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Q. Are you the same Richard A. Vail who submitted direct testimony in this case on 1 

behalf of PacifiCorp d/b/a Pacific Power (PacifiCorp or Company)? 2 

A. Yes.  3 

I. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 4 

Q. What is the purpose of your reply testimony? 5 

A. The purpose of my reply testimony is to respond to the joint direct testimony of 6 

Ms. Nadine Hanhan, Mr. Yassir Rashid, and Mr. Matt Muldoon (Exhibit Staff/1400) 7 

on behalf of Staff of the Public Utility Commission of Oregon (Commission).  I also 8 

respond to Mr. Bradley G. Mullins’ direct testimony (Exhibit AWEC/100) filed on 9 

behalf of the Alliance of Western Energy Consumers (AWEC). 10 

II. RESPONSE TO STAFF GENERAL CONCERNS REGARDING THE MAJOR 11 
TRANSMISSION PROJECTS 12 

Q. Please summarize Staff’s testimony regarding the transmission projects 13 

addressed in your testimony. 14 

A. Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon raised three overarching concerns 15 

related to the transmission projects I discussed in my direct testimony (Exhibit 16 

PAC/1000).  First, Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon claim they were not 17 

able to make concrete recommendations in their testimony because of discovery 18 

issues.  Second, Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon were concerned that 19 

certain projects under construction may not meet projected online dates.  Finally, 20 

Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon were concerned about potential or 21 

perceived cost overruns.  22 
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A. Discovery Issues 1 

Q. Were there delays in responding to Staff data requests? 2 

A. Yes.  PacifiCorp notified Staff that there would be a delay in responding to Staff’s 3 

data requests focused on the transmission projects addressed in my opening 4 

testimony.  For example, Staff submitted 33 requests on March 19, 2020, with 5 

responses due on April 2, 2020.  PacifiCorp notified Staff that responses would be 6 

delayed on March 27, 2020.  PacifiCorp provided responses to 20 by April 10, 2020, 7 

another 10 by April 16, 2020, and the final three by April 20, 2020.  The remote work 8 

environment, the nature of the requests, and other regulatory requirements resulted in 9 

PacifiCorp needing additional time. 10 

Q. What do you mean by the nature of the requests? 11 

A. As stated by Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon, the data requests sought 12 

a voluminous amount of information.1  For example, requests often sought not only 13 

documents, but also narrative explanations for each document.  This required not only 14 

production of documents, but drafting a discussion on each.  The responses to 15 

requests seeking supportive documents were all provided by April 16, 2020. 16 

Q. When did Staff submit its next set of data requests focused on the transmission 17 

projects addressed in your opening testimony? 18 

A. Not until May 5, 2020.  Again, the requests sought a voluminous amount of 19 

information, with a number of subparts and requests for narrative explanations.   20 

 

 

                                                            
1 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/7:10-12. 
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Q. Does Staff’s position that it may raise new issues on rebuttal cause any 1 

concerns? 2 

A. Yes.  The procedural schedule does not provide enough time for parties to address 3 

new issues on rebuttal and surrebuttal.  If Staff raises new issues on rebuttal, other 4 

parties to the proceeding will not be able to provide any cross-answering testimony 5 

and PacifiCorp will be limited to one round of testimony to respond to new issues.  6 

This could become an issue given the complexity of transmission planning and the 7 

potential implication of Federal Energy Regulatory Commission open access 8 

requirements. 9 

Q. Did Staff raise any concerns with PacifiCorp about its ability to conduct its 10 

review of the transmission projects before filing its testimony in this proceeding? 11 

A. Not to my knowledge.     12 

B. In-Service Date and Cost Issues 13 

Q. Please summarize Staff’s concerns regarding in-service dates. 14 

A. Staff appears concerned that projects are not in-service as of the date of filing the rate 15 

case, February 14, 2020.  These include the Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline 500-kilovolt 16 

(kV) Transmission Project (December 2020), the Vantage to Pomona Heights 230-kV 17 

Transmission Project (June 2020), and the Goshen-Sugarmill-Rigby 161 kV 18 

Transmission Project (November, 2020).2  Staff also references a series of smaller pro 19 

forma plant additions scheduled to go into service before the rate effective date.3  20 

Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon identified three concerns regarding 21 

these projects.  First, they stated that they are concerned about whether the “Company 22 

                                                            
2 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/8:1-5. 
3 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/8:6-12. 
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was able to anticipate knowable problems and meet project deadlines” that could 1 

result in cost overruns.4  Second, they questioned whether the Company will be able 2 

to acquire the necessary equipment, labor, and materials to place the assets in-service 3 

before the rate effective date.5  Finally, they questioned whether PacifiCorp could 4 

have anticipated some of the unique issues faced by the Company, such as prominent 5 

engineering firms declining new projects and the Trump Administration’s issuance of 6 

Executive Orders affecting substation equipment options.6     7 

Q. Do you have any response to the general timing concerns raised by Staff? 8 

A. Yes I do.  First, for those assets that were not in-service at the time this rate case was 9 

filed, PacifiCorp is not requesting a true-up to actual costs, or recovery of any 10 

overages to the anticipated costs, in this rate case.  Any such increase to costs would 11 

be subject to a future prudence review in a subsequent rate case.  Accordingly, 12 

Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon’s first concern is not relevant in this 13 

proceeding.  Second, PacifiCorp continues to properly manage its construction 14 

projects and continues to forecast that all of the projects addressed in my opening 15 

testimony will be in-service by December 31, 2020.  Finally, I believe it is 16 

unreasonable to apply a prudency standard requiring a utility to anticipate 17 

unprecedented national policy changes or unprecedented market issues.  PacifiCorp is 18 

considered an essential service and has not stopped work on construction projects.  19 

