
ORDER NO. 17 374

ENTERED SEP 2,8 2017

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

OF OREGON

UM 1824

In the Matters of

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION OF
OREGON,

Investigation into PacifiCorp, dba Pacific

Power's Oregon-Specific Cost Allocation

Issues.

ORDER

DISPOSITION: STAFF'S RECOMMENDATION ADOPTED

This order memorializes our decision, made and effective at our September 26, 2017 Regular

Public Meeting, to adopt Staffs recommendation in this matter. The Staff Report with the

recommendation is attached as Appendix A.

; '•. </-

Dated this '^..S day of September, 2017, at Salem, Oregon.

2-^ .'A>Q^ <^
Lisa D. Hardie Stephen M. Bloom

Chair Commissioner

<: '/ . /

Megan W. Decker

Commissioner

A party may request rehearing or reconsideration of this order under ORS 756.561. A request

for rehearing or reconsideration must be filed with the Commission within 60 days of the date
of service of this order. The request must comply with the requirements in OAR 860-001-

0720. A copy of the request must also be served on each party to the proceedings as provided

in OAR 860-001-0180(2). A party may appeal this order by filing a petition for review with
the Circuit Court for Marion County in compliance with ORS 183.484.
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ITEM NO. 2

PUBLIC UTILITY COIVIIVHSSION OF OREGON
STAFF REPORT

PUBLIC MEETING DATE: September 26, 2017

REGULAR X CONSENT EFFECTIVE DATE

DATE: September 15, 2017

TO: Public Utility Commission

FROIVI: Lance Kaufman,'"^TL~1^ ^
THROUGH: Jason Eisdorferand Marc Hellman

SUBJECT: PACIFIC POWER: (Docket No. UM 1824) Staff Status Report on Oregon
Cost Allocation Investigation.

STAFF RECOIVIMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Commission find that progress in this docket is acceptable
and that Parties should continue with the informal workshop framework. Staff also
recommends that Staff be asked to report to the Commission within three months
regarding the ongoing progress in this investigation. Finally, Staff recommends the
Commission take note of PacifiCorp's request for additional guidance in this docket.

DISCUSSION:

Issue

Whether the progress and current status of Docket No. UM 1824 is consistent with
Commission's expectations.

Applicable Rule or Law

Order No. 17-124 opened Docket No. UM 1824 and directs Staff to file this status
report.

Analysis

Background
PacifiCorp provides electric service in six western states. The costs of operating this
system are allocated to these six states. State commissions implement state policy and
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set just and reasonable rates for customers within that state. State regulators in each of
PacifICorp's Jurisdictions participate in on-going MSP discussions to coordinate state"
level allocation decisions. The most recent agreement resulting from the MSP
discussions is the 2017 Protocol. This agreement was adopted by the Commission
through Order No. 16-319 on August 23, 2016. As part of this Order the Commission
noted an intention to open a new investigation to conduct detailed analysis on a
reasonable allocation method for the Company and its Oregon Customers.1

The Commission opened the new investigation as Docket No. UM 1824 (Docket) on
March 29, 2017 through Order No. 17-124. Order No. 17-124 states that the
Commission anticipates that Staff conduct a series of informal workshops to identify key
Orecton-spedfic issues before progressing into a contested case format. Order No.17-
124 also directs Staff to provide the Commission with a progress report within six
months of the date of the order. This memo reports on the progress of Docket No. UM
1824.

The following parties (Parties) are or have participated in this Docket:
• Staff;
• PacifiCorp;
• Industrial Customers of Northwest Utilities (1CNU);
• Calpine Soiutions;
• Imperial irrigation District;2
• Oregon Citizens* Utility Board;
» Renewable Northwest; and
• Sierra Club.

Parties have held three workshops and have issued several rounds of discovery
requests to PadfiCorp. These workshops and discovery requests have generally
addressed issues related to potential allocation methodologies and allocation
implications raised by Senate Bili (SB)1547.

