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INTRODUCTION

Please state your name and address.
My name is John Nielsen. | work at 2260 BaseRwoad, Suite 200, Boulder, CO, 80302.

By whom are you employed and in what capacity?
| am employed by the Land and Water Fund of tbekies (LAW Fund) as a Senior Policy

Advisor.

Are you the same John Nielsen who has previoussybmitted testimony in this
proceeding?

Yes.

What is the purpose of this testimony?

The purpose is to respond to the testimony subohity several of the intervening parties as
it relates to ScottishPower’s renewable energy cimemts___ in particular, the
testimonies of Mr. Kenneth Powell on behalf of Bigision of Public Utilities (DPU), Mr.
Daniel Gimble on behalf of the Committee for Consur8ervices (Committee), Dr. Dennis
Goins on behalf of Nucor Steel and Dr. Richard Asde of behalf of the Large Customer

Group.

How is your testimony organized?
| first address what | believe to be the coreasyn raised by the intervenors regarding
ScottishPower’s renewable energy commitments, wisithat customers may end up paying
for a set of renewable resources that have not $le@nn to be appropriate or cost-effective
through the resource planning process.

| then briefly address a number of relatively mirgsues in the testimony of the
intervenors including:

statements by Mr. Powell regarding the higher costenewable energy and the

willingness of Utah customers to pay higher ratesupport renewable energy;
the view of Mr. Gimble and Dr. Goins that Scottisiaer's renewable energy

commitment should not be considered a merger kdvefause there is no
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reason that PacifiCorp, as a stand-alone compamyd ot invest in renewable
resources; and

Mr. Gimble’s position that it is premature for SastiPower to commit to filing a
green resource tariff given that the Commissiomiergy Efficiency and

Renewable Energy Task Force is currently studynegm pricing.

RESPONSE TO INTERVENORS’' CORE CONCERN

You mentioned the intervenors’ core concern thatustomers may have to pay for
renewable resources that have not yet been demorsted to be appropriate or cost-
effective through the resource planning process. d2s the LAW Fund have any
recommendations for addressing this concern?

Yes. Given the uncertainties that currentlysexihe LAW Fund recommends that
ScottishPower and PacifiCorp (and their sharehe)dszar the burden of demonstrating that
the renewable resource commitments, and the assdarevestments, are both cost-effective
and prudent. More specifically, we recommend ttwdhing in this proceeding be construed
to provide ScottishPower or PacifiCorp with a fimgliof prudency in regard to these
renewable resource commitments prior to a futue case. Rather, when PacifiCorp or
ScottishPower seek to include these renewable resa@osts in rates in the future, they must

demonstrate at that time that these costs havegredently incurred.

Do you believe that this recommendation addresséise concerns of the intervenors?

It should. If adopted, this recommendation woeidure that customers would not be
required to bear the costs of these renewable resawestments until ScottishPower and
PacifiCorp demonstrated that they were prudertiéncontext of a future rate case. Of
course, the analysis and results from any priayue planning process would be important

evidence in this rate case prudency determination.

Is this recommendation acceptable to PacifiCorprad ScottishPower?

My understanding is that this recommendatiornciseptable to the Applicants.
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Would you agree that the RAMPP process should besed to evaluate and select the
renewable energy resources acquired by ScottishPore
Yes. In addition to providing critical evidents a prudency determination, the RAMPP
process should be used to help evaluate and skeéertnewable resources to ensure that
they provide the most benefit to PacifiCorp’s custos (see, e.g., Nielsen Direct, page 5,
lines 19-21). The RAMPP process is designed ttuata all resources on a consistent and
comparable basis across a variety of criteriaptiolg cost, environmental impacts and risk
diversification benefits. Thus, the RAMPP procisssne appropriate forum to evaluate the
costs and benefits of the renewable resource atiqnis

However, as retail competition expands in Pacifg®oservice territory___ for
example, the Oregon legislature appears poisedact@ comprehensive industry
restructuring bill_ my sense is that the resource planning procestikeily need to
change. As a result, | would suggest that som@bildy be retained about the processes that
are used to evaluate and select the renewableroesoand provide evidence for a future

prudency determination.

OTHER ISSUES

You also wanted to address several points made BPU witness Powell regarding the
higher costs of renewable energy and the willingnef Utah customers to pay higher
electric rates to support ScottishPower’s 50 MW reawable energy commitment. What
is Mr. Powell’s testimony on these topics?

In his testimony Mr. Powell states that Pacifiger”...IRPs have consistently indicated that
renewable power production is quite a bit more espe than the least cost type of power
production.” He goes on to say that the DPU da¢dalieve “that Utah ratepayers are
interested in paying higher rates to get more refdsvpower in the production mix” (Powell

Direct, page 4, lines 21-22).

