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Char Mates, A Moab Bus

Ken Schreiner, Schreiner Productions/Probusiness Video
Bradley F. Stevens, Green Power Solutions
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June 9, 2011

Comments on Docket 07-035-T14 — In the Matter of the Approval of Rocky Mountain Power’s
Tariff P.S.C.U. No. 47, Re: Schedule 107 - Solar Incentive Program; Request for Comments

Dear Public Service Commissioners and Commission Staff:

We represent a diverse group of businesses, organizations, and local governments supportive of measures to
facilitate adoption of clean energy technologies, including the utility solar program under consideration. While
our individual interests in this matter are broad spread, we all agree that diversifying Utah’s energy portfolio with
clean energy technologies can provide numerous benefits to the State’s economy, environment, and quality of life.
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We are interested in seeing programs and measures adopted that reduce impacts on Utah’s pristine outdoor
environment and affiliated recreation opportunities, help improve local and regional air quality, reduce
greenhouse gas emissions and mitigate carbon risk, provide new economic development opportunities for Utah’s
communities, and minimize risks and uncertainties for Utah’s businesses and consumers in the energy arena.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on Docket 07-035-T14 and whether or not a continued or
expanded solar PV program in Utah is appropriate and how that program might be structured. We appreciate the
efforts of Rocky Mountain Power (RMP), the Public Service Commission (PSC), the Division of Public Utilities,
the Office of Consumer Services, and all involved stakeholders to oversee the implementation and review of this
pilot program. We feel it has been a valuable first step in better understanding the value and potential of
distributed solar energy in Utah. We submit these comments for your consideration and look forward to the next
steps on this important initiative.

Comments on the Continuation and Expansion of the Pilot Solar Incentive Program

We strongly support and recommend the continuation and expansion of Rocky Mountain Power’s Solar Incentive
Program for several reasons, outlined below. We have also included some recommendations on how an expanded
solar incentive program might be structured for the Commission and Rocky Mountain Power to consider.

1. Adistributed solar incentive program can be an economical resource for the utility and ratepayers.
In the 2011 PacifiCorp Integrated Resource Plan, PacifiCorp modeled two distributed solar incentive
program scenarios to replicate the costs to the utility to provide a $2/watt and a $1.50/watt solar rebate
program (with additional administrative costs included). According to the 2011 IRP, “the System
Optimizer selected the maximum annual amount per year (1.2 MW of distributed solar) for 2011 through
2028 in both rebate cost scenarios.® It is our understanding that the findings of these analyses indicate
that a distributed solar incentive can be a least-cost resource for the utility and ratepayers. As noted in the
2011 IRP, PacifiCorp fixed the Utah solar PV amounts used in the modeling assumptions, imposing a
limit on the amount of the distributed solar resource that the model could select. Given that the System
Optimizer selected all of the available solar resource allowed in both scenarios, it is highly likely that
more solar would be selected by the model, if no modeling cap were imposed.

Recommendation: The 2011 IRP sensitivity analyses for a solar rebate program suggest that a utility
solar incentive is an economical resource for the utility and ratepayers. As such, the Commission should
approve an expanded solar incentive with no caps to leverage the maximum amount of private investment
in solar resources for the benefit of the utility, ratepayers, citizens, businesses, and Utah’s emerging solar
market.

2. Lower administrative costs will improve the cost-effectiveness of the solar incentive program.
According to Rocky Mountain Power’s Solar PV Incentive Program Annual Report for Program Year
2010, the pilot solar program’s administrative costs represent nearly 30 percent of the total cost of the
program (incentives + administration + meters).? This relatively high administrative cost impacts the
overall cost-effectiveness of the program; however, we recognize that a small program is inherently less
efficient to administer. That said, in Rocky Mountain Power’s Three-Year Assessment of the Solar
Incentive Program, RMP provided two different cost-benefit analyses of the program under different
administrative cost scenarios (5 and 10 percent administrative costs). In both of these scenarios, the solar

! pacifiCorp — 2011 Integrated Resource Plan. Chapter 8 — Modeling Results, Renewable Resource Cases, page 243-4.