Workshops
The first workshop was heid in Salem on June 1, 2017. During the first workshop,
parties discussed general guidelines and procedures to follow during the informal phase
of the Docket PacifiCorp agreed to a modified discovery process in which PadfiCorp
consolidates discovery requests from all parties on a weekly basis. PacifiCorp also
agreed to provide timely feedback to parties regarding PaclfiCorp's intention to respond

1 Order No. 16-319 page 6.
2 Imperia! irrigation District's (IID) petition to intervene was denied on July 13,2017. IID has not
participated in this proceeding since that time,
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to requests. Parties acknowiedged that the types of discovery requests submitted in
this investigation will often require PacifiCorp to perform new or additional analysis, and
Parties agreed to limit requests that wilf require additional analysis. Parties also agreed
to identify an internal, initial list of ailocation alternatives for analysis by July 6, 2017.

The second workshop was he!d in Saiem on Tuesday, July 18, 2017. At this workshop,
parties discussed the initiai set of allocation alternatives to study and crafted more
specific parameters for the afternatives. Staff proposed exploring an allocation
methodology consistent with the method adopted by the Washington Utilities and
Transportation Commission. This method is named the West Control Area (WCA). The
WCA assigns the cost of generation resources located, either physically or electricaily,
in PacifiCorp's western balancing authority area. PacifiCorp agreed to provide the
analysis requested by Staff.

iCNU proposed a theoretical power flow model, which uses theoretical generation and
load pocket information from PacifiCorp's Generation and Reguiation Initiative Decision
(GRID) mode] to assign costs. PacifiCorp raised concern with the burden associated
with developing an hourly theoretical power flow analysis. iCNU offered to do the
preliminary model development

Caipine Solutions identified the treatment of direct access load as an important Oregon
specific issue, and proposed a change to the 2017 Protocol direct access treatment.

PacifECorp requested that the parties also review the methodology under discussion in
PacifiCorp's Multi-State Process. Parties have not discussed their review of the
methodoiogy under discussion in the current MuIti-State Process.

At the second workshop parties also discussed PacifECorp's responslveness to
discovery requests. Parties generally found PacifiCorp to be responsive. However,
PadfiCorp has not retained sufficient pre-merger (i.e. prior to 1 989) data necessary to
calculate the growth rate for Oregon electricity prices.

The third workshop was held in Portland on September 13, 2017, PacifiCorp provided
the results of the WCA as modified3 and applied to Oregon and comparison to the
rolled-in method and Revised Protocol method. PacitiCorp raised concerns regarding
the legality and practicality of this method. . Staff. ICNU and CUB took the position that
the WCA method appears to be a valid aliocation method and that the method warrants

3 The WCA analysis performed by the Company modified the WCA methodology used by the Washington
Utilities and Transportation Comtnission in the foilowing ways: (1) Colstrip 3 is not removed; (2) the return
on the Jim Bridger 3 & 4 SCR's is included; (3) the B!ack Cap solar project is included; and (4) the Big
Fork hydro project is included.
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further analysis and consideration. The WCA method allocates fewer costs to Oregon
in initial planning years, but over time the annual allocation results of the WCA method
approach the results of the Revised Protocol. Parties, however, have not discussed the
cost causation basis for this method.

One issue raised during the discussion of the WCA method is the appropria-te treatment
of the differential in accumulated depreciation of Oregon relative to other states.
Oregon currently depreciates PacifiCorp coal units over a shorter life than most other
states. Parties discussed two potential soiutlons:

• Continue the historic treatment of including coal plants in rates as if ail non-
Oregon states had depreciated plants consistently with Oregon's depreciable life;
or

• Create a regulatory asset based on the incrementai accumulated depreciation of
the non-WCA coal plants.

The primary difference in these two approaches is whether to make a net book
adjustment based only on the WCA-assigned plants, or based on the extra amounts
Oregon historically contributed to non-WCA-assigned plants.

ICNU provided the preliminary model structure for the theoretical power flow model at
the third meeting. ICNU indicated an intention to expand the model to incorporate
PacifiCorp's GRID power-flow results. ICNU noted that the flow model may provide
insight into which generation assets can reasonably be allocated to Oregon operations,
but admitted additional complexity associated with actual operations has not been
evaluated.