Isn’'t Mr. Powell’s first statement that renewableresources are more expensive than
conventionally resources true?
In general, it is true that for many utility seapplications, electricity generated from

renewable resources such as wind, geothermal dadis@urrently more expensive than
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electricity from conventional resources, when eatdd on a purely financial basis.
However, it is also true that renewable energysdodffer other benefits such as increased
resource diversity, fewer environmental impactsl benefits to the utility of gaining
experience with renewable energy technologies.sé@lbeoader renewable energy benefits
are often not accounted for when comparing thesaafstenewable-generated electricity with
electricity generated from conventional resoure@sl, are not reflected in DPU Exhibit 5.2
which Mr. Powell uses to support his statement thaéwable resources cost more than
conventional resources.

Also, in certain situations, renewable energy cefact be the most cost-effective
resource option, even when its broader social ltsree®e not taken into account. At one
point in his testimony, Mr. Powell refers to thestof solar energy as being “beyond all
reason” (Powell Direct, page 4. Lines 9-10). linportant to point out that, in certain, off-
grid applications where new transmission and distion lines would be needed to bring in
electricity, solar photovoltaic panels are in maages the most cost-effective resource.
Moreover, solar resources tend to generate dueaggiqdemand periods, when the value of
electricity is highest. This peak-load followingaracteristic is a benefit that should be

accounted for in valuing solar resources.

Mr. Powell’s testimony is that the DPU does notdélieve that Utah ratepayers are
interested in paying higher rates to support ScotshPower’s commitment to add 50

MW of renewable energy to the PacifiCorp ratebaseDo you agree with the DPU?

| don't think there is anywhere near enough aweeon this record to resolve this question.
As an indicator of customer preferences towardwaine energy, Mr. Powell cites a recent
PacifiCorp customer survey. However, a numbehefdurvey questions he cites (Powell
Direct, page 4, lines 21-26 and page 5, lines 1s&2jn designed to reveal customer
preferences about voluntary green pricing prograntsnot customer preferences for
ratebasing renewable resources. Moreover, a sgettanmitment of 50 MW would result
in a very small rate impact, far smaller than thenums discussed with customers in the
survey. Thus, | do not believe the survey providaspelling evidence about customer
willingness to include more renewable resourcabératebase. In any event, | do not
believe that this issue needs to be resolved saise if the Commission adopts a policy (as

described above) of requiring PacifiCorp and SsbRower to demonstrate the prudency of
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the renewable resource investments in a subsecatentase.

Are there other issues you want to address?

Yes. | want to address a point made by Committiéeeas Gimble and Nucor Steel withess
Goins that ScottishPower’s 50 MW renewable enegggraitment should not be considered
a merger benefit because there is no reason thédi@ap, as a stand-alone company, could
not invest in renewable resources that are shove tmost-effective. (Gimble Direct page
26, lines 4-7, Goins Direct page 14, lines 14-16).

Do you agree that the investments in renewable ergy and the benefits these
investments offer could be made by PacifiCorp as stand-alone company?

Not really. The LAW Fund’s experience, duringtbix to twelve months immediately prior
to the merger, was that PacifiCorp lacked directind leadership. | think the company’s
principal objective at the current time is to finew ownership and management. If the
merger with ScottishPower does not go throughinkithe next step for the company will be
to search for another merger partner and thatiagef paralysis will follow until new
leadership is found. As a result, until new owhgrss found, PacifiCorp will likely be
extremely cautious about moving forward on impartmvironmental (and other) programs

that will provide benefits to Utah customers.

Are there any final areas in the intervenor testinony you would like to respond to?
Yes. | would like to respond to Committee wita&3imble's testimony regarding

ScottishPower’'s commitment to file a green pridiagff.

What is Mr. Gimble’s position on the green pricirg commitment?

In his testimony, Mr. Gimble states that a Consius sponsored task force has been set up
to study a number of environmental issues, inclgdjireen pricing. He believes it is
premature for ScottishPower to commit to implenmena green pricing program until the

task force submits its report to the Commissiom{@e Direct, page 26, lines 16-21).
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11 Q.
12 A.

Do you agree with Mr. Gimble?

| agree that the Energy Efficiency and Renewd&siergy Task Force is studying green
pricing, but | do not agree that it is prematuneSoottishPower to commit to file a green
resource tariff. For the reasons cited in my ditestimony (Nielsen Direct, page 6, lines 1-
22), | believe a green pricing program makes s@rsdtah and the sooner a well-designed
program is in place the better. From my perspective most productive role of the task
force with respect to green pricing, is not to deswhether to implement a green pricing
program, but instead to provide inputs to Scottist@r and PacifiCorp to help design the

program so that it provides maximum benefits tohUta

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.



