

facilities. Ongoing capital costs were estimated based upon the Company’s experience 19 

and indicative costs provided by WTG suppliers for critical capital components. 20 

Q.  Please describe the exhibits for the 240 MW Pryor Mountain Wind Project. 21 

A. Information for the 240 MW Pryor Mountain Wind Project is identified as follows: 22 

•  Exhibit RMP__(CAT-2) Site Plan Pryor Mountain 23 
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V.      SELECTIVE CATALYTIC REDUCTION RETROFIT PROJECTS 1 

Q. Please provide a summary of the Company’s cost to complete the selective 2 

catalytic reduction retrofit projects included in this proceeding. 3 

A. The cost of the Craig Unit 2 selective catalytic reduction (“SCR”) system included in 4 

this proceeding is $37.8 million on a total-company basis. The cost of the Hayden Unit 5 

2 SCR system included in this proceeding is $9.7 million on a total-company basis. 6 

These capital additions are reflected in the revenue requirement incorporated in the 7 

exhibits of Mr. Highsmith in this rate case. 8 

Craig Unit 2 SCR 9 

Q. Please describe the Craig facility. 10 

A. The Craig facility is a three-unit coal-fired electrical generating facility located in 11 

Moffat County, Colorado. Units 1 and 2 (837 MW), are jointly owned by Tri-State 12 

Generation and Transmission Association, Inc. (“Tri-State”), Salt River Project, Platte 13 

River Power Authority, Public Service Company of Colorado (“PSCo”), and 14 

PacifiCorp. PacifiCorp owns 19.28 percent of Units 1 and 2. Unit 3 is solely owned by 15 

Tri-State. Tri-State operates all units at the facility. 16 

Q. Please provide a general description of the Craig Unit 2 SCR system. 17 

A. The Craig Unit 2 SCR system is primarily comprised of a reactor with multiple catalyst 18 

levels; inlet and outlet ductwork; an ammonia reagent system; certain boiler structure 19 

and ancillary infrastructure retrofits; electrical and control system installation and 20 

integration with the existing plant. 21 
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Q. What was the required timeline for Tri-State to install the SCR system at Craig 1 

Unit 2? 2 

A. The Craig Unit 2 SCR was required by the Clean Air Act Regional Haze Rules and the 3 

associated state of Colorado Regional Haze SIP to be installed by January 30, 2018. 4 

Colorado’s Regional Haze SIP was first approved by the Colorado Air Quality Control 5 

Commission in January 2011, and was submitted to EPA for review and approval on 6 

May 25, 2011. 7 

Q. Did EPA approve the State of Colorado’s Regional Haze SIP compliance 8 

requirements for Craig Unit 2? 9 

A. Yes. EPA published its approval of the Colorado Regional Haze SIP compliance 10 

requirements for Craig Unit 2 in the Federal Register on December 31, 2012. EPA’s 11 

final rule became effective January 30, 2013. 12 

Q.  Please generally describe the joint ownership governance of Craig Unit 2. 13 

A. The terms and conditions of joint ownership in Craig Unit 2 are governed by a 14 

Participation Agreement. The Participation Agreement mandates the installation of 15 

capital improvements that are required by applicable law. The Participation Agreement 16 

also places an independent obligation on Tri-State, as Operating Agent, to operate Craig 17 

Unit 2 in accordance with applicable laws. The applicable laws requiring the Craig Unit 18 

2 SCR installation are discussed earlier in my testimony. 19 

As Operating Agent, Tri-State is also responsible for development of operating 20 

budgets and capital investment recommendations to be set forth for joint owner review 21 

and approvals. The Participation Agreement’s provisions for approval of capital 22 

expenditures requires that the proposed expenditures be included in the annual capital 23 
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expenditure budget prepared by the Operating Agent and that the annual capital 1 

expenditure budget is approved by a majority vote (i.e. greater than 50 percent 2 

ownership share) of the joint owners. 3 

Q. Did Tri-State request approval of the Craig Unit 2 SCR capital investment in 4 

accordance with the terms of the Participation Agreement and was it approved by 5 

greater than 50 percent ownership share of the joint owners? 6 

A. Yes. Tri-State initially included costs associated with the Craig Unit 2 SCR in the 2013 7 

capital expenditures budget for review and approval pursuant to the Participation 8 

