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Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, BUSINESS ADDRESS AND 1 

OCCUPATION. 2 

A. My name is Kelcey Brown.  My business address is 550 Capitol Street NE, 3 

Suite 215, Salem, Oregon 97301.  I am a Senior Economist in the Electric 4 

and Natural Gas Division of the Utility Program of the Public Utility 5 

Commission of Oregon (OPUC). 6 

Q. WHAT IS YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND WORK 7 

EXPERIENCE? 8 

A. My witness qualification statement is found in Exhibit Staff/101, Brown/1. 9 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY? 10 

A. In this testimony I describe Staff’s recommended adjustments to the 11 

power costs that PacifiCorp has included in its filed case, UE 199 Annual 12 

Transition Adjustment Mechanism (TAM).  I recommend that the 13 

Commission require the Company to update its ancillary service revenue 14 

and Little Mountain steam sales revenue within the annual update, which 15 

are directly related to the corresponding expenses included in net variable 16 

power costs (NVPC) requested in this TAM proceeding.  In addition, I 17 

recommend that the Commission require PacifiCorp includes the impact of 18 

the Chehalis gas plant on its net NVPC in the 2009 test year. 19 

 Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE STAFF’S PROPOSED ADJUSTMENTS TO THE 20 

COMPANY’S FILED NVPC REQUEST.  21 

A. Staff proposes seven adjustments to the requested NVPC as allocated to 22 

Oregon: 23 
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 (1) A reduction of $12,566,029 to account for additional revenue 1 

associated with customer load growth;  2 

 (2) A reduction of $524,595 to account for changes in net ancillary service 3 

revenue; 4 

 (3) A reduction of $623,477 to account for increased revenue associated 5 

with the Little Mountain gas facility steam sales; 6 

  (4) A reduction of $189,093 for the wind integration charge associated 7 

with the PacifiCorp wind storage contracts with other parties;  8 

 (5) A reduction of $800,605 for the wind integration charge associated with 9 

PacifiCorp-owned wind facilities;   10 

 (6) A reduction of $2,922,698 to account for removing the new forced 11 

outage rate methodology PacifiCorp used for owned hydro facilities in  12 

 UE 199 versus previous filings; and  13 

 (7) A reduction of $789,034 to account for a change in capacity factor for 14 

the Rolling Hills wind generation project.   15 

Q.   WHAT IS THE TOTAL REQUESTED ADJUSTMENT BY STAFF TO 16 

NVPC? 17 

A. The total adjustment requested by Staff is $18,415,529 for the 2009 test 18 

year.   19 

 20 

Additional Load-Related Revenue 21 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF STAFF’S ADJUSTMENT RELATED TO 22 

THE ADDITIONAL REVENUE ASSOCIATED WITH CUSTOMER LOAD 23 

GROWTH? 24 
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A. When a utility realizes load growth it is logical that its total power costs will 1 