At the third meeting Parties discussed the status of outstanding discovery requests.
PacifiCorp agreed to circulate feedback on outstanding discovery requests within the
Company. Parties also discussed the timing of the ongoing MSP, and coordination of
Docket No. UM 1824 with the general MSP discussions. A fourth meeting was
scheduled for October 25, 2017.

Discovery
At the initia! workshop parties agreed to a consolidated discovery processes whereby
parties would provide information requests to PacifiCorp, but provide PacifiCorp with
discretion to consoiidate requests from multiple parties. iCNU has submitted four sets
of information requests and Staff has submitted three sets of information requests.
PadfiCorp has responded to the majority of these requests. Attachment A to this memo
includes a summary of the information requests and the status of PacifiCorp's
responses.
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PaclffCorp Request for Guidance

Due to the limited time remaining in the year, PacifiCorp requests the Commission's
guidance to assist in narrowing the issues to consider in the investigation going forward,
Specifically, the PaciflCorp requests that the Commission advise on whether the
following goais are appropriate, and should be included In Staff's final recommendation;

• A thorough discussion of Oregon-specific cost causation issues;
o Including the impact of any Oregon energy goals and policies on the

PacifiCorp and its customers;
• An evaluation that any methodoiogy would result in just and reasonable rates;
• Compliance with prior Commission policy or a thorough discussion regarding why

a deviation is required; and
• Any !ega! impediments to any proposed aUocation methodology.

The discussions to date have focused on data and aiternative methodologies, but have
not specifically addressed the broader implications. PacEfiCorp also seeks ciarification
that the scope of the investigation does not include re-vlsiting the Commission's
approval of 1989 merger or Utah Power and PacifiCorp.

Conclusion

Parties have used the Docket to explore alternate allocation methodologies and to
develop analysis that may not have been undertaken within the context of the genera!
MSP investigation in Docket No. UM 1050. The progress in this docket has been
sufficient to continue h an informal environment. Staff recommends that the
Commission find that progress in this Docket is gcceptable and that Parties should
continue with the informal workshop framework. Staff also recommends that Staff be
asked to report to the Commission within three months regarding the ongoing progress
in this investigation. Staff also recommends the Commission take note of PaciffCorp's
request for additional guidance in this Docket.

Parties have reviewed an initial version of this memo and PadfiCorp was the only party
to provide comments. Parties have not had the opportunity to review the changes made
in response to PaclfiCorp's comments,

PROPOSED COIVIIVHSSfON IVIOTION:

Staff continue the investigation in Docket No. UM 1824 and provide a further progress
report to the Commission at a Public Meeting within three months.
UM 1824 PacifiCorp Aliocaiion Report.docx
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Page 5 of 11
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SUBJECT ORIGINAL. REQUEST PAGIFtCORP-RJEPLYTO REQUEST PARTY
suBEvnrriNG

STATUS

DATA Please provide the Company's 2016 resuite of operations for the Washington
Jurisdiction of the Company and provide worKpapers supporting each pro-forma
and restating adjustment (inciudmg the calcuiation of power costs) that the
Company makes with respect to Washington results of operations. Pisass
provide -these documents as Excel spreadsheets. Please retain all links within,
and between, the provided files such that the results af operations are linked to
the underlying workpapers. Please do not mciirde any hardcoded numbers,
except where the source of the hardcoded number is publiciy available and
plainly identrfied,

1CNU AvsiSabfe by
Reference

Please provide the Company's 201 6 results of operations for the Oregon
Junsdictfon of the Company and provide workpapers supporting each pro-forma
and restating adjustment (including the calculatton of power costs) that the
Company makes with respect to Oregon results of operations. Please provide
these documents as Excel spreadsheets. Please retain ail links within, and
between, the provided files such that the results of operations are linked to the
underlying workpapers. Piease do not include any harcfcoded numbers, except
where the source of the hardcoded number is publicly available and plainly
identified.