PacifiCorp has not experienced an increase in costs or a shortage of labor on 20 

construction projects at this time due to the COVID-19 pandemic. 21 

                                                            
4 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/8:15-17. 
5 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/8:18-23. 
6 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/9:1-11. 
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Q. Do you agree with Staff’s concerns over costs controls? 1 

A. No.  For those projects which were not placed into service before PacifiCorp filed this 2 

rate case, PacifiCorp is incurring the risk of increased costs.  PacifiCorp has not 3 

requested a true-up to actuals for the projects identified by Ms. Hanhan and 4 

Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon.  Accordingly, PacifiCorp accepts the risk for these 5 

projects in this rate case.  As to the potential for decreased costs, PacifiCorp’s 6 

forecasts for each project are up to date and cost reductions appear unlikely given the 7 

number of current challenges, as discussed by Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and 8 

Muldoon.   9 

Q. Do you agree that the in-service date issue can be addressed with Staff’s 10 

proposed officer attestation that the projects are in-service before the rate 11 

effective date?7 12 

A. Yes.  As discussed further by Mr. Michael G. Wilding, I agree that filing an 13 

attestation that major projects are in-service before the rate effective date may be 14 

appropriate but I propose a slight modification to allow for the attestation to be signed 15 

by either a Vice President or Officer and that threshold for major projects be greater 16 

than $5 million on an Oregon-allocated basis.  I think this is an appropriate way to 17 

address the concern that the investments are used and useful before the rate effective 18 

date. 19 

 

 

                                                            
7 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/10:13-17. 
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Q. Do you agree with Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon’s proposal 1 

that any costs above those forecast at the time of hearing be disallowed as a rule, 2 

subject to cost-recovery in a future rate case8?  3 

A. As I stated above, PacifiCorp is not seeking to update its costs to include actuals for 4 

the transmission projects addressed in my opening testimony.  Accordingly, I have no 5 

objection to this recommendation.   6 

III. ENERGY VISION 2020 TRANSMISSION AND NETWORK UPGRADES 7 

A. Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline 500-kV Transmission Project 8 

Q. What are Staff’s concerns with the Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline 500-kV 9 

Transmission Project? 10 

A. Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon raised an initial concern regarding the 11 

in-service date of the Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline 500-kV Transmission Project and 12 

associated Energy Vision 2020 wind projects.9   13 

Q. Did Staff challenge the prudence of the investment decision? 14 

A. No. 15 

Q. Do you agree that the Energy Vision 2020 wind projects and the Aeolus to 16 

Bridger/Anticline 500-kV Transmission Project are a “package” deal, as claimed 17 

by Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon? 18 

A. Not exactly.  It is true that the EV 2020 wind projects are dependent on the Aeolus to 19 

Bridger/Anticline 500-kV Transmission Project for interconnection and the 20 

Company’s economic analysis examined the transmission and wind projects together 21 

as presented in the 2017 IRP and included in Mr. Link’s testimony in this case.  But 22 

                                                            
8 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/10:18-11:7. 
9 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/12:17-18. 
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there is an independent need for the Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline 500-kV 1 

Transmission Project.  Indeed, Staff justifies its “package” deal statement by pointing 2 

to Exhibit Staff/1404, but Exhibit Staff/1404 states: 3 

There is an independent need for the Aeolus-to-Bridger/Anticline 4 
line, even if the new Wind Projects are not constructed because it 5 
will improve system performance and reliability and directly serve 6 
customers. The Company’s—and region’s—long-term transmission 7 
plans still call for the construction of the Aeolus-to-8 
Bridger/Anticline line by 2024. Thus, the Company will need to 9 
construct this transmission line in the near future. The question is 10 
whether it is built in 2020 when PTC-eligible wind can offset the 11 
costs and produce net benefits for customers, or in 2024 at full cost 12 
to customers. 13 
 
The Aeolus-to-Bridger/Anticline line is necessary to relieve existing 14 
congestion on the system and that without the new transmission line 15 
the Company’s ability to deliver resources to load will remain 16 
constrained. The North American Electric Reliability Corporation’s 17 
and Western Electricity Coordinating Council’s standards and 18 
criteria influenced the need for the Aeolus-to-Bridger/Anticline line. 19 
The Company made it clear that the Aeolus-to-Bridger/Anticline 20 
line has been an integral component of the long-term transmission 21 
plan for the region long before the Wind Projects were 22 
contemplated.10 23 

While there are added benefits to building the transmission project in association with 24 

the Energy Vision 2020 wind projects, the Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline 500-kV 25 

Transmission Project allows the Company to more efficiently comply with reliability 26 

standards and criteria, and has been part of PacifiCorp’s long-term transmission plan 27 

for the region before the value of Energy Vision 2020 wind projects was identified.  28 

 

                                                            
10 Staff/1404, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/2. 
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Q. Please respond to Staff’s claim “that the economics of [the Aeolus to 1 

Bridger/Anticline 500-kV Transmission Project] depends entirely on how much 2 

the wind blows.”11 3 

A. This conclusion ignores the need to reliably plan and operate the transmission system.  4 

As discussed above, the Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline 500-kV Transmission Project 5 

has been part of PacifiCorp’s long-term transmission plan since 2007.  The line 6 

addresses congestion issues and provides for compliance with mandatory reliability 7 

standards and other reliability criteria.  The increased reliability benefits customers, 8 

with or without the Energy Vision 2020 wind projects.  The economics for the line 9 

are, however, greatly improved with the Energy Vision 2020 wind projects because of 10 

the production tax credits (PTC).  Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon’s 11 

conclusion does not discuss the benefits of the line, instead focusing only on the 12 

significant economic opportunity presented by combining the project with the Energy 13 