increase as a result.  Concurrent to the increase in costs there is also a 2 

corresponding increase in revenue from customer sales. The Company’s 3 

requested NVPC in this docket does not account for the additional power 4 

cost-related revenue the Company will collect from customer load growth.  5 

Q. DO PGE AND IDAHO POWER MAKE THIS ADJUSTMENT IN THEIR 6 

ANNUAL POWER COST UPDATES? 7 

A. Yes, both the PGE and Idaho Power annual power cost update 8 

mechanisms are limited to per kilowatt-hour changes in NVPC.  The PGE 9 

and Idaho Power mechanisms eliminate the portion of the total change in 10 

power costs, due to customer load growth, in the same fashion as Staff’s 11 

proposed adjustment.  This is shown very clearly in PGE testimony,  12 

 UE 197 PGE/200, Tooman-Tinker/2.1   13 

Q. HOW HAS STAFF CALCULATED THIS ADJUSTMENT? 14 

A. Using the previously approved NVPC in rates for Oregon ratepayers, 15 

$247,421,5252  divided by current base rate sales of 13,470,754 MWh3, 16 

times the increase in sales, 684,152 MWh (calculated by subtracting 17 

Company projected sales for 20094 minus current base rate sales).  This 18 

provides the total $12.6 million in additional revenue (for calculation See 19 

Exhibit Staff/102, Brown/1-2). 20 

Q. WHY IS IT NECESSARY TO MAKE THIS ADJUSTMENT WITHIN THE 21 

CURRENT TAM PROCEEDING? 22 

                                            
1 Pursuant to OAR 860-014-0050(e), staff requests that the Commission take official notice of this 

document. 
2 See PPL101, Duvall/1 
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A. Staff’s proposed adjustment will ensure that the Company does not over-1 

collect the authorized level of NVPC because of customer load growth. 2 

   3 

Updating “Other Revenue” Components Directly Related to NVPC 4 

Q. WHAT IS STAFF’S PROPOSAL REGARDING UPDATING OTHER 5 

REVENUES THAT HAVE CORRESPONSING COST UPDATES 6 

INCLUDED IN THE ANNUAL NVPC ADJUSTMENT? 7 

A. PacifiCorp has stated that it is updating costs associated with providing 8 

ancillary services and steam sales.   According to information provided by 9 

the Company, the impact on NVPC within the 2009 test year is 10 

approximately $4.0 Million (See Exhibit Staff/103, Brown/1).  Within PGE’s 11 

UE 180 docketed case, the Commission recognized that there was a 12 

mismatch between costs and benefits associated with updating ancillary 13 

service costs and not updating the corresponding revenues and ordered 14 

PGE to update both costs and revenues associated with ancillary 15 

services.  Staff recommends that in order to correct this inequality, and to 16 

be consistent with Commission policy, PacifiCorp needs to update both 17 

costs and revenues associated with these services on an annual basis.   18 

Q. DOES PGE UPDATE THESE REVENUES WITHIN ITS ANNUAL AUT 19 

FILING? 20 

A. No, PGE does not update these revenues within its annual AUT filing.  21 

The Commission ordered PGE to update these revenues in its annual 22 

PCAM filing, due to PGE’s claim that they have difficulty in forecasting 23 

                                                                                                                                       
3 See PPL/201, Ridenour/1 
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their revenues associated with ancillary services and the fact that PGE 1 

has a PCAM mechanism.   2 

Q. DOES PACIFICORP HAVE A PCAM MECHANISM THAT WOULD BE 3 

ABLE TO CAPTURE THIS INEQUALITY? 4 

A. No. 5 

Q. WAS PACIFICORP ABLE TO PROVIDE AN ESTIMATED REVENUE 6 

AMOUNT FOR THESE SERVICES FOR THE 2009 TEST YEAR? 7 

A. Yes, PacifiCorp was able to provide estimates for these revenues.  8 

PacifiCorp has provided budgeted revenue for the 2008 and 2009 test 9 

years, in addition to actual revenue for 2007 within the 1st supplemental 10 

response to OPUC data request # 29 (See Exhibit Staff/103, Brown/2 ).   11 

Q. WHAT IS THE BASIS FOR STAFF’S ADJUSTMENT ASSOCIATED 12 

WITH ANCILLARY SERVICE REVENUE? 13 

A. Consistent with the Commission’s direction in the UE 180 order, Staff’s 14 

adjustment is based on the cost impacts of providing ancillary services for 15 

the 2009 test year, and budgeted revenue provided by PacifiCorp for the 16 

2009 test year.  $5,986,273 - $4,000,000 = $1,986,273 and as allocated to 17 

Oregon $524,595 (See Exhibit Staff/103, Brown/1).  18 

Q.   WHAT IS THE BASIS FOR STAFF’S ADJUSTMENT FOR LITTLE 19 

MOUNTAIN STEAM SALES? 20 

A. Staff’s proposed adjustment of $623,477is based on actual revenue from 21 

the 2007 steam sales for Little Mountain, and estimated revenues for the 22 

2009 test year that PacifiCorp based on GRID model output.  Staff’s 23 

                                                                                                                                       
4 OPUC DR 14, attachment 14-2 Staff Exhibit 103 
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adjustment is the difference between 2007, the test period for PacifiCorp’s 1 