2 Table 3. Levelized cost of Energy. Solar Photovoltaic Incentive Program (Schedule 107) Annual Report for Program Year 2010. Rocky
Mountain Power. 7 March 2011. Pg. 12. Docket No. 07-035-T14 — In the Matter of Approval of Rocky Mountain Power’s Tariff P.S.C.U.
No. 47, Re: Schedule 107 — Solar Incentive Program.
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incentive program passes the Utility Cost Test.> Lower administrative costs appear to be aligned with
other larger solar incentive programs.* In their comments on the Three-Year Program review of RMP’s
Solar Incentive Program, the Utah State Energy Program provided information on the administrative costs
for their Utah Renewable Energy Rebate Program:

The Utah Renewable Energy Rebate Program was launched on April 19, 2010 with a budget of
$3,000,000. The program will process over 350 applications, 216 of these applications involve
solar photovoltaic systems from residential and commercial applicants. This program is being
administrated for five percent of the program budget. Based on this experience, the Utah State
Energy Program believes the program results reflected in Table 4 — Results at 5% Program
Deliver and Administration Cost, accurately represent the program costs for a solar incentive
program of this scale.®

Recommendation Given that lower administrative costs improve the overall cost-effectiveness of the
program, we recommend the Commission approve an expanded solar incentive program with lower
administrative costs in order to improve economies of scale and the operational efficiency of the program.

Distributed solar provides additional benefits to the environment and economy; accordingly,
distributed solar is in the public interest for reasons other than economic efficiency.

In a recent order by the Commission in Docket 09-035-27 — In the Matter of the Proposed Revisions to
the Utah Demand Side Resource Program Performance Standards, the Commission stated: “[W]e concur
with the recommendation to evaluate small-scale renewable resources, such as solar photovoltaic projects
on a similar basis as energy efficiency and load management until other economic tests are available.
Thus, all five [cost-effectiveness] tests will be performed. Should any of the tests fail, the Company and
parties may present arguments, and we shall consider, whether the program is in the public interest for
reasons other than economic efficiency.”®

We assert that on-site, distributed renewable generation provides numerous environmental benefits that
are in the public interest, including the following:

a. Greater penetrations of solar PV can help reduce the need to burn natural gas fired peaker plants
located across the valley, whose emissions contribute to local air quality issues along the Wasatch
Front.

An analysis conducted in Colorado examined the economic and environmental benefits that
Colorado can expect from installing roughly 1,000 MW of distributed solar energy by 2020. The
analysis found considerable air quality benefits of achieving this goal:

Nitrogen oxides (known collectively as NOx) and sulphur dioxide (SO2) are harmful
pollutants that are produced in the process of fossil fuel combustion...NOx is also a key
contributor to Colorado’s current ground level ozone problem, which increases the risk of
serious chronic respiratory problems. The state’s summertime levels already exceed

3 Tables 4 and 5, respectively. Three-Year Assessment of the Solar Incentive Program. Rocky Mountain Power. 13 December 2010. Pg.
9. Docket No. 07-035-T14 — In the Matter of Approval of Rocky Mountain Power’s Tariff P.S.C.U. No. 47, Re: Schedule 107 — Solar
Incentive Program

4 Comments of Utah Clean Energy, November 30, 2010. Docket No. 07-035-T14 In the Matter of Approval of Rocky Mountain Power’s
Tariff P.S.C.U. No. 47, Re: Schedule 107 — Solar Incentive Program; Request for Comments.

5 Comments from Utah State Energy Program, November 30, 2010. Subject: Docket No. 07-035-T14, Three-year assessment of Solar
Incentive Program.

6 Docket 09-035-27 — In the Matter of the Proposed Revisions to the Utah Demand Side Resource Program Performance Standards, pg. 15.
URL: http://www.psc.utah.gov/utilities/electric/elecindx/documents/6384809035270.pdf.
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federal health standards, and continued noncompliance could result in penalties.
Installing 1,000 MW of solar would prevent the emission of over 75,000 tons of NOx and
S02.7

Greater penetrations of solar PV distributed across the state, especially in non-attainment areas
for federal air pollution standards, would arguably provide significant benefits to Utah and help
mitigate impacts on our vulnerable air sheds.

b. Distributed solar PV also provides significant water saving benefits. The aforementioned
Colorado analysis provides an estimate of the value of the water saving benefits of installing
1,000 MW of distributed solar:

Colorado’s growing population, agricultural industry, and recreation sector all rely on the
state’s limited water resources. Unlike most thermoelectric coal- or natural gas-fired
power plants, solar PV does not use water in the electricity generation process.
Developing a stronger PV program would help meet Colorado’s water conservation
needs: 1,000 MW of solar would save almost 6.8 billion gallons of water over the
lifetime of the PV panels. By 2019, annual water savings (approximately 271 million
gallons) could meet the consumption needs of over 3,300 households. For the purposes of
this study, we conservatively assume solar PV displaces electricity generated at a
combined cycle natural gas plant....The monetary value of water depends on a host of
factors, including whether it can be transferred to a city. Assuming the water could be
applied to a “high value” use (like a growing city); the value of the water saved in 2019
could be as high as $33.3 million (2009 dollars). This value will only increase as rising
pressure is put on the state’s finite water resource.®

