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Are you the same Craig M. Eller who submitted direct testimony on behalf of
PacifiCorp, d/b/a Rocky Mountain Power (“Rocky Mountain Power” or the
“Company”) in this proceeding?

Yes.

Please describe the purpose of your rebuttal testimony.

My testimony addresses the recommendations from the Utah Office of Consumer
Services (the “OCS”) witness Alyson Anderson and Western Resource Advocates
(“WRA”) witness Karl Boothman regarding the proposed Voluntary Renewable
Energy Credit (“REC”) Option Program (“REC Option Program” or “Program”).

Do you have any exhibits accompanying your rebuttal testimony?

Yes. Exhibit RMP (CME-IR) is the Company’s proposed new Electric Service
Schedule No. 74 — System REC Option (“Schedule 74”) that has been updated since
the version presented with my direct testimony to incorporate recommendations as
discussed below.

Please briefly summarize the proposed REC Option Program.

The Program will offer the Company’s Utah customers on certain rate schedules the
opportunity to have Rocky Mountain Power retire RECs on the customer’s behalf from
the Company’s owned and contracted renewable resources. This Program enables
participants to state a portion of the renewable attributes associated with the electricity
they purchase from the Company’s Utah-allocated resources, supporting their efforts
to achieve their sustainability goals. For customers who select this option, the Company
will retain RECs for retirement based on a percentage of participating customers’

aggregated load data in the calendar year immediately preceding the Program Year and
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based on Utah-allocated Company RECs. The Company will retire these RECs and
participating customers will know the percent of their electricity that can be supported
by the Program’s REC retirement report from the Western Renewable Energy
Generation Information System (“WREGIS”). Participation in this Program will also
require customers to forego revenue credits in their rates from sales of Company-
entitled RECs from the RBA.

Did any party oppose the approval of the Program?

No party opposed the Program, but OCS and WRA present recommendations regarding
the proposed Program that include expanding the customer classes eligible to
participate, requiring specific information in Program reporting, and adding clarifying
language to the proposed tariff.

Did any party raise concerns that the Program will initially be available to
customers on specific rate schedules, which excludes smaller usage customer rate
schedules?

Yes. The OCS disagrees with the Company’s decision to exclude smaller usage
customers from the Program and claims the Company did not provide sufficient
justification for this decision, suggesting it may be discriminatory. To address this
concern, the OCS recommends that the Public Service Commission of Utah
(“Commission”) require the Company to implement this Program as a time-limited
pilot program for two years, with an evaluation to determine if changes to the Program
design are necessary, and to request continuation of the Program on an ongoing basis. !

WRA also recommends the Company open the Program to all customers within the

! Phase I Direct Testimony of Alyson Anderson at 257-278.
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next few years and requested the Commission require the Company to provide
information by July 31, 2025, in a filing or technical conference outlining what steps
are necessary to open the Program to all Utah customers.?

Why is the Company proposing to limit the initial Program to larger usage
customer groups?

In designing the Program, the Company had no way to estimate how many customers
will enroll in the Program. The Company limited the Program to large customers in
order to gain experience administering it before it is offered to other customer groups.
As noted by OCS and WRA, the Company is not anticipating material Program
administrative costs. However, this is due to the fact that the Program is being limited.
Opening it to all customers from inception could quickly make administering the
Program burdensome. The Company believes it is prudent to limit the potential
Program size at the beginning to gain experience before expanding the Program and
evaluate the feasibility of this type of program. To illustrate the potential impact, Table

1 shows the number of Utah customers on each rate schedule.

2 Phase I Direct Testimony of Karl Boothman at 690-704.
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TABLE 1:
Utah Customer Count by Rate Schedule (Dec 2023)

Rate Sch Customer

Description No. Count
Residential/Optional TOD 1/322E 911,718
Gen. Svc. Dist. 6/6A 16,808
Gen. Sve. Dist. > 1,000 kW 8 224
Gen. Sve. High Voltage 9/9A 169
Irrigation 10 3,551
Gen. Sve. Dist. Small 23 99,826
Partial Req. Sve. >= 1,000 kW 31 7
Sve. From Ren. Ene. Facilities 32/34 22
Public Street Lighting 7/11/12/15 12,163
Total Utah Customers 1,044,488
Customers Eligible for REC Option Program 17,223
Percent of Utah Customers Eligible for REC option program 1.6%