last filed general rate case, and the Company’s provided estimates for 2 

2009 revenue (See Exhibit Staff/104 Brown/1).   3 

Q.   ARE THESE REVENUES DIRECTLY ASSOCIATED WITH VARIABLE 4 

POWER COSTS? 5 

A.   Yes, specifically for the Little Mountain Steam sales, it is written in the 6 

contract that the recipient will pay market gas prices on a monthly basis 7 

for delivered steam.  Staff will show that the increase in revenue is 8 

symmetrical to the increase in gas costs. 9 

Q.   WHAT WAS THE AVERAGE COST INCREASE THAT PACIFICORP 10 

REALIZED FOR THEIR NATURAL GAS FACILITIES? 11 

A. In response to OPUC DR #10 (See Exhibit Staff/104, Brown/2) PacifiCorp 12 

states that natural gas costs are up 11% to 12% from the 2008 test year to 13 

the 2009 test year. 14 

Q. WHAT PROOF DO YOU HAVE THAT THE ADDITIONAL REVENUE 15 

RECEIVED BY THE COMPANY IS DIRECTLY ASSOCIATED WITH THE 16 

INCREASE IN VARIABLE POWER COSTS AND NOT RECOVERY OF 17 

CAPITAL COSTS? 18 

A. In response to OPUC data request #23, PacifiCorp states that their 19 

estimated revenues for the 2008 test year are $6,032,000, which shows 20 

that the increase in revenue for 2009 is approximately 11% higher 21 

($6,683,000/$6,032,000-1), directly attributable to the increase in natural 22 

gas prices.   (See Exhibit Staff/104, Brown/1)  23 
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Q.  DO THESE LAST TWO ADJUSTMENTS RELATE TO THE 1 

COMMISSION DECISION MADE IN UE 191 ASSOCIATED WITH THE 2 

GP CAMAS CONTRACT ADJUSTMENT?   3 

A. No, the Commission specifically ruled that the GP Camas contract would 4 

have been an adjustment associated with capital cost recovery and other 5 

major maintenance (Order No. 07-446 at page 22), more appropriately 6 

considered within a general rate case proceeding.  Staff has shown that 7 

the adjustment associated with Little Mountain Steam sales and other 8 

ancillary services is directly associated with variable power costs, and not 9 

capital cost recovery, and therefore as directed by the commission in  10 

 UE 180 needs to be updated on an annual basis within the TAM 11 

proceedings in order to match the costs and benefits of these services.   12 

 13 

Wind Integration Costs 14 

Q.   WHAT ADJUSTMENTS IS STAFF PROPOSING TO THE WIND 15 

INTEGRATION COSTS? 16 

A. Staff is proposing two adjustments to the wind integration costs included 17 

by PacifiCorp for the first time in the 2009 test year. 18 

 1.  Staff is adjusting the PacifiCorp cost per MWh from $1.14/MWh to 19 

$.11/MWh using the methodology in Appendix J from PacifiCorp’s 20 

acknowledged 2007 IRP and adjusted for inflation to 2009 dollars using 21 

the PacifiCorp method in the Company’s modeling of wind integration, 22 

resulting in an adjustment of $800,605. (See Exhibit Staff/105, Brown/1-2 23 

for calculations) 24 



Staff/100 
Brown/8 

 
 