Agreement. The project was approved by a greater than 50 percent ownership share of 9 

the joint owners. 10 

Q.  Did PacifiCorp independently assess the benefits associated with the Craig Unit 2 11 

SCR project? 12 

A.  Yes. In July 2013, PacifiCorp independently assessed the benefits associated with the 13 

Craig Unit 2 SCR project against a hypothetical wherein PacifiCorp could unilaterally 14 

effectuate an accelerated shutdown of the unit. This hypothetical was not a realistic 15 

option because PacifiCorp cannot unilaterally effectuate an accelerated shutdown of 16 

the Craig units based on the language of the Participation Agreement. PacifiCorp’s 17 

hypothetical did not support the installation of SCRs. 18 

Q. What position did PacifiCorp take with respect to the Craig Unit 2 SCR project 19 

capital budget approval? 20 

A. The Company voted no with respect to the Craig Unit 2 SCR project. PacifiCorp 21 

recognized that under the terms of the Participation Agreement, its ‘no’ vote alone 22 

would not change the outcome with the other joint-owners voting ‘yes’, and PacifiCorp 23 
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remained obligated to pay its share of the Craig Unit 2 SCR. 1 

Q.  Did PacifiCorp also independently assess its legal options with respect to the 2 

capital expenditures approval process incorporated into the Participation 3 

Agreement? 4 

A.  Yes. In June 2013, PacifiCorp engaged internal and external counsel to independently 5 

assess PacifiCorp’s rights under the Participation Agreement with respect to payment 6 

options and dispute resolution that may occur with a majority decision on capital 7 

expenditures that was not supported by PacifiCorp. The ultimate determination of the 8 

internal and external legal reviews of the Participation Agreement was that PacifiCorp 9 

had the right to challenge the majority’s decision, but there was little to no opportunity 10 

to successfully challenge the project through arbitration or litigation. This was 11 

primarily because the project met the requirements under the Participation Agreements, 12 

specifically: (i) the project is required by applicable law (the Colorado Regional Haze 13 

SIP); (ii) Craig Unit 2 is required to be operated in accordance with applicable law 14 

under the Participation Agreement; and (iii) the majority of the Craig Unit 2 joint-15 

owners (in fact all joint-owners other than PacifiCorp) voted in support of the project. 16 

Q. Considering the terms and conditions of the Participation Agreement, did 17 

PacifiCorp pursue arbitration or litigation of the Craig Unit 2 SCR project 18 

decision? 19 

A. No, for the reasons explained above. 20 

Q. What was the Company’s cost to complete the Craig Unit 2 SCR system? 21 

A. The cost of the Craig Unit 2 SCR system included in this proceeding is $37.8 million 22 

on a total-company basis with an in-service date of December 2017. 23 
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Q. What is the current status of the Craig Unit 2 SCR system? 1 

A. The Craig Unit 2 SCR system was placed in service in December 2017, following the 2 

planned major maintenance overhaul for the unit. Completion of the Craig Unit 2 SCR 3 

system satisfied the compliance deadlines established for the unit, as well as the 4 

prescribed emissions reductions. 5 

  In each case, installation of these major emissions control retrofit projects have 6 

been aligned with scheduled major maintenance outages for the affected units to 7 

mitigate replacement power cost impacts while benefiting from overlapping major 8 

maintenance outage time frames. These environmental compliance projects allow the 9 

retrofitted facilities to continue to operate as low-cost generation resources for the 10 

benefit of customers. 11 

Hayden Unit 2 SCR 12 

Q. Please describe the Hayden Facility. 13 

A. The Hayden plant is a 441 MW, two-unit coal-fired electrical generating facility located 14 

in Routt County, Colorado. Unit 1 is jointly owned by PSCo and PacifiCorp. PacifiCorp 15 

owns 24.5 percent of Unit 1. Unit 2 is jointly owned by PSCo, Salt River Project, and 16 

