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Q. Are you the same Robert M. Meredith who submitted direct, amended direct, and 1 

Phase II rebuttal testimony in this proceeding on behalf of PacifiCorp d/b/a Rocky 2 

Mountain Power (“the Company”)? 3 

A. Yes. 4 

I.  PURPOSE OF PHASE II SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY 5 

Q. What is the purpose of your Phase II surrebuttal testimony? 6 

A. The purpose of my surrebuttal testimony in this proceeding is to respond to the Phase 7 

II rebuttal testimonies of Mr. Matt Pernichele for the Division of Public Utilities 8 

(“DPU”), and Mr. Ron Nelson for the Office of Consumer Services (“OCS”). My 9 

surrebuttal specifically responds to other parties’ testimony on the Company’s 10 

proposals to implement changes to the Company’s time of use (“TOU”) options. Since 11 

other parties primarily respond to each other in their rebuttal, I am not addressing other 12 

cost of service and rate design matters. The Company’s position on those subjects has 13 

not changed. My lack of response to any testimony should not be construed as support 14 

or opposition. 15 

II. TIME OF USE 16 

Q. DPU witness Mr. Pernichele discusses OCS witness Mr. Nelson’s analysis of on-17 

peak hours based upon substation peaks, compares this method to the Company’s 18 

approach that utilizes Western Energy Imbalance Market (“WEIM”) pricing, and 19 

concludes that the Company’s method is superior, because net power costs are the 20 

largest driver of the increase in this case.1 Please comment. 21 

A. I agree with Mr. Pernichele that net power costs are a more significant expense than 22 

 
1 See Phase II Rebuttal Testimony of Matt Pernichele, lines 145-162 (Nov, 26, 2024). 
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distribution substations. The Company’s cost of service study filed in rebuttal shows 23 

that 29 percent of a residential customer’s cost of service is related to net power costs 24 

and 5 percent is related to distribution substations. 25 

Q. In response to Western Resource Advocates (“WRA’s”) testimony, OCS witness 26 

Mr. Nelson notes his agreement with WRA witness Mr. Karl Boothman that the 27 

Company “needs to conduct more thorough and useful analysis on its TOU (and 28 

all load management) schedules”, but disagrees with making the residential time 29 

of use option a pilot.2 Do you think that the Company’s proposed residential time 30 

of use option was not adequately justified? 31 

A. No. I do not agree and think that the Company has met its burden to justify the time 32 

periods and pricing structure that it proposes for a residential TOU option. The 33 

Company’s rationale for its choice of on-peak hours, time varying price differential, 34 

and other design features are sound and should be approved by the Public Service 35 

Commission of Utah (“Commission”). 36 

Q. Can you please reiterate why the Company’s design is appropriate? 37 

A. Yes. The design of the proposed residential time of use option should be approved for 38 

the following reasons: 39 

 The choice of on-peak hours is based upon historical WEIM pricing which 40 

accurately reflects load-resource interactions and sets a higher price during more 41 

costly hours of the day. 42 

 
2 See Phase II Rebuttal Testimony of Mr. Nelson, lines 223-231 (Nov. 26, 2024). 
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 The 4.5:1 on- to off-peak price differential incentivizes reduced on-peak usage, 43 

which has been demonstrated by reductions in the previous Schedule 2E pilot 44 

program. 45 

 The year round, two-period structure is easy for customers to understand, and will 46 

promote wider adoption. 47 

 The design of the program is based upon several years of research and collaboration 48 

with stakeholders. 49 

Q. Why do you think a pilot could still be a good idea? 50 

A. While I believe that the Company has adequately supported its proposal, I think that a 51 

pilot can have benefits. A pilot builds in the opportunity for a program to be studied 52 

more carefully. The Company has studied time of use rates for residential customers 53 

with electric vehicles, but it has not studied a time of use option that is more broadly 54 

available to all residential customers. A pilot can also build in a check-in to ensure that 55 

anything learned from the program can be incorporated into its design before it is more 56 

widely deployed. Mr. Nelson discusses how he believes that there should be a trajectory 57 

towards default time of use in his surrebuttal testimony.3 In my rebuttal testimony, I 58 

recommend that a 10,000-customer cap be placed upon the program if the Commission 59 

rejects the Company’s proposed change to track Base Energy Balancing Account 60 

(“EBA”) collection. Under a pilot approach, more information can be gathered and 61 

experience gained on a particular program design, before increasing a cap or potentially 62 