ICNU Available by
Reference

Please provide the GRID mode! project, workpapers, and output files used to
prepare the Company's 2016 Oregon results af operations. In preparing the
response^ please ensure ?at, at a minimum the foliowlng information ;s available
in the Company's workpapers or as a parameter in the model;

Can provide by July 10. 1CNU Provided

a. The balancing area of each generator and date when installed and
interconnected wth the electric grid;

Can provide by July 10. ICNU Provided

b. Nameptafe capacity of each transmission line, as measured by KV; Can provide by July 10. ICNU Provided
c. The fuel type of each generator (e,g., coal, natural gas, hydro, wind,

nuclear, solar, or other); and
Can provide by July 10. ICNU Provided

d. Generator nameplata capacity. Can provide by July 10. ECNU Provided
Actual hourly and monthly generation logs for each generating resource on tiie
Company's system over the period 2012-2016,

Can prowcfe by July 'SO. SnformaGon is confidents's!
and we will provide subject to an NDA. If Staff
cannot execute an NDA, PsGiflCorp requests that
Staff inquire whether a protectfve order ss
appropriate m a non-contested proceeding.
PscifiCorp objects to providing this information to
competitors and whofesaJe market participants^

ICNU Provided

Q

^.
2;
0

Please provide parties with access to ail confidentiai responses to data request,
and confidential testimony, provided in Docket No. UE 323.

Psc'tfiCorp does not see the benefit to this
proceeding of information from the 20'fSnet power
costs forecast that has not yet been decided by the
Commissfon. if there is specific informstion that
parties beJfeve would be useful, PaciffCorp is
willing to discuss.

Agreed to provide access to GRID mode! and data
for Brad Mullfns,

ICNU Provided

^
Please describe the line losses attributed to the Company transmission and
distribution systems anci the manner that such line losses are calculated.

Can provide by July 10. 1CNU Provided

^Ita\ »

S, &Pagelof6
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SUBJECT

I

1

1

1

^IGINAL REQUEST

ovide hourly scheduling data from 2010 to present, showing the import of
;ergyto, or the export of energy from, the PacifiCorp West balancing authority
&a. For each schedule, please also detail the balancing area to, or from, which
5 power was exported or imported.

sreach of PacifiCorp's six jurisdictions and for the years 1988, and 2010
irough 2016, and ftir each of the customer categories (i.e., residential,
nmmerdal, industrial, and other), please list the annuai sates, annual revenues,
nd average cents perRWh.

Please decompose all of the average cents-per-kWh figure produced ir
DR #6 for the twelve months ending December 31,2016 Into the
foiiowing cost categories orsub-categoriss: distribution general,
transmission general, generation plant gensrat, generation piant state-
specific (e.g.i the cost Increment attnbuted to accelerated
depreciation), generation energy general, generation energy state-
specific(e.g., Bonneviltecredrfc), other generai, other state-specific
(e.g., Energy Trust funding).

'lease provide workpspers used to allocate actual total-Company net power
osts to Washington in the 2016 Washington results of operations. Please
irovfde the wor^pape.rs in a iuliy functional format with all links jntact
>lease provide workpapers used to perform interjurisdictional cost ailoca&'on of
ictual net power costs in ihe 2016 Oregon results of operations. Please provide
he wprkpapers.jvith all links intacfc, to the underlyingjTefc power^cost reports.
3Iease provide dats from 2010-present showing the PacrfiCorp West balancing
luthority area energy surplus or deficit without importing or exporting energy to
sther baiandng authority areas, whether or not owned by the Company,
Please provide data from 201 0-present showing the PacifiCorp West balandng
authority area energy surplus or deficit without importing or exporting energy to
sther states.
Please provide documentation of PacifiCorp West baiancing authority ares
reserve margins from 2010-present, including WECC and NERC reports, as we:
as the Company's infernal quarterly calculations.
Please provide PacrfiCorp West balancing suthority area or other Company
studies showing megswatt deficiencies in the PactfiCorp West balancing sufhor
area, identifying the location of de'Rctencies and projected need.

