
 

Page 1 – Surrebuttal Testimony of William R. Griffith – Phase II-2 

Q. Please state your name. 1 

A. My name is William R. Griffith. 2 

Q. Are you the same William R. Griffith who has testified previously in this 3 

case? 4 

A. Yes I am. I submitted Direct Testimony in Phase I of this case on March 16, 2009. 5 

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

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

rebuttal testimony of the Utah Industrial Energy Consumers’ (UIEC) witness Mr. 8 

Maurice Brubaker filed September 15, 2010 in Phase II-2.  9 

ECAM Mechanism 10 

Q. In Mr. Brubaker’s rebuttal testimony, he states “RMP’s tariff sheet which it 11 

proposes for the ECAM mechanism is completely devoid of any information 12 

necessary to understand how it would be implemented and applied.”  13 

(MEB_RT, Page 2, Lines 25 to 27.)  Please respond.  14 

A. Mr. Brubaker’s statement is not correct. Proposed Schedule 94 contains the 15 

information necessary to implement the energy cost adjustment mechanism 16 

(ECAM) on customer bills. As with all tariff rate schedules, the Company’s 17 

proposed tariff sheet Schedule 94 is designed to bill customers the rates approved 18 

by the Public Service Commission of Utah. Schedule 94 contains the proposed 19 

ECAM rates applicable to customers by rate schedule, and for Schedule 6A, 20 

Schedule 8, Schedule 9, and Schedule 9A, for summer (May through September) 21 

and winter (October through April) months and for on- and off-peak periods.  22 
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Q. Mr. Brubaker indicates that the ECAM mechanism is not seasonal and that 23 

it is “blind to deviations in costs on a seasonal basis and that it completely 24 

ignores varying responsibility of customer classes for consumption in 25 

individual months.”  (MEB_RT, Page 3, Lines 2 to 4.)   Do you agree with 26 

Mr. Brubaker?   27 

A. No. I do not agree with Mr. Brubaker. First, as indicated in the Company’s 28 

proposal in my direct testimony, the cents per kWh amounts for Schedules 6A, 8, 29 

9, and 9A would be “shaped to mirror the structure of the time of day base energy 30 

charges for these schedules” and there would be separate rates for the May 31 

through September and the October through April periods. Clearly, the ECAM 32 

rates would be seasonal for these customers.  33 

  Second, the ECAM charges are not fixed charges. Therefore, for 34 

customers that have seasonal usage, the ECAM charges, which are volumetric 35 

charges, would be applied proportionately to their usage. This means that 36 

customers whose usage is predominantly in the summer months would pay 37 

ECAM charges primarily in those months proportionate with their usage.  38 

Q. Has the Company prepared an example showing the shaping of seasonality in 39 

the proposed ECAM rates?   40 

A. Yes. Exhibit RMP___(WRG-Phase II-2-1SR) contains an illustrative example of 41 

the ECAM rate structure for Schedule 9. This example assumes after adjusting for 42 

voltage level losses that Schedule 9 customers would pay an overall average 43 

ECAM rate of 0.0489 cents per kWh. Once the rate is shaped by the Schedule 9 44 

energy charge rate structure as proposed by the Company, the example shows that 45 
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May-September on-peak usage would be charged 0.0697 cents per kWh, or 43 46 

percent higher than the average Schedule 9 ECAM rate; October – April on-peak 47 

usage would be charged 0.0524 cents per kWh, or seven percent higher than the 48 

average Schedule 9 ECAM rate; and off-peak usage year round would be charged 49 

0.0438 cents per kWh, or 10 percent lower than the average Schedule 9 ECAM 50 

rate. Clearly, ECAM rates would reflect the seasonal and time-differentiated rate 51 

structure in the Company’s rates, and they would  reflect seasonal consumption 52 

deviations of customers such that customers with disproportionately larger usage 53 

levels during summer months would pay higher average ECAM rates and 54 

customers with disproportionately higher usage levels during winter months and 55 

off-peak periods would pay lower average ECAM rates.  56 

Q. Has the Company prepared an example showing rates across rate schedules 57 

and how those would be differentiated by voltage level?  58 

A. Yes. Exhibit RMP___(WRG-Phase II-2-2SR), shows estimated Schedule 94 rates 59 

across rate schedule classes assuming a $10 million, or 0.7 percent change, 60 

implemented through the ECAM. In addition to the rate design differences 61 

discussed above, it shows that the ECAM cents per kWh rate would vary by about 62 

5.1 percent between secondary voltage customers and transmission voltage 63 

customers due to differences in voltage level losses.  64 

Q. Have other parties raised issues similar to Mr. Brubaker’s issues concerning 65 

rate design of the ECAM?  66 

A. No. In fact, UAE’s witness Mr. Kevin C. Higgins agrees with the Company’s 67 

proposal stating, “I also concur with the rate design proposal presented by RMP 68 
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witness William R. Griffith that would differentiate any ECAM adjustor charge 69 

by voltage and time-of-day, as applicable.”  (UAE Exhibit 1D, Page 6, Lines 121 70 

to 124.) 71 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 72 

A. Yes, it does. 73 