Vision 2020 wind projects.  Furthermore, this conclusion ignores the risk that costs 14 

will increase in the future if the line is delayed.  Additionally, if the line were delayed 15 

until 2024, there would be no PTC-eligible wind projects that would help subsidize 16 

the costs of the line. 17 

Q. Do you agree that in Order No. 18-138 the Commission ruled that “benefits need 18 

to be ensured to ratepayers as it relates to [the Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline line] 19 

and associated wind,” as Staff claims?12  20 

A. No.  On the contrary, in Order No. 18-138, the Commission specifically reserved 21 

judgment on the ratemaking treatment associated with the Energy Vision 2020 22 

                                                            
11 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/12:6-7. 
12 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/13. 
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resources until the matter was before it in a ratemaking proceeding.13  This approach 1 

is consistent with well-established precedent; the Commission has never held that the 2 

Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) creates pre-approval or establishes precedent for 3 

future rate recovery.  Order No. 18-13814 states that the risk of proceeding with the 4 

projects remains with PacifiCorp until cost recovery is approved by the Commission.  5 

The Commission acknowledged the Energy Vision 2020 action items in PacifiCorp’s 6 

2017 IRP to the extent there are no expected “cost overruns, delays or other factors 7 

that impact” the economics.15  As explained in the Company’s testimony in this case, 8 

there are no cost overruns, delays, or other factors that materially impact the 9 

economics of the projects.  10 

Q. Please explain the risks posed by the Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline 500-kV 11 

Transmission Project identified by Staff. 12 

A. First, Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon compare the change order total 13 

and the amount requested in my opening testimony and suggest that the difference 14 

between these two figures represents cost overruns.16  But Staff is comparing two 15 

different figures that are not directly comparable.  The confidential costs cited by 16 

Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon identifies only costs through February 17 

2020,  which Staff then compares to plant in-service amounts found in Table 1 from 18 

Exhibit PAC/1000, Vail/11.  The plant-in-service amounts are the anticipated costs to 19 

complete the project.  While the majority of the costs have already been incurred, as 20 

                                                            
13 Order No. 18-138 at 3. 
14 In the matter of PacifiCorp, dba Pacific Power, 2017 Integrated Resource Plan, Docket No. LC 67, Order 
No. 18-138 at 8 (Apr. 27, 2018). 
15 Id. 
16 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/13:18-14:9. 
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reflected in the February 2020 figure Staff cites, there remains work that will be 1 

completed during this construction season.  The Company is confident that the costs 2 

of the remaining work will remain within the Company’s costs projections  3 

  Second, Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon state that customers 4 

should not be held responsible in the event that “tax revenues” fail to materialize.  5 

Although Staff refers to “tax revenues,” it appears they are addressing the concern 6 

that the PTCs generated by the wind projects will be less than expected.  The 7 

Company is confident that the Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline transmission line, and 8 

accompanying network upgrades, will be in-service by then end of 2020, which is one 9 

year prior to what is required from a transmission perspective to ensure that the wind 10 

projects are PTC-eligible.17  To the extent that Staff is concerned about the 11 

completion of the wind projects themselves, that concern is addressed by Company 12 

witness Mr. Timothy J. Hemstreet and Mr. Wilding.     13 

Moreover, as discussed above, the Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline line has been 14 

part of PacifiCorp’s long-term transmission plan since 2007.  Ms. Hanhan and 15 

Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon acknowledge that PacifiCorp’s long-term transmission 16 

plan identifies a need for the project in 2024.18  At that time, PacifiCorp may not be 17 

able to offset the cost of the project with any PTCs.  However, with the extension of 18 

the deadline to qualify for 100 percent PTCs extended to five calendar years for 19 

projects that began construction in 2016 or 2017, the risk of actual PTCs being less 20 

                                                            
17 In May 2020, the Continuity Safe Harbor was extended to five calendar years for projects that began 
construction in 2016 or 2017.  IRS Notice 2020-41, Section 3. 
18 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/15:12-16. 



PAC/2800 
Vail/11 

Reply Testimony of Richard A. Vail 

than expected due to construction delays associated with the completion of the Aeolus 1 

to Bridger/Anticline line has virtually been eliminated.  2 

Q. Staff raises a concern over “using expiring tax credits to justify backbone 3 

transmission planning (i.e. reliability) buildout at an earlier date.”19  Do you 4 

agree? 5 

A. No.  The Company’s options were to build the transmission projects in 2020 so that 6 

PTC-eligible wind could offset the costs, or wait until 2024 when the full costs would 7 

be borne by customers without offsetting PTC benefits.  When faced with these 8 

options, a reasonable utility will select the early build option because it is the lower 9 

cost option.     10 

Staff’s implies that the Company could have waited until 2024 but delaying 11 

construction comes with its own risks.  If PacifiCorp had built the project to meet 12 

system needs in 2024, without the PTCs, it would increase costs to customers.   13 

Q. Staff claims that PacifiCorp acknowledges that the Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline 14 

500-kV Transmission Project is not mandated by the Company’s Open Access 15 

Transmission Tariff (OATT).20  Is that accurate? 16 

A. Only as a general statement.  PacifiCorp’s obligations under its OATT is to provide 17 

reliable transmission service to its transmission and generation interconnection 18 

customers.  The OATT does not mandate a particular project be constructed.  19 

PacifiCorp has identified the Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline 500-kV Transmission 20 