WICORP REPLY TO'REQUEST

wfsCorp would like to dlswss intent of ths
quest with the parties. This infonnation ss
trsmefy bundsnsome to ooHect and would include
infidentisi thrrd-pQriy transmission oustomer date
velated to the issues sn thss proceeding.
'scsfsQorp would propose' that, sn the s!temafiv$, st
•ovsde PscifiCorp's @Tag data between PACE ana
^CW for 201S and 2016 (subsequent to the
itiatfon ofBM). AdcSjSonaI years can be added
ier'further discussmg thJs^request.
an provide by July 1 0.

acifiCorp does not h&ve th/s informaffon availabJe
'scffi'Corp does not have unbundled rates and
•snnot deconstruct rstes to these components.
'scifi'Corp would hsve to speculate regarding
omponents and wouSti not have any cxinf'tdencs ir,
?e resulting snatysss.

'row'ctecf w'th the ROO workpapers.

crowded wrth the ROO wsrkpapers.

^an provide by July 10.

^acifiCorp does not tr$ck this information on a
stste'-by-state basis.

Can provide by July 10.

Please wferto the 2017 IRPforPACWandPAQ
capacity positions (Tabfes 5.14 ancf 5.^5}.
PacrfsCorp's IRP tfoes not Include speorfic tocaSo,
of deficiencies and projected need at those
locations.

^RTY
JBMnTENG
NU

fAFF

TAFF

;NU

3NLT

CNU

CNL?

:CNU

ECNU

"ATUS

abided

rovided

ot
vailabte

>rovided

>rovided

3rovEded

Mot
l\v3ilabte

Provided

Available by
Reference

0

^̂
0

<^>
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SUBJECT
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16

17

18

ORIGINAL REQUEST

:>]ease provide PadfiCorp West balancing authority area or other Company
studies showing megawatt deficiencies in the region, identilying iocation of
teficiencies and projected need. Forfhe purposes ofthis question, "region" is
Jefined as the states of Oregon, Washington, and California currently served by
pacific Power & Light Company
=or the year 2016, piease identify by state Jurisdiction, in cents per kWh, the
amount in rates (either applicable to PacifiCorp or collected on behalf of another
agency or entity) resulting from law and policies that are specific to that state
iurisdiction, inciudmg such state policies regarding conservation acquisition, dam
removal, specific renewable targets, low income bill support, etc.

For amounts [dentified in response to the question above, please identify if any
restatement Is necessary in comparable state electric rates for the years 2010
through 2016. If the answer is yes, please provide those restated electric rates
charged to customers by class of customer by state by year.

For the years 2014, 2020, 2025, and 2029 please provide the Oregon
jurisdiction's annual Q&T revenue requirements under the Revised Protocol,
Roited-ln (Utah version), and the fuil Western Control Area (WCA) methodology,
i.e., do not exclude Colstrip 3, Big fork Hydro, and Black Cap Soiar as is the case
with the Washington treatment in the response, please use the following
breakdown: Expenses; Net Power Cost, Transmission O&M, Generation 08M,
Transmission Depreciation, Gen&rstion Depreciation; Rate Base: Transmission
EPIS, Transmissiors Accumulated Depreciation, Generation EP1S, Generation
Accumulated Depreciation; and Gross (i.e., income tax and interest inclusive)
Return on Rate Base (Le., aboufi2%). in the case of the WCA Net Pcwer Costs,
make a best estimate on the basis of extending trends or other defensible
approach.

Please provide thfs information and assodatsd work-papers in electronic format,
with formulae intact. Please identrfy any peripheral assumptions that differ
among the three methodologl&s. Note, it Is preferred that information for the first
years be provided separately from latter-year information if such wouid avoid an
excessive delay.

a. Please note any RPS compliance cost and depreciation rate/base
differences among the three approaches.

b. For each approach, indicate the desired/appropriate regulatory assel
accnjaf to Oregon owing to Oregon's more aggressive depreciation
schedules and describe'tis basis.

