
Q.
Are you the same William R. Griffith that provided direct testimony in this proceeding?
A.
Yes, I am.  

Q.
What is the purpose of your second supplemental direct testimony?

A.
The purpose of my second supplemental direct testimony is to update my direct and supplemental testimonies filed in this docket.  My second supplemental direct testimony is filed in response to the Commission’s Report and Order on Motion for Approval of Test Period issued on October 30, 2008 in Docket 08-035-38.  It reflects the proposed price change of $116.1 million. 

Q.
Please describe Exhibit RMP___(WRG-1SS).

A.
Exhibit RMP___(WRG-1SS) details the Company’s updated proposed changes to class revenues to be implemented in this case.  On an overall basis, based on the forecast 12 month test period ending December 2009, these revisions produce an 8.6 percent rate increase to tariff customers in Utah.   

Q.
Please describe the Company’s updated proposal for the allocation of the revenue requirement.

A.
The Company proposes the following updated allocation of the rate increase for the major customer classes.

Customer Class
Proposed Rate Change

Residential


 6.6%
General Service

Schedule 23

 8.6%

Schedule 6
           10.3%

Schedule 8
           10.3%

Schedule 9
           10.3%

Irrigation


17.3%

Q.
Please explain the proposed rate spread. 

A.
The updated proposed rate spread continues to be designed to reflect cost of service results while balancing the impact of the rate change across customer classes.  Present rates include the effect of Schedule 97 as ordered in Docket No. 07-035-93.  

Based on the December 2009 forecast cost of service results for the target return on rate base Exhibit RMP___(CCP-1SS), the Company proposes an equal percentage increase equal to 1.2 times the jurisdictional average for Schedules 6, 8, and 9.  The cost of service results indicate that each of these rate schedules should receive an increase above the jurisdictional average.  
For residential customers, the Company proposes an increase two percentage points below the jurisdictional average.  The updated cost of service results recommend an increase less than the jurisdictional average for residential customers.  

For irrigation Schedule 10, the updated cost of service results indicate that an increase equal to 28 percent would be appropriate.  The Company continues to propose an increase capped at two times the overall jurisdictional average, or 17.3 percent for irrigation customers based on the updated test period.  

For Schedules 21, 23 and 31, the Company recommends the overall average increase to tariff customers equal to 8.6 percent.  For most lighting schedules, the Company proposes no increase based on the updated cost of service results.  For the traffic signals formerly served under Schedule 12 and now served on Schedule 15, the cost of service results recommend an increase well in excess of the jurisdictional average, the Company proposes an increase capped at two times the overall increase.  
Special Contract Customers

Q.
How has the Company treated special contract customer price changes in this second supplemental direct testimony?

A.
For the December 2009 forecast test period ordered in this case, the rate changes expected to become effective in 2009 have been included in present revenues calculated for the period consistent with each special contract’s terms.  Because special contract rates are in some instances linked to tariff changes, some special contract rates will change on January 1 of each year.  Those changes have been included in forecast present revenues presented in this filing.  
Rate Design
Q.
Please describe the Company’s updated rate design proposals. 

A.
In this supplemental filing, the Company continues to support and propose the rate design changes contained in my direct testimony with the exceptions discussed below.   The billing determinants and rate design revisions for this supplemental direct testimony are contained in Exhibit RMP___(WRG-4SS).  They reflect the revised revenue requirement and continue to support the rate design structures presented in my direct testimony except as described below.  With these proposed rate changes, the Company proposes to terminate the present Schedule 97 Tariff Rider Rate.  
Q.
Please describe the changes to the residential rate design proposals in this update filed in response to the Commission’s Order.  
A.
In my direct and supplemental testimonies filed in this docket, the Company proposed a $4.00 per month residential Customer Charge, a usage-based Customer Load Charge equal to $6.00 per month for residential customers whose usage exceeded 1,000 kWh per month more than once in the summer billing months from May through September, and a two-block energy charge in the five “summer” months.  Based on this ordered update, the Company is revising its proposed residential Customer Charge, withdrawing its proposed residential Customer Load Charge, and modifying its proposed two-block energy charge to reflect the revised revenue requirement.  
Q.
Why is the Company withdrawing its proposed residential Customer Load Charge?