Project as a solution to reliability requirements and OATT service requests.  As I 21 

discussed in my direct testimony, the project will allow the Company to more 22 

                                                            
19 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/15:16-19. 
20 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/15:12-16. 
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efficiently meet current and forecasted customer energy demand by relieving the 1 

existing transmission congestion in southeastern Wyoming.21 2 

Q. What are Staff’s recommendations regarding the Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline 3 

500-kV Transmission Project? 4 

A. Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon make four recommendations: 5 

• Require the Company to file an officer attestation that all requested 6 

Energy Vision 2020 wind projects and transmission buildout is in-7 

service by the time rates go into effect and remove the components 8 

of the projects not in-service by December 31, 2020, from revenue 9 

requirement. 10 

• Impose a cost cap for rate recovery based on what Staff deems 11 

appropriate.  12 

• Any unrecovered balances should be subject to a future ratemaking 13 

proceeding.  14 

• Disallow cost recovery of Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline 500-kV 15 

Transmission Project if any Energy Vision 2020 wind project’s 16 

Commercial Operation Date is after December 31, 2020.  17 

Q. Do you agree with all these recommendations? 18 

A. No, I do not.  While I agree that filing an attestation that these major projects are in-19 

service before the rate effective date may be appropriate, I propose a slight 20 

modification to allow for the attestation to be signed by either a Vice President or 21 

Officer.  The other recommendations do not appear to be based on an independent 22 

                                                            
21 PAC/1000, Vail/18:12-23. 
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review of the attributes and benefits of the project itself.22  Ms. Hanhan and 1 

Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon’s recommendations did not address the reliability 2 

benefits of the Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline 500-kV Transmission Project.  Staff 3 

appears to be solely focused on the enhanced economics and, thus, recommending 4 

shifting all risk to the Company.  Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon 5 

recommend that the Company bear all the costs of the project if any Energy Vision 6 

2020 project is not in commercial operation by December 31, 2020.  This is 7 

unreasonable in that any partial offset to the Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline 500-kV 8 

Transmission Project costs from PTCs makes the project more economic than it 9 

would be if constructed on its own in 2024, and PacifiCorp’s customers receive 10 

benefits from increased system reliability.  Moreover, the deadline to qualify for 100 11 

percent PTCs has been extended to five calendar years for projects that began 12 

construction in 2016 or 2017 thereby making this argument moot.   13 

Q. Has Staff indicated what it “deems appropriate” for a cost cap? 14 

A. No, which makes their vague and open-ended recommendation entirely unreasonable.  15 

Further, a cost cap is not necessary.  PacifiCorp is not seeking more than the amounts 16 

included in its initial filing.  Any increase in costs for the project would be part of a 17 

subsequent rate case.   18 

Q. Has the Company made substantial progress on construction of the Aeolus to 19 

Bridger/Anticline 500-kV Transmission Project? 20 

A. Yes.  All materials and major equipment for this project have been delivered to the 21 

project sites.  This includes tower structures, conductor, insulators, optical ground 22 

                                                            
22 PAC/1000, Vail/16-22. 
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wire, transformers, shunt reactors, shunt capacitors, circuit breakers, substation steel, 1 

disconnect switches, and wire.  All major equipment covered by the U.S. Executive 2 

Order on Critical Infrastructure was ordered and delivered prior to issuance of the 3 

order.  PacifiCorp did not acquire any items defined in the Executive Order from the 4 

Peoples Republic of China.   5 

  As of June 5, 2020, the 500-kV transmission line has 100 percent of 6 

foundations installed, 91 percent of structures erected, and 52 percent of conductor 7 

stringing completed.  Crews reduced work during the winter and spring avian nesting 8 

seasons but are now fully staffed and are completing the remaining work.  Based on 9 

progress to date and resource plans, the Company expects work on the 500-kV 10 

transmission line to be complete in September 2020 to support the December 31, 11 

2020, program completion date.  12 

The Aeolus, Anticline, and Jim Bridger substations are under construction and 13 

on schedule.  Construction is complete at the 230-kV yard at Aeolus substation, and 14 

pre-energization commissioning is now in progress for on time completion in 15 

June 2020.  PacifiCorp expects construction to be complete at the 500-kV yard at 16 

Aeolus substation by the end of August 2020.  The transformers were delivered in 17 

late May 2020, and will be completely installed by late June 2020, as planned.  The 18 

shunt reactors are also complete, the capacitor bank is installed, and the remaining 19 

substation construction is progressing according to plan, including completion of the 20 

control building.   21 

PacifiCorp expects construction to be complete at the Anticline substation by 22 

end of August 2020, as planned.  Major equipment has all been delivered with the 23 
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exception of the transformers, which have arrived in the United States and are enroute 1 

to the site for arrival in late June 2020.  Transformer installation will be completed by 2 

the end of July 2020.   3 

At Jim Bridger substation, construction is complete at the 345-kV expansion, 4 

and will be energized in fall 2020 when the transmission line to Aeolus is completed.  5 

The STATCOM installation at the Latham substation is progressing on 6 

schedule to be completed by August 2020.  The building is complete, the STATCOM 7 

components are being installed, and the transformers are fully installed.  Final work 8 

to complete the substation electrical is ongoing, and no major materials remain to be 9 

delivered.   10 

Q. Are the anticipated costs still consistent with the costs identified in your direct 11 

testimony? 12 

A. Yes.  The Company forecasts that the project will not exceed the costs identified in 13 

my direct testimony. 14 

B. Energy Vision 2020 Network Upgrades  15 

Q. Does Staff have any concerns about the Energy Vision 2020 network upgrade 16 

projects?  17 

A. Yes.  Staff has raised concerns regarding two network upgrade projects associated 18 

with Energy Vision 2020.  First, the network upgrade project associated with the TB 19 