SACIFICORP REPLY TO REQUEST

•slease refer to ?e 20^7 /RP for PACW and PACE
•sapacity posUions (Tables 5.14 and 5.15).
^aafiCorp's IRP does not include specifso location3
;f deficiencies, and projectecS need at those
'ocatsons.

3eyond the information speciffcaSJy reSated to a
ider or other mechanism, PaclfsCorp does not
Fiave this infonnafSon avai'!sb!e for its bundled
'•ates. PacifiCorp would have to specufate
'•egarvJmg components and would not hsve any
Qonfidence in the resulting analysts. PQcifiCorp
can anaSyze the charges forspecWc riders, but:
those ohsrges are not reflected in system
aHocation costs.

Beyond the information $pecffica]ty relsted to a
rider or other mechanism, Pao^Corp does not
have this information QvaHabfe for its bundled
rates. PscifiCorp wouid have to speouiate
regarding components and wou^nothsve any
confidence in the resuilsriQ analysjs.
PacifiCorp prepared the analysis presented dunng
the September 13, 2017 workshop based on
discussions dunng the first workshop m this docket
and using the years 2019. 2022 and 2026.
PaafiCorp can rerun the analysis using the years
requested but wi!] require adcfitsonsl ts'me.
PacifsCorp has no dots on which to b&se its
expected costs for 2029.

PacsfiCorp wf!l provide supporting workpapers for
the snafysss presented on September 13, 2017,
and wi!l breakdown components of that anafysis as
requested.

Workpapers for anatysis to tie provided by
September 22, 20^.
Additj'ona! breakdown by Octobers, 2017.

RPS compGance costs win be cfifficult to estimate
based on ffie market PaciffCorp wi!S an prowde an
ana/yste ofRECs available for compliance with
RPS requirements undsr WCA, roUed-m antf
revised protocol.

Analysis by Octobers, 2017.
Thfs information will tie provided in the workpapers
supporting ihe September 13, 2017 snaSysis.

2ARrf
3UBWIITTTNG
CNU

STAFF

STAFF

STAFF

STAFF

STAFF

STATUS

available by
reference

Mot
available

Not
Available

Response
being
prepared

Response
being
prepared

Response
being
prepared

N^
0̂
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iIGlNAL REQUEST

it aii the significant transmission system sdditions that have occurred since the
srger, and provide the following information for each: Gross investment, cut-
er date, length (in miles), rated capacity, and end-points (identified by nearest
A/n/ c'rty, generation resource, and/or trading hub). For each addition or
'dition grouping, explain the reasons for making the addition end indicate
ie£her or not it would have taken place hsd there not been the posfc-merger loac
owth in the control area sen/ed by that addition. Also indicate the incremental
ist of meeting federally mandated reliability and other standards given that the
e would have been built anyway owmg to control area [oad growEPi or other
insrderafe'ons. For each addition, indicate the percentage share of the annual
Wh load attributable to meeting PactfiCorp customer loaos within the control
•ea (inclusive of off-system purchases), meeting PacifiCorp customer loads in
e other Company control area (inclusive of off-system purchases), making off-
/stem opportunity sales, balancing loads among bubbles for ssfety and
:onomic purposes, other (described in detail if significant). For each addition,
dicate the average annual net revenue from off-system sales enabled by that
jdftion and the major purchasers) of that energy.

'lease provide a written copy of the allocation method used by Washington for
'acifiCorp allocations anri an dectronic worksheet wth cell fDrmuSae intact of thi
lost recent version used by the WUTC in setting PacifiCorp rates in Washingtor
'lease Include any accompanying tables listing assLjmptians and data,
'lease provide a mapping between transmission area ioads and jurisdictional
3ads, based on the GRID m&deimg used in both the 2016 TAEVi July update anc
i^Com^jiy^20160regori_resulteo^oper@tions.