As shown from Table 1, the eligible number of customers with the Company’s
proposed initial eligibility limits is 17,233. Including all customer classes expands it to
over one million potential customers. Since the number of customers will likely drive
the amount of costs for administrative functions like Program enrollments and
statements, limiting the Program initially is prudent in order to gain experience with
both the level of interest in the Program as well as the administrative requirements and
associated costs. Since the Company will be required to set aside RECs during the
Program year, it is also critical that the Company better understand the Program so
RECs are not overcommitted. Therefore, the Program is designed to meet the needs of
large business customers that have spoken to and negotiated with the Company directly

about their sustainability goals.
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Have residential or small business customers, or groups or associations
representing such customers, approached the Company with interest in this type
of program?

While residential and small commercial customers may be interested in this type of
program, the customers that have expressly requested this type of program have been
the larger-usage customers.

Does the Company intend to revisit the decision?

Yes, the Company plans to revisit the decision once it has a better sense of the
participation rates and administrative resources required to run the Program.

Do you agree with the recommendations of the OCS for the Program to be
implemented as a two-year pilot program?

In part. The Company agrees to offer the Program as a pilot program and agrees to
revisit the Program to make potential adjustments, including expanding eligibility.
However, the Company recommends the Program be a three-year Pilot Program,
instead of two years. The Company will need to file for continuation of the pilot
Program in advance of the final Program year to allow time for stakeholder
participation prior to receiving a Commission order. If a two-year pilot Program were
adopted, the Company would be filing after just one Program year, which is not enough
experience to make informed decisions about Program changes. Under the Company’s
proposal, the Program would run for three complete Program Years, CY 2026, 2027,
and 2028. The Company would file for a review and continuation of the Program by

April 30, 2028, which would allow the Program to be reviewed with two full years of
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data. This timing allows sufficient time for review and approval as well as for the
Company to implement any Program changes prior to the start of Program Year 2029.
Do you agree with the recommendations of WRA for the Commission to require
the Company to provide information on what is needed to open up the Program
to other participants by July 31, 2025?

As discussed, the Company requires time and experience with implementing this new
Program on the smaller scale as proposed in order to determine if it is able to offer the
Program to a wider range of customers. The Company agrees to provide information
in a stakeholder process to evaluate what changes would be necessary, if any, to open
it up to all Utah customers. However, the Company will not have the necessary
information by July 31, 2025, as the information that will inform the discussion will
come from experience administering the Program. The first Program year will be
calendar year 2026. The Company will not have any meaningful information by July
31, 2025. Instead of adopting WRA’s proposal, the Company requests the Commission
adopt its proposal to implement the Program as a three-year pilot program. The
information requested by WRA will be provided as part of the stakeholder process that
will commence when the Company files for review of the Program on or around April
30, 2028.

Did OCS make recommendations about the reporting requirements for the
Program?

Yes. The OCS highlights the importance of transparency for the Program,
recommending Program participants receive information from the Company about the

RECs associated with the Program. The OCS states the information provided to
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participants should include the location of generation, renewable energy type, project
name, vintage of generation, and emissions rates of the renewable resource. The OCS
agrees with the Company’s plan to report Program activities to the Commission and
other stakeholders through the annual REC Balancing Account (“RBA”) filings.?

Do you agree with the recommendation of the OCS regarding the information
provided to Program participants?

Yes. Although the Company reiterates that the information provided to participants will
be for the entire Program and not specific to the individual customer. For example, if
the Company retires 100,000 RECs on behalf of all Program participants, the letter to
participating customers will provide the information on all 100,000 RECs, as the
Company will not be designating any particular REC as being tied to a specific
customer.

What recommendations did WRA propose with respect to the Program?

WRA witness Mr. Boothman recommended the tariff for the Program, Schedule 74, be
amended to clarify what resources generate RECs, that the RECs retired for the
Program will be registered in WREGIS, and that the RECs retired for the Program will
be of the same vintage as the Program Year.* He included proposed redlines to the tariff
I presented as Exhibit RMP__ (CME-1) as Exhibit WRA  (KB-3).