Flats 1 wind project interconnection requires construction of a new 16-mile 230-kV 20 

line from Shirley Basin substation to the new Aeolus substation, and associated 21 

upgrades to the existing Shirley Basis substation.  Second, the network upgrade 22 

project associated with the Cedar Springs I wind project requires reconstruction of 23 
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four miles of an existing 230-kV line between the new Aeolus substation and the 1 

Freezeout substation, 14 miles of reconstructing an existing 230- kV line between the 2 

Freezeout substation and the Standpipe substation, and reconstructing 16 miles of an 3 

existing 230-kV line from the new Aeolus substation to the Shirley Basin substation, 4 

along with upgrades to the Windstar substation.  Both of these projects meet 5 

PacifiCorp’s obligations under its OATT and provide for the interconnection of new 6 

renewable generation.  Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon appear to be 7 

concerned that there may be a difference between the amounts included in the initial 8 

filing and costs actually incurred.   9 

Q. Did Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon challenge the prudence of the 10 

investment decision? 11 

A. No.  12 

Q. What are Staff’s recommendations regarding the Energy Vision 2020 Network 13 

Upgrades? 14 

A. Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon make four recommendations: 15 

• Require the Company to file an officer attestation that all requested 16 

transmission due to associated wind is in-service by the time rates 17 

go into effect. 18 

• Impose a cost cap for rate recovery based on what Staff deems 19 

appropriate.  20 

• Any unrecovered balances should be subject to a future ratemaking 21 

proceeding.  22 
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• Disallow cost recovery of Energy Vision 2020 Network Upgrades if 1 

the associated Energy Vision 2020 wind project or the Aeolus to 2 

Bridger/Anticline 500-kV Transmission Project are not in-service 3 

by December 31, 2020.  4 

Q. Do you agree with all these recommendations? 5 

A. No, I do not.  Again, I agree that filing an attestation that major projects are in-service 6 

before the rate effective date may be appropriate, however I propose the same slight 7 

modification to allow for the attestation to be signed by either a Vice President or 8 

Officer.  The network upgrades, while required to accommodate the generator 9 

interconnections, also provide additional system benefits.  Staff appears to be solely 10 

focused on the enhanced economics and recommends shifting all risk to the 11 

Company.  Disallowance of all costs associated with upgrades to PacifiCorp’s 12 

transmission system is excessive and does not match costs with benefits.   13 

Q. Has Staff indicated what it “deems appropriate” for a cost cap? 14 

A. No.  Again, a cost cap is not necessary.  PacifiCorp is not seeking more than the 15 

amounts included in its initial filing.  Any increase to project costs would be part of a 16 

subsequent rate case.  The cost cap, however, is inappropriate without supporting 17 

detail and analysis, and an opportunity for all parties to build a thorough record on the 18 

issue.  This will now have to be done in only two rounds of testimony. 19 

Q. Has the Company made substantial progress on these projects? 20 

A. Yes.  All materials and major equipment for these projects have been delivered to the 21 

project sites.  This includes tower structures, conductor, insulators, optical ground 22 

wire, shunt reactor, circuit breakers, disconnect switches, substation steel, and wire.  23 
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All major equipment covered by the U.S. Executive Order on Critical Infrastructure 1 

was ordered and delivered prior to issuance of the order.  The project did not acquire 2 

any items defined in the Executive Order from the Peoples Republic of China.   3 

The substation elements of these projects at Windstar, Shirley Basin, and 4 

Freezeout substations are complete.  PacifiCorp was forced to move the anticipated 5 

completion dates for the Aeolus to Shirley Basin and Aeolus to Freezeout 6 

transmission lines to October 31, 2020, due to requirements imposed by the Bureau of 7 

Land Management during the spring 2020 avian nesting season.  Despite the delay, 8 

the TB Flats 1 associated network upgrades are expected to be complete in August 9 

2020, and the Cedar Springs 1 associated network upgrades will be phased into 10 

service from September to October 2020, to meet the planned completion date of 11 

October 31, 2020. 12 

Q. Are the anticipated costs still consistent with the costs identified in your direct 13 

testimony? 14 

A. Yes.  The Company is currently forecasting that the costs for projects required to 15 

integrate the new resources will not exceed the total forecast of $92.2 million 16 

identified in my opening testimony.   17 

C. AWEC’s Proposed Cap 18 

Q. Do any other parties propose a cost recovery limitation on the Aeolus to 19 

Bridger/Anticline 500-kV Transmission Project? 20 

A. Yes.  Mr. Mullins recommends that the Commission impose a hard cap on the costs 21 

for the Aeolus to Bridger/Anticline 500-kV Transmission Project.23  Mr. Mullins 22 

                                                            
23 AWEC/100, Mullins/12:13-14. 



PAC/2800 
Vail/19 

Reply Testimony of Richard A. Vail 

argues that because the Energy Vision 2020 projects were based on an economic 1 

opportunity, customers should not bear the risk of cost overruns above the 2 

assumptions presented in the 2017 IRP.24 3 

Q. Do you agree with his recommendation? 4 

A. No.  As discussed above, I believe that advancing a transmission project already in a 5 

utility’s long-term transmission plan to take advantage of an economic opportunity to 6 

lower the cost of the project for customers is a decision that should be encouraged. 7 