3age 7 of "Structural SepsrstEon Review: An Economic Analysis, December 14,
2016'' shows the "three divisions [of PacifiCorp] doing business as (dba): Pacific
3owfir, Rocky Mountain Power, and PacifiCorp Transmission." Please explain i
ietai! what, if anything, distinguishes Pacific Power from the Western Control
a>rea (WCA) in terms of generation resources, transmission resources, and
service territories.
::lage32 of"Strud:ijrai Separation Review: An Economic Analysis, December 1^
2016" lists a potential generation "Asset Assignment" in the event of a PaafiCor
structural separation. List the assets prospectively assigned to Rocky Mountgii
Power that are currently in the WCA, and those in the Pacific Power list that are
currently in the Eastern ConfroS Area (ECA).

Same as #2 [ABOVEI except Ifet the assets prospectively assigned tc
Rocky Mountain Power that were originaily part of PP&L (Pacific Pow
& Light), and those in the Pacific Power list that were originaEEy part o-
UP&L (Utah Power & Light).

iClFICORP REPLY TO REQUEST

ir'rng the September 13, 2017 workshopi Stsff
•iSoQted tlifs request was limited to major
i.nsmfssson line projects. PscifsCorp's

mmissson system upgrsdes sre constructed to
set load requirements, sndFERC open access
)//cy and legacy agreement requirements.
icSitionaHy, the topoiogy ofths system, equipment
Sngs, usage and reffability benefits of specific
^nsmsssion components vary over time. As an
teroonnected network, aU upgrades expand the
feralloapadtyoffhe system, andprovide
creased opportunrfiss to serve Ioa(f snd access
iding hubs. PaciffCorp can provide the following
formatson formsjor-tr&nsmisslQn iines
wstructed sfter the 198S merger:

• In sewce cfate;
ActuaJ cost of construction;

• Approximate length;
'acifsCorp cfoes not have snd could not estimate
is sddfffong! reciuested infarmatson regsrding
ssge ofesch trsnsmissuon element.

'acifiCorp can provfde the data idenfffied above b,
^ip_ber3, 2017,
;an Provide.

3adflCorp wU! provide by September22, 20-17.

^an prwJde by Ju!y 10.

San provide by July 10.

Can p/w/cfe by July 10.

iRTY
IBMITTING
'AFF

TAFF

^NU

H-AFF

STAFF

STAFF

ATUS

isponse
ing
ipared

Tovided

tesponsa
teing
n-epared

>rovided

Provided

Provided

^̂
0
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21

ORIGINAL REQUEST

Replicate the Oregon-WCA figures as in #1 butwith one alteration: in the case of
inter-contro! area power cost acquisitions, use the prevailing market price of the
acquiring control area rather than the cost-averaging method used for
Washmgton.
a- For the years 201 4, 2020, 2025, and 2029 please provide PacifiCorp's

complete aggregate annual G&T revenue requirement, (For example,
include a return on as we!! as a return of the Bridger 3&4 SCRs.) For
comparison purposes use the same depreciation rates as are employed by
the Jurisdictions who have adopted the longest iives. Please utilze the same
cost breaKdown as in ^1 S.

b. For those same years, use the standard rolled-in methodology to
decompose the aggregate PacffiCorp G&T revenue requirement into the
revenue requirements of sii the jurisdictions. As a place holder, use the
same 12 CP, 75-25, and other SE, SG, and SC-related assumptions now
used generally by the Company in its inter-jurisdicb'onal allocations, in order
to have these state allocations sum to the same results as in a., employ s
common rate base, etc.

a. For the years 2014, 2020,2025, and 2029 please provide, separately, the
aggregate annual G&T revenue requirements for the WCA and the ECA.
Use the same rate base assumptions (including keeping CoJstrip 3 in the
snaiyses) and depreciation rates, etc. as were employed in #3, and the
same cost breakdown as in #1. In ths case of net power cost acquisitions
from one control area to the other, use the market prices applicable to the
contrpi ar^a.thatis receiving the power.

b. For the same years please provide the annual G&T revenue requirements
for the three junsciictions serves? within th&WCA. tn order to have these
state allocations sum to the same results as in a., employ a common rate
base, etc. Eliminate any adjustments peculiar to a particular jurisdicfion,
e.g., use the same rate ba$e assumptions (including teepmg Colstrip 3 En
the rate base) and depreciation rates, etc. as were employed En #3. As s
place holder, use the same 12 CP, 75-25, and other SE-, SG-, and SC-
related assumptions now used generally by the Company in its inter-
jyrisdictionalall&cstion.s.

c. Same as b. except perform the analyses for the ECA.