PacifiCorp. PacifiCorp owns 12.6 percent of Unit 2. PSCo operates the plant. 17 

Q. Please provide a general description of the Hayden Unit 2 SCR system. 18 

A. The Hayden Unit 2 SCR system is primarily comprised of: reactors with multiple 19 

catalyst levels; inlet and outlet ductwork; ammonia reagent systems; certain boiler 20 

structures and ancillary infrastructure retrofits; electrical and control systems 21 

installation; and integration with the existing plant. 22 
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Q. What was the required timeline for the Company to install the SCR system at 1 

Hayden Unit 2? 2 

A. The Hayden Unit 2 SCR was required by the State of Colorado’s Regional Haze SIP to 3 

be installed no later than December 31, 2016. 4 

Q. Did EPA approve the state of Colorado’s Regional Haze SIP compliance 5 

requirements for Hayden Unit 2? 6 

A. Yes. The EPA published its approval of the Colorado Regional Haze SIP in the Federal 7 

Register on December 31, 2012.9 EPA’s final approval made these emissions reduction 8 

compliance requirements at Hayden Unit 2 federally enforceable, in addition to being 9 

enforceable under state law. 10 

Q. What regulations required the Hayden Unit 2 SCR project to be installed? 11 

A. In December 2010, the Colorado Air Quality Control Commission promulgated new 12 

Best Available Retrofit Technology (“BART”) determinations and emissions control 13 

requirements for the Hayden units in the Colorado Regional Haze SIP. These BART 14 

determinations set an emissions limit of 0.07 lbs NOX/MMBtu for Hayden Unit 2. 15 

Although the BART determinations did not specify how the limit was to be achieved, 16 

installation of SCR was the only technically feasible method available. 17 

Q. Was a CPCN acquired for the Hayden Unit 2 SCR system in the state of Colorado, 18 

where the projects were constructed? 19 

A. On January 26, 2011, the Colorado Public Utilities Commission approved the 20 

installation of SCR system on Hayden Unit 2, finding that PSCo had demonstrated that 21 

                                                           
9 http://www2.epa.gov/region8/air-program. 

http://www2.epa.gov/sites/production/files/201402/documents/epafinalactioncoloradoregionalhazeplan.pdf. 
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the installation of the project was in the best interest of customers but still required the 1 

filing of a modified CPCN application primarily because the cost information presented 2 

was not adequate.10 The Colorado Public Utilities Commission approved PSCo’s 3 

CPCN application on July18, 2012.11 4 

Q.  Please generally describe the joint ownership governance of Hayden Unit 2. 5 

A. The terms and conditions of joint ownership in Hayden Unit 2 is governed by a 6 

Participation Agreement. The Participation Agreement mandates the installation of 7 

capital improvements that are required by applicable law. The Participation Agreement 8 

also places an independent obligation on PSCo, as Operating Agent, to operate Hayden 9 

Unit 2 in accordance with applicable laws. The applicable laws requiring the Hayden 10 

Unit 2 SCR installation are discussed earlier in my testimony. PacifiCorp owns 11 

12.6 percent of Unit 2. 12 

Q. What is the current status of the Hayden Unit 2 SCR system? 13 

A. The Hayden Unit 2 SCR system was placed in service in August 2016, following the 14 

planned major maintenance overhaul for the units. Completion of the Hayden Unit 2 15 

SCR system satisfied the compliance deadline established for the unit, as well as the 16 

prescribed emission reduction. 17 

  Installation of this major emission control retrofit project was aligned with 18 

scheduled major maintenance outage for Hayden Unit 2 to mitigate replacement power 19 

                                                           
10 In re Public Service Co. of Colorado’s Plan in Compliance with House Bill 10-1365, “Clean Air- 

Clean Jobs Act, Docket No. 10M-245E, Decision No. C10-1328 at pp. 44-45, 51, 86 (Jan. 26, 2011) (available 
at: http://www.dora.state.co.us/PUC/DocketsDecisions/decisions/2010/C10-1328_10M-245E.doc). 
11 In re Public Service Co. of Colorado’s Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for 
the Hayden Emissions Control Project, Docket No. 11A-917E, Decision No. C12-0843 at pp. 1, 6 (July 18, 2012) 
(available at 
https://www.dora.state.co.us/pls/efi/EFI_SEARCH_UI.SEARCH?p_session_id=&p_results=Documents&p_pro
ceeding_number=11A917E&p_document_type=Choose%20One&p_docket_status=Choose%20One&p_decisio
n_type=Choose%20One&p_decision_author=Choose%20One&p_auto_search=Y). 
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cost impacts while benefiting from overlapping major maintenance outage time frames. 1 