IV. WALLULA TO MCNARY 230 KV TRANSMISSION PROJECT 8 

Q. What are Staff’s concerns with the Wallula to McNary 230-kV Transmission 9 

Project?  10 

A. First, Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon appear to be concerned that the 11 

benefits identified in the Company’s 2015 IRP have not materialized and the 12 

transmission line is not used and useful.  Second, Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid 13 

and Muldoon state that Staff is still in the process of verifying cost overruns. 14 

Q. Do Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon address the reliability benefits 15 

of the Wallula to McNary 230 kV Transmission Project?25 16 

A. No.  17 

Q. What is Staff’s recommendation? 18 

A. Staff provides only a ‘preliminary’ recommendation that “[i]f Staff views that 19 

significant cost overruns occurred due to the Company’s failure to anticipate a 20 

                                                            
24 AWEC/100, Mullins/18:27-19:2 and Mullins/20:1-5. 
25 PAC/1000, Vail/31:18-32:3. 
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knowable problem, or that cost overruns are due to the Company’s negligence, Staff 1 

will recommend disallowance.”26 2 

 

Q. Do you have a response to the concern and recommendation presented by Staff?  3 

A. Staff has not yet identified a basis for its concern or articulated an actual 4 

recommendation to which I can respond. 5 

V. SNOW GOOSE 500/230-KV NEW SUBSTATION PROJECT 6 

Q. Does Staff raise concerns with the Snow Goose 500/230-kV New Substation 7 

Project?  8 

A. Yes.  Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon claims that the Company may 9 

have come in under budget for this project,27 and reserves the right to recommend a 10 

disallowance for any cost overruns.28   11 

Q. Do Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon address the reliability benefits 12 

of the Snow Goose 500/230 kV New Substation Project?29 13 

A. No.  14 

Q. Do you have a response to the concern and recommendation presented by Staff?  15 

A. Staff has not yet identified a basis for its concern or articulated an actual 16 

recommendation to which I can respond. 17 

 

 

 

                                                            
26 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/23:1. 
27 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/24:17-18. 
28 Staff/1400/Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/24:19-25:8. 
29 PAC/1000, Vail/33:4-34:2. 
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VI. VANTAGE TO POMONA HEIGHTS 230-KV TRANSMISSION PROJECT 1 

Q. Do Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon raise concerns with the 2 

Vantage to Pomona Heights 230-kV Transmission Project?  3 

A. Yes.  Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon expressed concern that while the 4 

project is substantially complete, there could be a delay that would mean the project 5 

is not in-service before December 31, 2020.30 6 

Q. What is the status of the Pomona Heights 230 kV Transmission Project? 7 

A. The project is currently being planned for energization before the end of July 2020.  8 

PacifiCorp does not anticipate any permitting or other environmental or construction 9 

issues that will cause any further delays in the project.  All materials and major 10 

equipment have been delivered and have been installed.  The only remaining work is 11 

adding wire and static wire on to the last two spans of the line (approximately 12 

600 feet) into the Bonneville Power Administration’s Vantage substation, complete 13 

fiber optic cable splicing, complete protection relay settings, and final testing required 14 

for full energization. 15 

Q. What was the cause of the delay to construction in 2019? 16 

A. The in-service date was moved from September 2019 to May 2020 due to federal 17 

delays in granting the required right of way grant and notice to proceed for the 18 

Vantage to Pomona 230 kV Transmission Project schedule.31 19 

Q. Has the Company experience any additional unexpected issues in 2020? 20 

A. Yes.  PacifiCorp discovered a kestrel nest at the active construction area of the project 21 

site on May 9, 2020, which required a delay to the final transmission line attachment 22 

                                                            
30 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/28:3-8. 
31 CONFIDENTIAL Staff/1405, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/199. 
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until the young had left the nest.  The fledgling kestrels left the nest in mid-June 1 

2020.  PacifiCorp restarted construction on June 19, 2020, and expects to energize the 2 

line before the end of July 2020. 3 

Q. What are Staff’s recommendations regarding the Vantage to Pomona Heights 4 

230 kV Transmission Project? 5 

A. Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon make four recommendations: 6 

• Require the Company to file an officer attestation that all requested 7 

transmission is in-service by the time rates go into effect. 8 

• Impose a cost cap for rate recovery based on what Staff deems 9 

appropriate.  10 

• Any unrecovered balances should be subject to a future ratemaking 11 

proceeding.  12 

• PacifiCorp must re-file for cost recovery for any projects that are not 13 

used and useful by December 31, 2020.32 14 

Further, Staff states that if it finds that significant cost overruns occurred due to 15 

the Company’s failure to anticipate a knowable problem or negligence, Staff 16 

will recommend disallowance.33 17 

Q. Please respond to the recommendations of Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and 18 

Muldoon. 19 

A. Again, filing an attestation for major pro forma additions may be appropriate to 20 

ensure investments are used and useful before the rate effective date but I propose a 21 

slight modification to allow for the attestation to be signed by either a Vice President 22 

                                                            
32 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/28:9-20. 
33 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/29:1-5. 
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or Officer.  The cost cap, however, is inappropriate without supporting detail and 1 

analysis, and an opportunity for all parties to build a thorough record on the issue.  2 