PACIRCORP REPLY TO REQUEST

PsQiflCorp rs conducting this study and wil! provide
by October 3, 2017.

This snfonTiation is avaHable for the September 13,
2017 anafysis, and w!f! be inciuded in the-
supporting workpapers.

Workpapers for analysis to be provided by
September 2Z 2017.

This informstion Js available for the September 13,
2017 analysis, ancf wHI be mduded in the additional
component breakdown effort..

Additsonal breakdown by Ootober 3. 2017.

PacifsCorp does not have an ECA methodology
and csnnot conduct this analysis for a comparison.

PacffiCorp does not have s methodology for
bresking down the WCA on a state by state basis.

PacifiCorp does not have &n ECA methodohgy
snd cannot conduct this analysis for acpmpanson.

PART^
SUBMITTING
STAFF

STAFF

STAFF

STAFF

STAFF

STAFF

STATUS

Response
being
prepared

Response
being
prepared

Response
being
prepared

Not
Available

Not
Available

Not
Available

^
§
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UM 1824 INFORMATION REQUESTTRACKER Attachment A

SUBJECT ORIGINAL REQUEST PACIFJCOtRP REPLY TO REQUEST PARF^
suB^nnNG

STATUS

Please replicate the "Capacity & Energy Payment Summary" of page 35 of
"Structural Separation Review: An Economic Analysis, December U, 2016"
which uses the "Asset Assignmarrtls]" of page 32, but make one change to the
fatten Transfer Jsm Bridger 3-4 to Paorfic Power.

The Company has !/m!ted resources to address
mformsffon and study requests in the MSP,
Oregon-spscifsc investigation, and the CaHforma-
specific snvestigat'on. AddfttonaSly. any discussion
ofstructwa! separation needs to recognize that
PadfiCorp could only reorgwse into separate
corporate enStJes with the agreement of a!! six
state commissions snd FERC. AccordsngSy, the
benefits of exploring alternative resource
alignments in the Capacity & Energy Payment
cahufation may not justify the effort snd time
rsqwred, TTsss request should be dsscussed dwng
theJufy18, SO'l 7 workshop to determine whether ft
is one-of the studies parties wou/dlfke the
company to conduct.

To the extent commissfoners have Questions
regarding the structural separatfon analyses, the
Company would Sye wslUng to present the analysis
and discuss at a specis! public meeting.

STAFF Not
Available

f̂f>

ĉt>.'^

^ co
^ ^
p &^ ^'

^>

Same as #4 [ABOVE] except only transfer Bridger 3 to Pacific Power
rather tiian both 3 and 4.

The Company has UfTiited resources to address
information snd study-requests In the MSP,
Oregon-specific Snvestfgst'ion. and the Cafffomsa-
specsfic invsstigaSon, A^cTitsonaily, any discusshn
of structural separation needs to rscognlze th&t
PsoifsCorp could on/y reorgsnize fnto sepsrate
corporate entities wfth the agreement of @!1 six
state commissions and FERC, Accordmgiy. the
benefits of exploring sitemative resource
alrgnments in the Capacity S Snergy Payment
ca/cu!atfw may not Justify the effort and tune
required. TWs request should be discussed dunng
the July 18. 2017 workshop to determine whether it
is one of the studies parties would like the
company to conduct

To the extent commfssloners have questrons
regsrdsng the siructura! sepsratson anslyses, the
Company would be willing to present the analysts
and discuss at s special public meeting.

STAFF Not
Available

0

@
zs
0
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