Do you agree with the Schedule 74 tariff modifications proposed in Exhibit
WRA__ (KB-3)?

I incorporated the majority of WRA’s suggested changes into Exhibit RMP  (CME-

2R), with a few minor exceptions.

3 Phase I Direct Testimony of Alyson Anderson at 280-303.
4 Phase I Direct Testimony of Karl Boothman at 608-616.
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Did the OCS or WRA make any other recommendations for which you wish to
respond?

Yes. OCS witness Donna Ramas presents the adjustment that would be necessary to
add REC revenue into the revenue requirement in this case.’ Although the OCS does
not appear to be suggesting REC revenue should be included base rates, it offers the
information to be helpful in case the Commission determines REC revenue should be
included in base rates. Also, WRA requests the Commission open a separate
proceeding to re-evaluate whether it continues to be in the public interest to promote
the sale of all Utah-allocated RECs.

The Company has proposed removing REC revenue from base rates. No party is
proposing REC revenue be included in base rates, but to clarify for the
Commission, how would putting REC revenue into base rates affect Schedule 74?
A key component of the Program is that participating customers do not receive credit
for REC sales in their rates. Embedding REC revenue into base rates makes it very hard
to accurately isolate REC revenue in rates so it can be removed from participants rates.
Will non-participating customers be harmed by removing REC revenue from base
rates?

No. The REC revenue will still be credited to non-participating customers through the

RBA.

5 Phase I Direct Testimony of Donna Ramas at 1687-1704.
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What is another benefit you see with having all REC revenue credited to
customers through the RBA?

Moving all REC revenue outside of base rates makes it transparent for a prospective
customer of the Program to estimate the cost of participating in the Program. Credits
from the RBA are shown as a separate line item on a customer’s bill. Since the cost of
the Program is the opportunity cost of foregoing REC revenue in rates, a prospective
customer could easily calculate an estimate of their own opportunity cost by looking at
the past credits received on their bill for RECs to understand what they would be
foregoing. Currently, REC revenue is set in base rates and what is credited through the
RBA is just a true up of that amount. If REC revenue is put into base rates, it would not
be easily isolated by a customer to understand the cost of participation.

Do you agree with WRA’s assertion that the Commission should open a separate
proceeding to re-evaluate whether the Company should market Utah’s share of
REC:s for potential sale?

No. Although the Company believes some customers may support a policy that
prohibits the sale of Utah’s REC:s, it is inappropriate to make such a policy decision on
behalf of all customers, including those who would support keeping their electric rates
as low as possible. The Company is facing an environment of cost pressures and
receives calls from Utah customers who are struggling to find ways to manage their
electric bill and other basic needs. Until the Company has more information, a separate
proceeding to evaluate if RECs should continue to be monetized for Utah customers
would be an unnecessary drain of the resources of the Company and other intervening

parties. The Company urges the Commission to reject WRA’s proposal.
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ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER

ELECTRIC SERVICE SCHEDULE NO. 74

STATE OF UTAH

Renewable Energy Credit Option Program_(Pilot Program)

PURPOSE: To allew-support Customers in their efforts ability-to achieve their sustainability
goals through this voluntary program that provides the option to have Rocky Mountain Power retire
renewable attributes associated with the generation from a qualifying renewable electricity generating
resource-Renewable Resourees, referred to as Renewable Energy Credits (RECs), on the Customer’s
behalf.; Customers participating in this Schedule will forego the benefits of the revenue from the
sales of RECs in Electric Service Schedule No. 98 (Renewable Energy Balancing Account).

APPLICATION: To Customers receiving service under the Company’s Electric
Services Schedules 6, 6A, 8, 9, 9A, 32, and 34.

DEFINITIONS:

ENROLLMENT PERIOD: Enrollment begins January 1 and ends September 30 of
each calendar year prior to the Program Year.

PROGRAM YEAR: January 1 through December 31 of each calendar year.

QUALIFYING RENEWABLE ELECTRICITY GENERATING RESOURCE: A
Company owned or contracted resource powered by RECsmay-beereated by Company
owned—or—contracted wind, solar, hydreeleetriewater, geothermal, biogas, and/or

biomass-—resourees.