A.
The Customer Load Charge is computed based upon customer usage in the five “summer” months, May through September.  The Commission’s test period order in this docket specified that the Company rely on a historic period ending June 2008 in preparing its case for the forecast test period ending December 2009.  As a result, the calculations from the historic customer data necessary to prepare the Customer Load Charge quantities would be based on a “split summer” period utilizing the months of July through September 2007 and May through June 2008.  Given customer turnover that would occur during the period, the Company believes that a split summer would not allow the preparation of accurate Customer Load Charge data.  This “split summer” historic period, along with the general lack of support for the Customer Load Charge from parties both in Docket No. 07-035-93 and in this docket, have led the Company to choose to withdraw the Customer Load Charge proposal at this time.  
Q.
Please describe the Company’s modifications to its proposed residential rate design to reflect the revised revenue requirement and the changes you have discussed.    
A.
Based on the revised revenue requirement and cost of service results, the Company supports a proposed residential customer charge of $3.85 per month, a two block energy charge for the five summer months and a flat energy charge for all non-summer months.  Following the Commission’s preferred methodology for determining a customer charge and based on the revised revenue requirement proposal, the cost of service analysis indicates that a customer charge equal to the Company’s proposal is appropriate.  Moreover, as discussed in my direct testimony, Rocky Mountain Power’s proposed customer charge, if approved, would continue to be among the lowest residential customer charges in Utah and in the United States.   


The Company also continues to propose a two-block, residential summer inverted energy charge in order to simplify the rate while giving customers clearer price signals.  The Company proposes to increase the summer residential tail-block rate by more than 13 percent (including the effect of present Schedule 97).  This represents two times the overall increase for residential customers.  

In summary, we believe that the Company’s proposed residential rate design meets the multiple objectives of reflecting the higher costs of summer usage, simplifying residential rate structures in order to give clearer and more easily understandable price signals to customers, and improving the recovery of fixed costs through fixed charges while reducing revenue volatility.  
Q.
Are there any other residential rate design revisions proposed in this supplemental testimony?

A.
Yes.  As a result of the Phase I price changes in Docket 07-035-93, the Company proposes to reflect the present Schedule 97 tariff rider rate in the proposed winter energy charge rate for residential Schedules 1 and 3.  This results in a proposed residential winter energy charge that is effectively equal to the present residential winter energy charge including the effects of the Schedule 97 Tariff Rider Rate.  In my direct testimony, the Company proposed no increase to the present winter energy charge rate.  This proposal in my supplemental testimony supports that approach.  
Q.
Are there any revisions proposed to rate design structures for other rate schedules?

A.
No.  Rates for other rate schedules have been designed consistent with the rate design principles specified in my direct and supplemental testimonies.  While the new proposed rates reflect the updated revenue requirement and test period, there are no other proposed structural changes to the rates for these other schedules.  
Revised Exhibits

Residential Customer Charge Exhibit

Q.
Please explain Exhibit RMP___(WRG-2SS). 

A.
Exhibit RMP___(WRG-2SS) replaces Exhibit RMP___(WRG-3) filed in my direct testimony and RMP___(WRG-2S) filed in my supplemental testimony in their entirety.  Exhibit RMP___(WRG-2SS) contains a revised calculation of the Residential Customer Charge using the Commission’s preferred methodology. 
Monthly Billing Comparisons
Q.
Please explain Exhibit RMP___(WRG-3SS). 

A.
Exhibit RMP___(WRG-3SS) replaces Exhibit RMP___(WRG-4) filed in my direct testimony and RMP___(WRG-3S) filed in my supplemental testimony in their entirety.  Exhibit RMP___(WRG-3SS) details the customer impacts of the Company’s proposed pricing changes based on the revised revenue requirement.  For each rate schedule, it shows the dollar and percentage change in monthly bills for various load and usage levels. 

Billing Determinants
Q.
Please explain Exhibit RMP___(WRG-4SS). 

A.
Exhibit RMP___(WRG-4SS) replaces in their entirety Exhibit RMP___(WRG-5) and Exhibit RMP___(WRG-6) filed in my direct testimony and Exhibit RMP___(WRG-4S) and Exhibit RMP___(WRG-5S) filed in my supplemental testimony.  Exhibit RMP___(WRG-4SS) details the billing determinants used in preparing the pricing proposals in this case.  It shows billing quantities and prices at present rates and proposed rates. 

Q.
Does this conclude your testimony?

A.
Yes.
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