With a growing population and increasing pressures on Utah’s similarly constrained water resources,
similar benefits would likely be derived from increased adoption of distributed renewable energy
technologies and other low water-use renewable energy resources in Utah.

c. Distributed solar PV helps reduce the need to burn fossil fuels that contribute to global climate
change, which poses significant economic risks and uncertainties for Utah’s businesses, especially
Utah’s ski and outdoor recreation industries and communities. A recent analysis commissioned by
Park City Foundation conducted by Stratus Consulting, Climate Change in Park City: An
Assessment of Climate, Snowpack, and Economic Impacts, found that unabated greenhouse gas
emissions (and resultant declines in snowpack) will have severe economic consequences:

Climate change caused by greenhouse gases (GHGS) has long been a concern of snow-
dependent industries, as changes in snow and ice are predicted to be some of the first
effects of a warming climate (Barry et al., 2007; Lemke et al., 2007; Armstrong and
Brun, 2008). Changes to snowpack can impact a range of commercial activities from
water resource management to ski area operations (Tegart et al., 1990; Watson et al.,
1996; National Assessment Synthesis Team, 2000; McCarthy et al., 2001; Barry et al.,
2007; Lemke et al., 2007). For example, several studies have analyzed the effects of
potential climate change on ski areas and winter tourism, and all of the studies have
projected negative consequences for the industry (Galloway, 1988; Konig, 1998;

7 Investing in the Sun Economic and Environmental Benefits of Developing 1,000 Megawatts of Distributed Generation Solar in Colorado.
Vote Solar and Environment Colorado. March 2010. Pg. 4. URL:
http://cdn.publicinterestnetwork.org/assets/19¢69d7ef4af21460f88cc7cdcadfeff/Colorado_1000-megawatt-solar-benefits-report.pdf

81d. Pg. 3 (emphasis added).
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Hennessy et al., 2003; Scott et al., 2003, 2007, 2008; Scott and Jones, 2005; AGCI, 2006;
Climate Impacts Group, 2006; Nolin and Daly, 2006; Agrawala, 2007).

In this study, we used climate, snowpack, and economic models to estimate how the
duration and quality of the snowpack at the Park City ski area, in the Wasatch Mountains
of north central Utah, may change in the near and more distant future under climate
changes caused by GHG emissions, and how the regional economy could subsequently
be impacted because of changes in winter tourism...Our economic modeling results
indicate that projected decreases in snowpack will have severe economic consequences
[for the Park City area]...By 2050, the potential impacts range from $160.4 million in
lost output, $27.2 million in lost earnings, and 1,520 lost jobs (low emissions scenarios)
to $392.3 million in lost output, $66.6 million in lost earnings, and 3,717 lost jobs (high
emissions scenario).®

Distributed renewable energy can provide an important financial hedge to customers and the utility
against the risks of changing climate conditions and a reliance on fossil fuels, which have volatile and
rising costs. These risks have serious implications for Utah’s economy, particularly Utah’s tourism,
outdoor industries, and ski and recreation economies.

d. Lastly, distributed generation spurs new job creation and stimulates local economic activity. A rebate
program that passes the utility cost test provides local power, leverages private dollars and
investments, and supports Utah jobs that cannot be outsourced.

It remains unclear if/how the benefits figures provided in Table 4. Results for Standard Economic Tests
(2010 Annual Report, pg. 12) take into account any of the non-energy benefits of distributed solar. We
believe these benefits should be given adequate consideration in determining the full spectrum of benefits
offered by distributed solar. Furthermore, the scale of the 107 kW pilot program inherently inhibits many
of the benefits that may be derived from an expanded distributed solar program deployed across a broader
geographic area with more participants across numerous sectors (commercial, residential, local
governments, etc.).

Recommendation: The non-energy benefits of distributed solar PV (water savings, air pollution
reductions, greenhouse gas emission reductions, and local economic development) have a value that may
not be accounted for in the analysis of the pilot program. We strongly encourage the Commission to give
these benefits adequate consideration, in accordance with their stated Order in Docket 09-035-27. We
believe these benefits further support the expansion of the solar PV incentive program to a more
meaningful level in order to maximize the non-energy benefits of solar. We have attached the reports
referenced (see Attachments A and B) to provide more detailed analysis of benefits gained and risks
avoided by increased utilization of distributed solar resources.