 1 

 2.  Staff is also making an adjustment for the wind integration charge 2 

associated with the storage contracts for wind facilities in the amount of 3 

$189,093.  Staff will show that this cost, as included in the current TAM 4 

filing, would constitute a double recovery for PacifiCorp since it is currently 5 

receiving revenues for these services from the contract recipients.  6 

Q. WHAT WAS PACIFICORP’S BASIS FOR ITS CALCULATION OF THE 7 

$1.14/MWH INTEGRATION CHARGE? 8 

A. PacifiCorp conducted a study within the 2007 PacifiCorp IRP, Appendix J 9 

page 193, in order to determine the costs for load following services.   10 

Within the IRP, PacifiCorp discusses the study which led to the calculation 11 

of $1.14/MWh associated with a 2,000 MW portfolio of wind and the 12 

required incremental reserves of 43 MW for this portfolio (See Exhibit 13 

Staff/105, Brown/3-14). 14 

Q. IS THE $1.14/MWH ASSOCIATED ONLY WITH THE 43 MW OF 15 

INCREMENTAL RESERVES THAT PACIFICORP IDENTIFIES AS 16 

BEING REQUIRED FOR A PORTFOLIO OF 2,000 MW OF WIND? 17 

A. Yes. 18 

Q. WHAT IS THE PORTFOLIO OF WIND CURRENTLY INCLUDED IN THE 19 

2009 TAM FILING, NOT INCLUDING STORAGE CONTRACTS? 20 

A. 701 MW. 21 

Q. WHAT ARE THE INCREMENTAL RESERVES THAT WOULD BE 22 

REQUIRED FOR 701 MW AS SHOWN IN FIGURE J.3 OF APPENDIX J 23 

IN THE 2007 PACIFICORP IRP? 24 
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A. Using Figure J.3, Appendix J, Staff estimates that the incremental 1 

reserves would be approximately 5 MW (See Exhibit Staff/105, Brown/6).  2 

Staff’s estimation of the 5 MW incremental reserves is based on a visual 3 

interpretation provided by the trend line within Figure J.3, a graph that 4 

plots Incremental Reserve Requirement vs. Installed Wind Capacity.       5 

Q. WHAT IS THE COST ASSOCIATED WITH 5 MW OF INCREMENTAL 6 

RESERVES? 7 

A. Using Appendix J, Figure J.4 trend line equation, and escalating this figure 8 

to 2009 dollars using the NPC report wind integration tab, the cost for 9 

providing 5 MW of incremental reserves is $.11/MWh (See Exhibit 10 

Staff/105, Brown/2). 11 

Q. PACIFICORP HAS AN ANNUAL UPDATE FOR WIND GENERATION 12 

RESOURCES.  IS IT APPROPRIATE TO INCLUDE A PRICE THAT 13 

WAS CALCULATED ON A FUTURE PORTFOLIO OF WIND 14 

RESOURCES? 15 

A. No, because PacifiCorp has an annual update they should only be 16 

including costs associated with the test year portfolio of resources.  17 

Q. WHAT ARE THE STORAGE CONTRACTS THAT STAFF HAS 18 

REFERENCED IN ITS RECOMMENDED ADJUSTMENT? 19 

A. PacifiCorp models five storage agreements within the storage and 20 

exchange section of the net power cost report.  These contracts are 21 

associated with the wind facilities cited as Foote Creek I, II, III, IV, and 22 

SCL State Line.  PacifiCorp is the operator of these facilities, receiving 23 



Staff/100 
Brown/10 

 
 