This will now have to be done in only two rounds of testimony.   3 

VII. GOSHEN TO SUGARMILL TO RIGBY 161-KV TRANSMISSION PROJECT 4 

Q. Does Staff have concerns regarding the Goshen to Sugarmill to Rigby 161-kV 5 

Transmission Project?  6 

A. Yes.  Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon expressed two concerns with the 7 

project.  First, that the relatively low voltage of the line may only benefit customers in 8 

the Southeast Idaho area.  Second, that there may be some construction delays that 9 

would mean the project is not in-service before December 31, 2020.34 10 

Q. What is the status of the Goshen to Sugarmill to Rigby 161-kV Transmission 11 

Project? 12 

A. The new 161-kV line position at Goshen substation to accommodate the new 161-kV 13 

transmission line from Goshen to Sugarmill construction work has been completed, 14 

and PacifiCorp is currently conducting commissioning activities.  Due to sequencing 15 

of work at Goshen substation the transmission line will not be connected to the new 16 

line position until September 2020.  Fifteen of the 24 miles of transmission line 17 

between Goshen and Sugarmill has been completed, and currently the Company is 18 

working on reclamation activities of construction access roads.  PacifiCorp is waiting 19 

until after the summer irrigation load peak to complete the remaining nine miles.  All 20 

materials are on site.  PacifiCorp expects to be complete by late November 2020.   21 

                                                            
34 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/30:3-20. 
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For the new 161-kV line position at Sugarmill Substation, PacifiCorp has 1 

ordered all materials, with expected delivery dates in July and August 2020.  2 

PacifiCorp is currently seeking bids for construction, and expects work to start in 3 

mid-July.  Work is scheduled to be completed by late November early 4 

December 2020. 5 

Q. What are Staff’s recommendations regarding the Goshen to Sugarmill to Rigby 6 

161-kV Transmission Project? 7 

A. Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon make four recommendations: 8 

• Require the Company to file an officer attestation that all requested 9 

transmission is in-service by the time rates go into effect. 10 

• Impose a cost cap for rate recovery based on what was presented in 11 

the Company’s filing.  12 

• Any unrecovered balances should be subject to a future ratemaking 13 

proceeding.  14 

• PacifiCorp must re-file for cost recovery for any projects that are not 15 

used and useful by December 31, 2020. 16 

• If Staff determines that the project only provides localized benefits, 17 

Oregon customers should not be held accountable for costs.35 18 

Further, if Staff finds that significant cost overruns occurred due to the 19 

Company’s failure to anticipate a knowable problem or negligence, Staff will 20 

recommend disallowance.36 21 

                                                            
35 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/31:1-14. 
36 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/31:15-19. 
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Q. Please respond to the recommendations of Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and 1 

Muldoon. 2 

A. Again, the officer attestation for major pro forma additions may be appropriate to 3 

ensure investments are used and useful before the rate effective date, but I propose a 4 

slight modification to allow for the attestation to be signed by either a Vice President 5 

or Officer.  A cost cap is not necessary.  PacifiCorp is not seeking more than the 6 

amounts included in its filing.  Any increase would be part of a subsequent rate case.  7 

The recommendation questioning whether benefits are localized contradicts well 8 

established treatment of PacifiCorp’s transmission system for ratemaking purposes in 9 

Oregon.   10 

Q. Please respond to the concern over only localized benefits from the Goshen to 11 

Sugarmill to Rigby 161-kV Transmission Project. 12 

A. Fundamentally, it does not appear reasonable that the existing line be included in 13 

rates, while an upgraded line that provides more reliability to PacifiCorp’s 14 

transmission system as a whole would not be included in rates.  Additionally, the 15 

assertion is inconsistent with the absence of a similar review being raised in Staff’s 16 

testimony on other projects, such as the Northeast Portland Transmission Upgrade 17 

Project.  Most importantly, however, PacifiCorp’s transmission system provides 18 

benefits to all customers by allowing access to load and markets across a large part of 19 

the West. 20 
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VIII. SIGURD TO RED BUTTE 345 KV TRANSMISSION PROJECT 1 

Q. What concerns does Staff raise regarding the Sigurd to Red Butte 345-kV 2 

Transmission Project? 3 

A. Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon claim that the cost of the alternative 4 

analyzed by PacifiCorp may suggest that few alternatives to the project were 5 

considered. 6 

Q. Do you believe that is a valid concern? 7 

A. No.  PacifiCorp participated in regional studies to address reliability issues in the 8 

area.  As I stated in my opening testimony, the Sigurd to Red Butte 345-kV 9 

Transmission Project is an important piece in strengthening the Western 10 

Interconnection transmission infrastructure.  In conjunction with other Company 11 

projects, the Sigurd to Red Butte 345-kV Transmission Project greatly strengthens 12 

PacifiCorp’s transmission capacity and flexibility,37 and enhances PacifiCorp’s access 13 

to wholesale markets.38 14 

Q. What is the recommendation of Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon?  15 

A. Staff simply states that if it finds “that significant cost overruns occurred due to the 16 

Company’s failure to anticipate a knowable problem, or that cost overruns are due to 17 

the Company’s negligence, Staff will recommend disallowance.”39 18 

Q. Do you have a response to the concern and recommendation presented by Staff?  19 

A. Staff has not yet identified a basis for its concern or articulated an actual 20 

recommendation to which I can respond. 21 

                                                            
37 PAC/1000, Vail/44:15-22. 
38 PAC/1000, Vail/45:3-12. 
39 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/33:5-9. 
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IX. NORTHEAST PORTLAND TRANSMISSION UPGRADE PROJECT 1 

Q. What concerns does Staff raise regarding the Northeast Portland Transmission 2 

Upgrade Project? 3 

A. First, Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon claim that the in-service date in 4 

my opening testimony is inaccurate based on their review of the change orders.40  5 