This environmental compliance project allows the retrofitted facility to continue to 2 

operate as low-cost generation resources for the benefit of customers. 3 

Q. Were the emissions control retrofit projects included in this proceeding intended 4 

to extend the operational life of either Craig Unit 2, or Hayden Unit 2? 5 

A. No. The emissions control retrofit projects included in this proceeding were required 6 

to continue operations in Colorado to meet state environmental compliance 7 

requirements. In addition, the Hayden Unit 2 SCR was a key component of the NOX 8 

reduction plan required by PSCo (the operator of Hayden Unit 2) to the Colorado Public 9 

Utilities Commission under the Colorado Clean Air Clean Jobs Act. The Colorado 10 

Public Utilities Commission approved PSCo’s NOX reduction plan, including the 11 

Hayden Unit 2 SCR on December 9, 2010.12 12 

VI. NAUGHTON UNIT 3 GAS CONVERSION 13 

Q. Please describe why Naughton Unit 3 is being converted to natural gas fueling. 14 

A. The Company was required to cease coal-fired operations in Naughton Unit 3 on 15 

January 30, 2019, to maintain compliance with certain environmental regulations. 16 

Completion of natural gas conversion of Naughton Unit 3 will increase the unit’s 17 

generating capacity when fueled by natural gas from 35 MW (utilizing existing start-18 

up fuel infrastructure) to 247 MW. 19 

Q. Please describe the permitting process for Naughton Unit 3. 20 

A. On July 5, 2013, the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality (“WDEQ”) 21 

                                                           
12 http://www.dora.state.co.us/PUC/DocketsDecisions/decisions/2010/C10-1328_10M-245E.pdf. 
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issued Air Permit MD 14506, which establishes natural gas emission and heat input 1 

limits for Naughton Unit 3 which would “become effective upon conversion” of Unit 2 

3 to natural gas firing. On November 28, 2017, the WDEQ submitted to the EPA a 3 

Regional Haze SIP revision which required Naughton Unit 3 to cease burning coal no 4 

later than January 30, 2019; the SIP proposes federally enforceable emission limits for 5 

Naughton Unit 3 to fire on natural gas. The EPA issued its proposed approval of 6 

WDEQ’s SIP revision on November 7, 2018, seeking public comments on the proposal. 7 

 On February 4, 2019, PacifiCorp filed a notification to the WDEQ that 8 

Naughton Unit 3 had ceased coal combustion; PacifiCorp designated Naughton Unit 3 9 

as “temporarily ‘mothballed’ while awaiting final federal action” from the EPA on 10 

approval of the WDEQ SIP. PacifiCorp clarified in its notification that Naughton Unit 11 

3 remained capable of generating 35 MW when fueled on natural gas, and that the unit 12 

could be considered effectively converted following EPA approval of the Wyoming 13 

SIP. 14 

 On March 21, 2019, the EPA published its approval of the Naughton Unit 3 15 

conversion to natural gas and incorporated by reference the natural gas emission limits 16 

from Wyoming state air permits. PacifiCorp submitted a notification to WDEQ on 17 

May 24, 2019, for initial startup of Naughton Unit 3 on natural gas and commencement 18 

of construction for additional upgrades supporting the full conversion to 247 MW. 19 

PacifiCorp removed Naughton Unit 3 from designation as ‘temporarily mothballed’ 20 

and committed to completion of all construction relating to natural gas conversion by 21 

June 24, 2021. 22 

 PacifiCorp filed a notification with WDEQ on July 3, 2019, that Naughton Unit 23 
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3 was first fired (initial start-up after being temporarily mothballed) on natural gas on 1 