4. Solar provides energy during peak usage hours during the day, especially in the summer. In the
2010 Annual Report, Rocky Mountain Power explains that “solar resources, while not coincident with
system peaks do contribute a percentage of energy during the higher load and energy cost hours of
summer days.”® We concur with this assessment. While some solar PV systems may be limited in their
ability to contribute to the system evening peak, distributed solar still provides energy during highly
congested load times, including on hot summer days, when system demand is high and energy prices are
higher. On-site generation effectively reduces consumer demand during these times. Additionally, a

9 Climate Change in Park City: An Assessment of Climate, Snowpack, and Economic Impacts. Stratus Consulting Inc.. September 2009.
Pg. 1-2. URL: www:.theparkcityfoundation.org/Portals/0/Uploads/Documents/Park.City.Climate.Change.Assessment.9.29.2009.pdf
10 Solar Photovoltaic Incentive Program (Schedule 107) Annual Report for Program Year 2010. Pg. 13.
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properly-sited solar PV system located on a commercial facility (which operates during the day) will
likely generate power during the commercial customer’s peak, which helps reduce consumer demand on
the system.

Recommendation: We recommend the Commission support a significantly expanded solar program that
removes the annual program cap along with the cap on system size for commercial systems (we feel the
per system cap on residential systems is appropriate). We support the Commission’s ordered reduction in
payment to $1.55 per watt for this program as we feel that it makes the program even more cost-effective
for all ratepayers. Nevertheless, the Commission should consider a higher incentive for systems that are
oriented to the west or southwest because these systems provide energy later in the day and provide
greater benefit toward the system peak. (West-facing systems do not maximize overall output, but
maximize solar’s contribution to evening peak energy demand). Additionally, we recommend that the
Commission consider, for larger systems (i.e. systems greater than 100 kW), a rebate paid on a per-kWh
basis over a determined amount of time. This would reduce the upfront cost for the utility and ratepayers
and ensure well designed and well maintained systems. Given that large commercial and industrial
systems could provide significant power during summer months, it is critical not to exclude large
installations from an expanded solar program.

Conclusions

Given the aforementioned reasons, we recommend that the Commission approve an expanded pilot program to a
much larger and long-term solar incentive program. The program could be designed to pass the utility-cost test,
and the Commission should consider the additional and unique benefits that distributed generation provides when
evaluating the cost-effectiveness of the program (such as those mentioned above). We also recommend that the
process to develop the expanded program continue to be open to interested stakeholders to ensure that the
expanded program is designed, administered, and implemented with best practices in mind. Thank you again for
the opportunity to provide comments on this important matter. We look forward to future involvement in next
steps.

Respectfully,

(signed and submitted on behalf of the parties listed below)

Mayor Dana Williams

Park City Municipal Corporation
P.O. Box 1480

Park City, UT 84060

1. Mayor Dave Sakrison 3. Ashley Koehler, Sustainability
City of Moab Coordinator
217 East Center St. Summit County
Moab, UT 84532 P.O. Box 128
435-259-5121 60 N. Main Street
Coalville, UT 84017
2. Mayor Tom Pollard akoehler@co.summit.ut.us
Town of Alta
P.O. Box 8016

Alta, UT 84092
tip@townofalta.com
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10.

11.

Jeff Foster, Public Works Director

City of Moab Public Works Department
217 E Center Street

Moab, UT 84532

jfoster@moabcity.org

Maura Olivos, Sustainability
Coordinator

Alta SKi Area

PO Box 8007

Alta, UT 84092

801-832-1700

Brent Giles, Director of Operations
Park City Mountain Resort

Powdr Corp - Director of Environmental
Affairs

1310 Lowell Avenue

Park City, UT 84060

435-658-5510

Ken Vance, Employee Green Team Lead
eBay Inc.

173 W. Election Road

Draper, UT 84020

Kvance@ebay.com

Dennis Haslam, President
Grace Carter Design
1128 N. Bonneville Dr.
Salt Lake City, UT 84103
801-580-0550

Peter Metcalf, CEO/President
Black Diamond Equipment, Ltd.
Black Diamond Inc.

2084 E. 3900 S.

Salt Lake City, UT 84124

Mark C. Rasmussen, President
Petzl America, Inc.

P.O. Box 160447

Clearfield, UT 84016
rrasmussen@petzl.com

Jeff Robertson, Green Coordinator
USANA Health Sciences, Inc.