RENEWABLE ENERGY CREDITS: A Renewable Energy Credit (also known as
Tradeable Renewable Energy Credit, Renewable Energy Certificate, Green Tag, or
Carbon Credit) represents all of the regional and global environmental and emissions
benefits associated with one unit of output (MWh) from a qualifying renewable
electricity generating resource. For purposes of this Program, Renewable Energy
Credits from ReekyMeuntainPower’sthe Company’s owned and contracted resources
will be utilized. RECs used for this program must be created by WREGIS. A REC created
by WREGIS demonstrates that the generating facility has produced the electricity and that

no other account holder is counting that REC to meet another mandatory or voluntary
Issued by authority of Report and Order of the Public Service Commission of Utah in Docket No. 24-035-04

FILED: June 28, 2024 EFFECTIVE: February 23, 2025
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renewable program.

REC VINTAGE: REC vintage refers to the year in which a REC was generated.

WREGIS: The Western Renewable Energy Generation Information System is an
independent, web-based tracking system for renewable energy certificates (REC) that
covers the Western Interconnection territory.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

1. On behalf of the participants of the Program, the Company will retire RECs from contracted
or Company-owned Renewable Resources equal to the aggregated load for participating

(continued)

Issued by authority of Report and Order of the Public Service Commission of Utah in Docket No. 24-035-04
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ELECTRIC SERVICE SCHEDULE NO. 764 — Continued

customers multiplied by a percentage of renewable resource generation from PacifiCorp’s
system. The percentage will be based on but not exceed the approximate amount of renewable
energy in the Company’s resource portfolio, where the Company has entitlement to the
renewable attributes and has Western Renewable Energy Generation Information System
(WREGIS) certificates available to be retired. For participating customers receiving service
on Company’s Electric Service

Schedules 6, 6A, 8, 9 and 9A, the load will be based on the total energy consumption in the
_calendar year immediately preeceedingpreceding the Program Year. For participating
customers

_receiving service on Company’s Electric Service Schedule 32, the load will be based on the
total Supplemental Energy consumption in the calendar year immediately
proceedingpreceding the

_Program Year. For participating customers receiving service on Company’s Electric Service
Schedule 34, the load will be based on the positive difference, if any, between the customer’s
_total energy consumption during the year prior to the Program Year and the estimated supply
_from renewable energy resources during the Program Year.

2. Rocky Mountain Power will retain the right to determine the particular qualifying renewable
electricity generating resource Renewable Reseurees-for allocating and retiring system RECs
and will also determine which RECs for each resource type will be retired on behalf of the
Program. RECs retired on behalf of participating customers will be from the same vintage as
the REC Option Program Year.

3. The RECs associated with the Company REC Option Program will not require Green-e
certification or eligibility but must bebe eertified-byregistered in WREGIS.

4. The Company will provide an annual notice to participating customers providing a summary
of the type and vintage of RECs that were retired on behalf of all participants in the Program
during the Program Year.

5. The REC revenue that the program participants would otherwise have been credited through
Electric Service Schedule No. 98 from the sale of system RECs generated will be forfeited
from-thefirst month-of participatienfor each Program Year until the Customer cancels their
participation in this Schedule, through written notice.

6. The Customer may cancel its participation in the Program by notifying the Company in
writing of its intent to cancel during the Enrollment Period, but no later than September 30,
for the upcoming Program Year.

7. The Company may not accept enrollments for accounts that have a time-payment agreement
in effect, or have received two or more disconnect notices, or have been disconnected for non-
payment within the last 12 months.

Issued by authority of Report and Order of the Public Service Commission of Utah in Docket No. 24-035-04
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ELECTRIC SERVICE REGULATIONS: Service under this Schedule will be in accordance
with the terms of the Electric Service Agreement between the Customer and the Company. The
Electric Service Regulations of the Company on file with and approved by the Public Service
Commission of the State of Utah, including future applicable amendments, will be considered as
forming a part of and incorporated in said Agreement

Issued by authority of Report and Order of the Public Service Commission of Utah in Docket No. 24-035-04

FILED: June 28, 2024 EFFECTIVE: February 23, 2025
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