July 1, 2019. 2 

 Project activities to date in support of the increase in unit capacity to 247 MW 3 

are limited to design engineering and procurement of materials, no physical upgrades 4 

have been made as of yet as the Company is awaiting material deliveries to initiate 5 

construction. The project is expected to be completed by mid-2020. 6 

Q. What is the cost to complete the full conversion of Naughton Unit 3 to a 247 MW 7 

natural gas fired generation resource? 8 

A. The cost of the Naughton Unit 3 gas conversion to 247 MW included in this proceeding 9 

is  on a total-company basis. 10 

Q. Does the Naughton Unit 3 gas conversion to a 247 MW natural gas fired 11 

generation resource provide customer benefits? 12 

A. Yes. As discussed in the testimony from Mr. Link, full conversion of Naughton Unit 3 13 

to a 247 MW gas fueled resource is projected to provide $18.3 million in savings for 14 

customers as analyzed in the 2019 IRP against early retirement of the unit. As such, the 15 

2019 IRP Preferred Portfolio included Naughton Unit 3 gas conversion as a generation 16 

resource available to serve customers going forward. 17 

VII.      CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 18 

Q. Please summarize your testimony. 19 

A. The Company prudently managed the analysis, implementation, and costs of the 20 

Energy Vision 2020 Projects and the Pryor Mountain Wind Project which provide 21 

benefits to Wyoming customers. These projects should be approved as prudent 22 

expenditures. 23 
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The Company prudently managed the analysis and appropriately exercised its 1 

rights under the Participation Agreement with respect to the Craig Unit 2 SCR project. 2 

The project was completed on time to meet all environmental compliance deadlines 3 

and performance requirements, and was administered by the plant Operating Agent, 4 

and supported by a majority vote of the unit’s remaining joint owners, in accordance 5 

with Participation Agreement terms and conditions. 6 

The Company’s support of the Hayden Unit 2 SCR installations included in this 7 

case has been administered pursuant to applicable law and the Partnership Agreement 8 

applicable to that unit. 9 

These environmental compliance projects have allowed the retrofitted facilities 10 

to continue to operate as low-cost generation resources for the benefit of PacifiCorp’s 11 

customers. 12 

Finally, the Naughton Unit 3 natural gas conversion to 247 MW has been 13 

prudently analyzed and implemented. The natural gas conversion project is de minimis 14 

in scope and facilitates operation of a significant generation resource during periods of 15 

peak loads across PacifiCorp’s system for the benefit of customers. 16 

Based on these conclusions, I recommend that the Commission approve each 17 

of the projects described in my testimony for inclusion in rates. 18 

Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony? 19 

A. Yes. 20 
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Energy Vision 2020 Cost Cap Comparison 

  As Filed Capital ($ million)  Forecast Capital ($ million)  
New Wind Resources     

Ekola Flats  
TB Flats I & II 
Cedar Springs 

New Wind Capital Costs Subtotal  $1,189.2  $1,237.9 
Interconnection Network Upgrades  $78.0  $92.2 

Aeolus‐to‐Bridger/Anticline Transmission 
Line 

$679.2  $679.2 

New Wind and Transmission Subtotal  $1,946.4  $2,009.3 
     

Repowered Wind Resources     
Glenrock I 
Glenrock III 

Seven Mile Hill I 
Seven Mile Hill II 

High Plains 
McFadden Ridge 
Dunlap Ranch 
Rolling Hills 
Marengo I 
Marengo II 

Goodnoe Hills 
Repowered Wind Subtotal  $978.9  $963.7 

     
Total Capital Costs  $2,925.3  $2,973.0 

     
Cost Cap (107% of Total Capital Costs)*  $3,129   

Forecast Below Cost Cap     $156 
 

* The final approved cost cap was established with the approval of the Repowering Projects, In the 

Matter of the Application of Rocky Mountain Power for an Order Approving Nontraditional Ratemaking 

Related to Wind Repowering, Docket No. 20000‐519‐EA‐17 (Record No. 14780), Memorandum Opinion, 

Findings, and Order Approving Stipulation at 66 (Dec. 21, 2018). 
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