Second, they claim that the project went over budget.41 6 

Q. Is the May 2019 in-service date in your opening testimony accurate? 7 

A. Yes.  Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon appear to have been reviewing 8 

the Project Change Notice Summary Report, provided in Confidential Exhibit 9 

Staff/1405, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/80.  The last sequence in the Northeast Portland 10 

Transmission Upgrade Project went into service in May 2019, while PacifiCorp was 11 

requesting governance approval for the delay from 2018. 12 

Q. Please respond to Staff’s second concern. 13 

A. PacifiCorp is requesting recovery of approximately $20.6 million in this rate case for 14 

this project.  Table 1 on page 11 of my direct testimony (Exhibit PAC/1000, Vail/11) 15 

mistakenly included the Northeast Portland Transmission Upgrade Project total cost 16 

($20.6 million), and the breakdown of that cost by sequence.  The Northeast Portland 17 

Transmission Upgrade Project was the only project in the table to include the total in 18 

addition to the breakdown by sequence.  This was clarified later in my direct 19 

testimony where I stated that “[d]ue to the complexity and duration of the scope, this 20 

project was placed in-service in six sequences for a total of $20.6 million.”42 21 

                                                            
40 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/33:21-34:9. 
41 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/34:10-14. 
42 PAC/1000, Vail/47:20-22. 
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Q. What is Staff’s recommendation?  1 

A. Staff simply states that if it finds “that significant cost overruns occurred due to the 2 

Company’s failure to anticipate a knowable problem, or that cost overruns are due to 3 

the Company’s negligence, Staff will recommend disallowance.”43 4 

Q. Do you have a response to the concern and recommendation presented by Staff?  5 

A. Staff has not yet identified a basis for its concern or articulated an actual 6 

recommendation to which I can respond. 7 

X. SOUTHWEST WYOMING SILVER CREEK 138-KV TRANSMISSION 8 
PROJECT 9 

Q. What concerns do Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon raise 10 

regarding the Southwest Wyoming Silver Creek 138-kV Transmission Project? 11 

A. Staff’s concerns are similar to the Goshen to Sugarmill to Rigby 161-kV 12 

Transmission Project.  Specifically, Staff raises a concern that the project might not 13 

benefit Oregon customers. 14 

Q.  What is your response to Staff’s concern? 15 

A. Similar to the Goshen to Sugarmill to Rigby 161-kV Transmission Project, the line 16 

being rebuilt has historically been included in Oregon rates.  PacifiCorp’s 17 

transmission system provides benefits to all customers by providing access to markets 18 

and generation resources.  Staff’s concerns would mark a significant deviation from 19 

Commission precedent.   20 

Q. Do you have concerns over the position taken by Staff? 21 

A. Yes.  PacifiCorp’s transmission system operates as a single system, dispatched across 22 

two balancing authority areas.  All of the costs of PacifiCorp’s transmission system 23 

                                                            
43 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/34:20-35:3. 
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are included in its OATT.  If a segment is not included in rates for a particular state, 1 

that state should not receive the benefit of that portion of the transmission system.  2 

This, however, is nearly impossible to track.  One component of the system enhances 3 

reliability across the broader system, including elements at voltages of 161 kV and 4 

138 kV.  Additionally, there is no way to separate the revenue associated with any 5 

particular element in the OATT formula rate, and no way to track an adjustment to 6 

the revenues collected that offset PacifiCorp’s costs.   7 

XI. THREEMILE CANYON FARM PROJECT 8 

Q. Please describe Staff’s concern with the Threemile Canyon Farm Project? 9 

A. Staff appears to be concerned that PacifiCorp requested costs in this rate case are 10 

lower than the costs identified in the most recent change order.44  Staff also identifies 11 

an escalation in costs from the original approved project costs.45   12 

Q. What is Staff’s recommendation? 13 

A. Staff provides only a ‘preliminary’ recommendation that “[i]f Staff views that 14 

significant cost overruns occurred due to the Company’s failure to anticipate a 15 

knowable problem, or that cost overruns are due to the Company’s negligence, Staff 16 

will recommend disallowance.”46   17 

Q. Do you have a response to the concern and recommendation presented by Staff?  18 

A. Staff has not yet identified a basis for its concern or articulated an actual 19 

recommendation to which I can respond. 20 

 

                                                            
44 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/36:15-17. 
45 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/36:17-18. 
46 Staff/1400, Hanhan-Rashid-Muldoon/37:4-8. 
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XII. CONCLUSION 1 

Q. For each of the concerns regarding the transmission projects discussed in your 2 

opening testimony, does Staff provide any analysis you can address in your reply 3 

testimony? 4 

A. No.  Staff merely points to discovery issues preventing it from completing its 5 

analysis. 6 

Q. For all of the projects discussed above, does Staff identify any particular 7 

discovery requests that will assist in the analysis of the projects identified to 8 

alleviate the concerns raised by Ms. Hanhan and Messrs. Rashid and Muldoon?  9 

A. No. 10 

Q. Does Staff provide any other basis for its concerns that you can address in your 11 

reply testimony? 12 

A. No.  I would be speculating about the actual basis for their concerns at this time. 13 

Q. In testimony, does Staff challenge the prudence of the actual investment 14 

decisions for the transmission projects addressed in your opening testimony? 15 

A. No.  Staff’s concerns appear to relate only to the management of the transmission 16 

projects, such as in-service dates, cost overruns, management of foreseeable issues, or 17 

negligence. 18 

Q. Does this conclude your reply testimony? 19 

A. Yes. 20 