intermittent power into its system and agreeing to provide firm power at 1 

scheduled times to the owner of the facilities, such as BPA and EWEB.   2 

Q. WHAT IS AN EXAMPLE OF THE CHARGES THAT PACIFICORP IS 3 

CURRENTLY BILLING ON A MONTHLY BASIS? 4 

 A. Specifically, within the contract with BPA for Foote Creek II (FC II), 5 

PacifiCorp receives monthly revenue for three components: 1. directly 6 

assigned facility charge; 2. storage Charge per kWh; and 3. transmission 7 

Charge per kWh (See Exhibit Staff/106, Brown/3).   8 

Q. WHAT IS INCLUDED IN THE STORAGE CHARGE?  9 

A. According to the definition within the contract language for BPA FC II 10 

Storage Agreement, the storage charge is for Storage Services provided 11 

by PacifiCorp-Merchant (See Exhibit Staff/106, Brown/1-2). 12 

Q. DOES PACIFICORP DEFINE WHAT THESE “STORAGE SERVICES” 13 

ARE? 14 

A. Yes, as quoted from the BPA FC II contract, “Storage Services means the 15 

provision by PacifiCorp-Merchant to Bonneville of load control and load 16 

following services in providing a within-the-hour smoothing of Project 17 

output and in providing an hour-to-hour predictability of Scheduled 18 

Energy.” 19 

Q. DOES THIS MEAN THAT THE COST AND RECOVERY FOR 20 

PROVIDING WIND INTEGRATION SERVICES HAS BEEN INCLUDED 21 

IN THESE CONTRACTS SINCE THEIR INCEPTION? 22 
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A. Yes.  This specific contract was negotiated in 1999 and it is currently in 1 

effect.  Language in the other four contracts also demonstrates that 2 

PacifiCorp is providing this service as part of the storage contract.    3 

Q. WHY SHOULD PACIFICORP NOT INCLUDE THIS CHARGE INTO THE 4 

GRID MODEL? 5 

A. If PacifiCorp were allowed to include an additional wind integration charge 6 

into the GRID model for these wind storage contracts, ratepayers, as well 7 

as the contract recipients would be responsible for paying PacifiCorp for 8 

the same service, which would effectively provide PacifiCorp with double 9 

recovery for this service.    10 

  11 

Hydro Forced Outage Rates 12 

Q. DOES STAFF BELIEVE IT IS APPROPRIATE FOR PACIFICORP TO 13 

INTRODUCE A CHANGE IN ITS FORCED OUTAGE RATE 14 

METHODOLOGY IN THE TAM PROCEEDING? 15 

A. No.  This type of methodology change is more appropriate in a general 16 

rate case filing or special investigation, where Staff and other parties 17 

would have more time and resources to fully investigate the change that 18 

PacifiCorp is proposing in its modeling of hydro facilities.  Staff and other 19 

parties, including PacifiCorp, are currently involved in a docketed case, 20 

UM 1355 Investigation into Forced Outage Rates for Electric Generating 21 

Units, which would be a more appropriate venue for this methodological 22 

change.   23 
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Q. WHAT IS THE CHANGE IN METHODOLOGY THAT PACIFICORP HAS 1 

DONE WITH RESPECT TO FORCED OUTAGE RATES ON HYDRO 2 

UNITS? 3 

A. This docket is the first time PacifiCorp has modeled forced outages on its 4 

hydro facilities.  Prior to the 2009 test year, PacifiCorp would estimate and 5 

model maintenance outages for the upcoming test year.   6 

Q. DOES PGE OR IDAHO POWER INCLUDE FORCED OUTAGES ON 7 

THEIR HYDROELECTRIC GENERATING UNITS WHEN ESTIMATING 8 

NVPC? 9 

A. No. 10 

Q. HAS PACIFICORP MODELED FORCED OUTAGE RATES ON ITS 11 

HYDRO UNITS IN THE SAME MANNER THAT IT MODELS FORCED 12 

OUTAGE RATES ON THERMAL PLANTS? 13 

A. No.  Modeling forced outages on a thermal plant in the GRID model de-14 

rates the plant for the entire year.  For example, if the facility had a 15 

nameplate capacity of 100 MW and a 10% forced outage rate, the 16 

available capacity of the plant for the upcoming year would be set at  17 

 90 MW.  PacifiCorp has modeled forced outages on its hydro plants by 18 

taking the four-year average of forced outages, coming up with an 19 

average number of hours for each month, and in the applicable test year 20 

modeling these hours within the VISTA hydro optimization model so that 21 

GRID shows the plant to be unavailable for the specific hours that 22 

PacifiCorp has said it will be out of service due to forced outages.   23 

Q. IS THIS CONSISTENT WITH HOW FORCED OUTAGES OCCUR? 24 
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A. No.  Forced outages occur randomly, which is why for thermal plants the 1 