defaulting customers onto the program. 63 

 
3 See Phase II Rebuttal Testimony of Ron Nelson, lines 223-240 (Nov. 26, 2024). 
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Q. Some of the parties are critical of the Company’s methodology for designing a 64 

residential time of use option.4 Do they develop alternatives? 65 

A. No. Other parties discuss in their testimony how they think the Company should have 66 

done more or different analysis, but none of the parties offer an alternative design to 67 

the one recommended by the Company. 68 

Q. Regardless of whether a new residential time of use option is designated as a pilot, 69 

what are your thoughts on the importance of stakeholder engagement? 70 

A. The Company does not oppose making a new Schedule 1 residential time of use option 71 

a pilot, but it also does not think that designating it as a pilot is absolutely necessary. 72 

Whether it is considered a pilot or not, I think that ongoing stakeholder engagement is 73 

of paramount importance. Robust stakeholder discussions dating back to 2016 were 74 

instrumental in the evolution of Schedule 2E to its present state and were largely much 75 

of the basis for the Company’s proposal in this case. I hope that such collaborative 76 

efforts can continue to shape the future of time varying rates in Utah. As discussed in 77 

my rebuttal testimony, the Company recommends that a series of workshops be held 78 

after the rate effective date of April 25, 2025, and that an annual meeting should be 79 

convened thereafter with interested parties. 80 

 

 

 

 
4 See Phase II Direct Testimony of Matt Pernichele, lines 276-309 (Nov. 26, 2024), Phase II Direct Testimony of 
Ron Nelson, lines 1309-1322 (Nov. 26, 2024), and Phase II Rebuttal Testimony of Karl Boothman, lines 29-35 
(Nov. 26, 2024). 
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Q. You recommended in your Phase II rebuttal testimony that if the Commission 81 

does not approve the Company's proposed change to track Base EBA collections, 82 

then a 10,000-customer cap should be placed on the new Residential Schedule 1 83 

time of use option. Do you have any further thoughts on that? 84 

A. Yes. To minimize the administrative burden of keeping track of a waiting list and 85 

closely monitoring participation, the Company proposes that the cap be administered 86 

by the Company ceasing to take requests from customers to enroll in the program on 87 

the first of the month after it reaches 10,000 participants enrolled instead of precisely 88 

holding the cap to exactly 10,000 customers.  89 

Q. Does the Company have any further thoughts on its proposed changes to the 90 

Schedule 10 time of use program? 91 

A. Yes. In light of the feedback received from a member of the public representing 92 

agricultural customers,5 the Company does not oppose keeping weekends and holidays 93 

off-peak for the Schedule 10 time of use program. The Company does not agree that its 94 

original proposal was discriminatory for the reasons discussed in my Phase II rebuttal 95 

testimony and notes that there are trade-offs for customers with designating weekends 96 

and holidays off-peak. Table 1 below shows the differences in on- and off- peak rates 97 

if on-peak rates were to be considered for all days as opposed to only non-holiday 98 

weekdays:  99 

 

 

 
5 See Public Comments of Mr. Valjay Rigby, President of the Utah Farm Bureau Federation, during the Public 
Witness Hearing on December 9, 2024 at approximately 51 minutes and 30 seconds 
https://www.youtube.com/live/5w7rNSaUNYQ.  
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Table 1. Comparison of Proposed TOU Rates  100 

 

Because there would be a lower level of higher priced on-peak energy over which costs 101 

could be recovered if weekends and holidays were off-peak, Schedule 10 customers 102 

would pay moderately higher energy rates for both on-peak and off-peak usage. 103 

III. CONCLUSION 104 

Q. What is your recommendation for the Commission? 105 

A. I recommend the Commission approve the Company’s cost of service study along with 106 

its proposed rate spread and rate design as set forth in my rebuttal testimony. I also 107 

recommend that the Commission approve the Company’s time of use option changes 108 

and its proposal to separately track Base EBA collection. The Company does not 109 

oppose designation of the residential time of use option as a pilot and requests that if 110 

the proposal to track Base EBA is rejected, that a cap of 10,000 customers be placed 111 

on the residential time of use program. 112 

Q. Does this conclude your Phase II surrebuttal testimony? 113 

A. Yes. 114 

All Days 
On-peak 
(₵/kWh)

Non-
Holiday 

Weekdays 
On-peak 
(₵/kWh)

Percent 
Difference

On-Peak kWh New TOU 
(Irrigation Season)

15.851 17.968 13.4%

Off-Peak kWh New TOU 
(Irrigation Season) 4.529 5.134 13.4%


