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BACKGROUND

Q.

Please state your name, business address and current position with

Sait Lake City Corporation (“City”)

A My name is Tyler Poulson. My business address is 451 S State Street,
Salt Lake City, Utah. | am currently a Sustainability Program Manager for
Salt Lake City Corporation.

Q. Have you previously provided testimony in this docket?
No. | have participated in the docket through technical conferences and
settlement discussions, but have not provided direct testimony thus far.

QUALIFICATIONS

Q. Please briefly describe your qualifications and experience.

A I have a Bachelor of Science (BS) and a Master of Science (MS) degree,

both in Economics from the University of Utah. | have been working on
energy-related matters, including energy efficiency, conservation, and
renewable energy, for local governments in Utah since 2009. | am
currently representing Salt Lake City Corporation in this docket given the
City's interests in net metering options for our residents and internal

government operations.

RESPONSES TO REBUTTAL TESTIMONY

Q.

A.

What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?
The intent of my rebuttal testimony is to comment on the analytical
framework and process to determine an equitable basis for evaluating the

cost-benefit implications of Rocky Mountain Powers (“Company”) net
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metering program. This rebuttal testimony will be in response to the direct
testimonies of Pamela Morgan, Tim Woolf and Ben Norris filed jointly on
behalf of Utah Clean Energy, The Alliance for Solar Choice (“TASC”) and
Sierra Club (together, "Joint Parties") dated July 30, 2015.

What is your understanding of the process and analytical framework
set forth by the Joint Parties?

The Joint Parties advocate for a framework consisting of two analyses, a
cost-impact analysis and a rate-impact analysis. These two analyses are
described in extensive detail in the testimony submitted by Mr. Woolf on
July 30, 2015. The intent of this method is to adequately evaluate the
costs and benefits of distributed solar on the utility system while also
quantifying the financial impacts of the net metering program on all
ratepayers. The Joint Parties further advocate that the Commission
should evaluate ratepayer impacts on both a short-term and long-term
perspective in order to sufficiently gauge net metering outcomes and
inform the best possible decisions.

Does this process and analytical framework meet the intent of Utah
Code Ann. § 54-15-105.1 along with the goals set forth by the Public
Service Commission for this docket?

Yes, Utah Code 54-15-105.1 states the following regarding evaluation of
costs and benefits for the net metering program:

“The governing authority shall:
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(1) determine, after appropriate notice and opportunity for public
comment, whether costs that the electrical corporation or other
customers will incur from a net metering program will exceed the
benefits of the net metering program, or whether the benefits of the
net metering program will exceed the costs”
The approach recommended by the Joint Parties, with the inclusion of
both the cost-impact analysis and a rate-impact analysis, halistically
addresses the requirements set forth in Code 54-15-105.1. The
evaluation of both short-term and long-term impacts also ensures a
comprehensive investigation of the costs and benefits in order to deliver a
just and reasonable outcome. The process described by the Joint Parties
also achieves the goals conveyed by the Commission for this docket in its
March 8, 2015 Notice:
“We intend this notice to clarify the issues we intend to address in
the current step of this docket, culminating in the hearings
scheduled for October 6-8, 2015, and the issues we intend to
address later. In our November 21 Notices we stated: ‘In the next
step, we intend to establish the appropriate analytical framework for
making the required determinations under Utah Code Ann. § 54-15-
105.1" We additionally stated that during ‘a further phase of this
docket, a general rate case[,] or other appropriate proceeding’ we
intend to ‘'examine the costs and benefits that result from applying

data to the approved analytical framework.’
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After considering the comments and replies, the issues that seem
appropriate to consider now include the topics outlined below in our
proposal for the use of the remaining placeholder dates. Those
iIssues seem necessary to establishing an appropriate framework
we could subsequently apply to examine the net metering costs
and benefits and consider any future rate design proposal.”
The Joint Parties have recommended an analytical framework to
accomplish the goals stated in the March 9, 2015 Notice from the
Commission while also not straying into rate design elements intended for
future proceedings.
Are the next steps and approval of the analytical framework
described by the Joint Parties sufficient to address all needs
associated with this docket?
Yes. The Joint Parties describe a process that has been formulated to
achieve all stated goals of this docket. The analytical framework also
meets the stated goals of Utah Code 54-15-105.1 and advances the
overall process towards next steps considerations, including completing
cost-benefit analyses using the described framework and later
incorporating results into rate-making processes. The City recommends
that the Commission move forward with approving the framework as
described by the Joint Parties.
Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

Yes.