plant is de-rated throughout the year.  There is no way to predict which 2 

hours, or even which month the plant will be out of service.   3 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN STAFF’S RECOMMENDED HYDRO ADJUSTMENT 4 

FOR FORCED OUTAGE RATES. 5 

A. PacifiCorp’s new methodology in computing forced outage rates on its 6 

owned hydro facilities yields a reduction in generation output of 154,000 7 

MWh from UE 191. Staff multiplied this number times the average market 8 

price for purchased power, included in PacifiCorp’s GRID model net power 9 

cost report, to calculate the avoided cost that this amount of energy would 10 

represent.  154,000 MWh times $71.86/MWh = $2,922,698 as allocated to 11 

Oregon using system generation factor 26.41%.  12 

Q. WHY DOES STAFF USE AN AVERAGE PRICE FOR PURCHASED 13 

POWER WHEN CALCULATING ITS ADJUSTMENT? 14 

A. PacifiCorp stated that the analysis to isolate the dollar impact of this 15 

change had not been done (See Exhibit Staff/107, Brown/1).  Therefore, 16 

Staff used the average price for purchased power, which is a reasonable 17 

assumption of the avoided cost that PacifiCorp would have realized had 18 

this energy been included.   19 

 20 

Rolling Hills Wind Capacity Factor Adjustment 21 

Q. WHAT IS STAFF’S ADJUSTMENT FOR THE CAPACITY FACTOR 22 

ASSOCIATED WITH THE ROLLING HILLS WIND PROJECT? 23 
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A. Using the GRID model, provided by PacifiCorp for the 2009 TAM filing, 1 

Staff changed the capacity factor for the Rolling Hills Wind facility from 2 

approximately 31% to 38%.  This resulted in a total change in NVPC of 3 

$772,456, and an increase of 60,941 MWh from the facility.  This change 4 

in NVPC includes additional wind integration charges of $18,349.  Staff 5 

has recommended adjustments to wind integration charges, therefore it is 6 

consistent to deduct the additional wind integration charges at the 7 

$1.14/MWh and add the wind integration charge at Staff recommended 8 

$.11/MWh (60,941 MWh * $.11/MWh = $6,704 * 26.41% = $1,771), which 9 

results in a total adjustment of $789,034.    10 

   Numerically illustrated:  $772,456 + $18,349 - $1,771=$789,034  11 

Q. HOW DOES STAFF SUPPORT THE ROLLING HILLS CAPACITY 12 

FACTOR ADJUSTMENT? 13 

A. Support for the capacity factor adjustment is provided in Staff/200 14 

testimony by Staff witness Lisa Schwartz.  My testimony is in support of 15 

the monetary adjustment, and GRID calculation, associated with changing 16 

the capacity factor adjustment recommended in Staff/200 testimony. 17 

 18 

New Gas-Fired Resource 19 

Q. WHAT IS STAFF’S SUGGESTION WITH RESPECT TO THE 20 

PROPOSED CHEHALIS GAS PLANT THAT PACIFICORP INTENDS TO 21 

ACQUIRE SEPTEMBER 2008? 22 

A. The Chehalis natural gas plant, a 520 MW plant, with regulatory approval 23 

would be purchased by PacifiCorp in September 2008.  If the acquisition 24 
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of the Chehalis plant is in fact completed, Staff recommends that this plant 1 