3838 W. Parkway Blvd.

Salt Lake City, UT 84120
801-954-7719

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.
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Mary Mcintyre Jacquin, Director of
Sustainability

Rowland Hall

720 Guardsman Way

Salt Lake City, UT 84108
maryjacquin@rowlandhall.org
801-355-7485 x 2986

Joro Walker, Esq., Director Utah Office
Western Resource Advocates

150 South 600 East, Ste 2A

Salt Lake City, UT 84102

801-487-9911

Lynn de Freitas, Executive Director
FRIENDS of Great Salt Lake

PO Box 2655

Salt Lake City, UT 84110-2655
801-450-6934

Stephen Trimble, Co-Director

Utah Interfaith Power & Light
P.O. Box 112016

Salt Lake City, Utah 84147-2016
801-819-2448

Jim Catlin, Executive Director
Wild Utah Project

423 West 800 South, B-117

Salt Lake City, UT 84101
801-328-3550

Dr. Brian Moench, MD, President
Utah Physicians for a Healthy
Environment

4091 Splendor Way

Salt Lake City, Utah 84124
drmoench@yahoo.com

Cameron Cova, President
Breathe Utah

PO Box 522435

Salt Lake City, UT 84152-2435
cameroncova@yahoo.com
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19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

Insa Reipen, Executive Director
Recycle Utah

1951 Woodbine Way

P.O Box 682998

Park City, UT 84060
435-649-9698

Mark Clemens, Manager
Utah Chapter, Sierra Club
2159 S 700 E, Ste 210

Salt Lake City UT 84106
Mark.clemens@sierraclub.org

Joseph Andrade, Ph.D., Science Advisor
The Leonardo

949 Mill Creek Way

Salt Lake City, UT 84106

801-706-6747

Joe.andrade@utah.edu

Kathy Van Dame, Policy Coordinator
Wasatch Clean Air Coalition

1148 East 6600 South

Salt Lake City, Utah 84121
801-261-5989

dvd.kvd@juno.com

Terry Marasco, Communications
Coordinator

Utah Clean Air Alliance

Salt Lake City, UT

Natural Resources Project Management
775-293-0189

Janet M. Gagnon, Esq., Head of
Government Relations
SolarWorld Americas

4650 Adohr Lane

Camarillo, CA 93012
805-462-7944

Andrew J. Johnson, Senior Manager,
Policy and Government Relations
Sharp Electronics Corporation

Solar Energy Solutions Group

5901 Bolsa Avenue

Huntington Beach, CA 92647
714-903-4617

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.
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Annie Carmichael, Government Affairs
Manager, Interior West

SunEdison

1515 Wazee Street, Suite 380

Denver, CO 80202

720-202-2317
acarmichael@sunedison.com

Deeann Downing, President
Red Ant Works, Inc.

The Habitus Project

PO Box 682802

Park City, Utah 84068
435-640-5488

Char Mates

A Moab Bus

Moab, UT
801-870-4062
char.mates@yahoo.com

Ken Schreiner, Owner

Schreiner Productions/probusiness Video
2260 Lakeline Drive

Salt Lake City UT 84109
Ken@schreinervideo.com

Bradley F. Stevens, Owner
Green Power Solutions

687 West 6960 South, Suite A
Midvale, UT 84047
brad@greenpowersolutionsinc.com
801-783-6748

Doug Shipley, Owner
Intermountain Wind and Solar
1953 West 2425 South

Woods Cross, UT 84087
801-298-5255
Doug@imwindandsolar.com

Bill Wilson, Owner
DwellTek

PO Box 682032
Park City, UT 84068
801-949-6219
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ATTACHMENTS
(submitted as PDF attachments)

Attachment A: Investing in the Sun- Economic and Environmental Benefits of Developing 1,000
Megawatts of Distributed Generation Solar in Colorado. Economic and Environmental Benefits of
Developing 1,000 Megawatts of Distributed Generation Solar in Colorado. Environment Colorado and
Vote Solar. March 2010. URL.:
http://cdn.publicinterestnetwork.org/assets/19c69d7ef4af21460f88cc7cdcadfeff/Colorado_1000-
megawatt-solar-benefits-report.pdf

Attachment B: Climate Change in Park City: An Assessment of Climate, Snowpack, and Economic
Impacts. Stratus Consulting Inc. September 2009. URL:
www.theparkcityfoundation.org/Portals/0/Uploads/Documents/Park.City.Climate.Change.Assessment.9.2
9.2009.pdf
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