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Are you the same Craig M. Eller who submitted direct and Phase I rebuttal
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 Phase II rebuttal testimony.
My testimony addresses the recommendations from Utah Clean Energy (“UCE”)
witness Dr. Logan Mitchell regarding the proposed Voluntary Renewable Energy
Credit (“REC”) Option Program (“REC Option Program” or “Program”).

I. PROPOSED REC OPTION PROGRAM
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
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

Page 1 — Phase II Rebuttal Testimony of Craig M. Eller



23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

require customers to forego revenue credits in their rates from sales of Company-
entitled RECs from the REC Balancing Account (“RBA”).

Did any party oppose the approval of the Program?

No party opposed the Program, but OCS and WRA presented recommendations in
Phase I of this proceeding regarding the Program. In Phase II direct testimony, UCE
witness Dr. Mitchell raised similar issues with the Program as OCS and WRA.

What arguments did Dr. Mitchell present in support of offering the Program to
all customers?

Similar to OCS and WRA, UCE disagrees with the Company’s decision to exclude
smaller usage customers from the Program, claiming the Program “fails to address the
central inequality: all other Utah customers, who contribute to funding the state’s
renewable energy generation, are barred from claiming renewable attributes that they
fund.”! To address this concern, UCE recommends that the Public Service Commission
of Utah (“Commission”) initiate a separate proceeding where stakeholders can provide
input on the development of a Program that is accessible to all customer classes.
Please explain the Company’s reason for limiting 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.
Although the Company is not anticipating material Program administrative costs, this

is only because the Program is limited. Opening it to all customers from inception could

! Phase 11 Direct Testimony of Logan Mitchell, Ph.D., lines 92-94.
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quickly make administering the Program burdensome as it increases the potential
participants from 17,000 to over 1 million. The Company believes it is prudent to limit
the potential program size at the beginning to gain experience before expanding the
Program in order to properly evaluate the feasibility of this type of program on a larger
scale.

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.

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 recommendation of UCE for the Program to be designed
through a separate stakeholder process?

As presented in Phase I rebuttal, the Company proposes the Program be approved in
this proceeding, as requested, as a three-year pilot Program. The Company commits to
file for review of the pilot Program in advance of the final program year to allow time
for stakeholder participation prior to receiving a Commission order. Under the
Company’s proposal, the program would run for three complete Program Years,
calendar years 2026, 2027, and 2028. The Company will file for a review and

continuation of the Program by April 30, 2028, which would allow the Program to be
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reviewed, with stakeholder input, with two full years of data so the Company and
stakeholders can made informed modifications, if any, to the Program.
Does this conclude your Phase II rebuttal testimony?

Yes.
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