be included in the NVPC for the 2009 test year in this docket. 2 

Q. WILL THIS PLANT BE IN SERVICE ON JANUARY 1, 2009 OF THE 3 

TEST YEAR? 4 

A.  Yes, if the transaction is completed as scheduled. 5 

Q. DOES PACIFICORP HAVE PLANTS INCLUDED IN THE TEST YEAR 6 

THAT ARE NOT CURRENTLY PRODUCING POWER, BUT EXPECTED 7 

TO BE IN SERVICE BY JANUARY 1, 2009? 8 

A. Yes, the wind facilities at Glenrock, Rolling Hills, and Seven Mile Hill are 9 

expected to be operational in December 2008. 10 

Q. DOES PACIFICORP CURRENTLY HAVE PLANTS INCLUDED IN 2009 11 

NVPC FOR WHICH FIXED COSTS WILL NOT BE INCLUDED IN 12 

RATES? 13 

A. Yes, the fixed costs of the Lake Side gas power plant will not be included 14 

in rates for 2009. (See PPL/100, Duvall/6)   15 

Q. WOULD THE FIXED COSTS FOR THE CHEHALIS GAS PLANT BE 16 

INCLUDED IN 2009 RATES IF PACIFICORP PURCHASED THE 17 

FACILITY IN SEPTEMBER 2008? 18 

A. No. 19 

Q. DOES STAFF HAVE A MONETARY ADJUSTMENT FOR INCLUDING 20 

THIS PLANT IN NVPC? 21 

A. No, PacifiCorp has not provided an estimate of the inclusion of the 22 

Chehalis plant in the GRID model for the 2009 test year.   23 
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Q. WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION TO THE COMMISSION 1 

REGARDING THE MONETARY ADJUSTMENT? 2 

A. Staff recommends that the Commission require PacifiCorp to provide a 3 

GRID run that shows the impact on NVPC for the 2009 test year, in order 4 

to adequately account for this resource.  If PacifiCorp acquires the 5 

Chehalis plant as expected, the Commission should require the Company 6 

to include that impact in its final 2009 NVPC. 7 

Q. HAS PACIFICORP PROVIDED THIS TYPE OF INFORMATION WITHIN 8 

ANOTHER PROCEEDING? 9 

A. Yes. According to the Company it has prepared a net power cost study 10 

including the Chehalis plant for the Chehalis proceeding in Utah (Docket 11 

No. 07-035-93), which is based on a 2008 test year.   12 

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 13 

A. Yes. 14 
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WITNESS QUALIFICATION STATEMENT 
 

 
NAME: Kelcey Brown    
 
EMPLOYER: Public Utility Commission of Oregon 
 
TITLE: Senior Economist, Electric and Natural Gas Division, Resource and 

Market Analysis 
 
ADDRESS: 550 Capitol Street NE Suite 215, Salem, Oregon 97301-2115. 
 
EDUCATION: All course work towards Masters in Economics 
         University of Wyoming 
 
 B.S.    University of Wyoming    
                    Major: Business Economics 
         Minor: Finance   
  
EXPERIENCE: Since November 2007 I have been employed by the Public Utility 

Commission of Oregon.  Responsibilities include research and 
providing technical support on a wide range of cost, revenue and 
policy issues for electric utilities.  I have actively participated in 
regulatory proceedings in Oregon, including UE 195, UE 198, and 
UE 200. 

 
    From June 2003 to November 2007 I worked as the Economic Analyst 

for Blackfoot Telecommunications Group, a competitive and incumbent 
telephone provider in Missoula, Montana.  I conducted all long and 
short term sales and revenue forecasts, resource acquisition cost-
benefit analysis, business case analysis on new products and build-
outs, pricing, regulatory support, market research, and strategic 
planning support.    

 
                                       From May 2002 to August 2002 I worked as an intern at the Illinois 

Commerce Commission in Springfield, Illinois.  I performed competitive 
market analysis, spot market monitoring and pricing review, and 
extensive research on locational marginal pricing and transmission 
system incentives for development.  
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