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March 2, 2021 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC FILING 
 
Utah Public Service Commission 
Heber M. Wells Building, 4th Floor 
160 East 300 South 
Salt Lake City, UT 84114 
 
Attention: Gary Widerburg 
  Commission Administrator 
 
RE: Docket No. 20-035-04 
 In the Matter of the Application of Rocky Mountain Power for Authority to 

Increase its Retail Electric Utility Service Rates in Utah and for Approval of 
its Proposed Electric Service Schedules and Electric Service Regulations 

 RMP Reply Comments on Collaborative Stakeholder Process 
 
In accordance with the Public Service Commission of Utah’s (“Commission”) December 30, 
2020 Order in Rocky Mountain Power’s 2020 general rate case, Docket No. 20-035-04, 
PacifiCorp (“RMP” or “the Company”) hereby submits these reply comments on the scope and 
format of a Collaborative Stakeholder Process in response to the comments filed on February 16, 
2021 by the Division of Public Utilities (“Division”), the Office of Consumer Services 
(“Office”), Utah Clean Energy (“UCE”), Western Resource Advocates (“WRA”) and the Kroger 
Company (“Kroger”).  
 
Most of the parties who filed comments in this matter recognize the importance of keeping the 
collaborative stakeholder process from becoming an overly burdensome requirement on the 
participants’ time and resources. The Company agrees and believes that the Commission should 
limit the scope and requirements of the process to ensure it is meaningful and efficient. The 
Company’s reply comments briefly respond to the various recommendations by other parties in 
this matter.  
 
Formal/Informal Process 
The Division, the Office, UCE, and WRA each recommend that the collaborative stakeholder 
process be a formal docketed proceeding. The Company continues to support an informal 
collaborative process that is not docketed. As stated in the Company’s initial comments, a final 
report could be filed in the general rate case, Docket No. 20-035-04 and/or a docket could be 
initiated if and when a consensus is reached. The Company believes an informal setting is the 
best forum for a free-flowing exchange of ideas. A more rigid process with frequent filings and 
technical conferences could quickly become time-consuming for all participants and 
administratively burdensome.  
 
Initial Action 
The Division, the Office, UCE and WRA each put forth a specific action to commence the 
collaborative process. The Division suggests that the Commission set a scheduling conference to 



Public Service Commission of Utah 
March 2, 2021 
Page 2 
 
determine a date when parties can convene to discuss the scope of the collaborative. The 
Company believes that this would be duplicative of the process established by these comments 
on the collaborative and that an additional scheduling conference to determine a date to discuss 
the collaborative is not necessary.  

The Office, UCE, and WRA each recommend the Company be required to make an initial filing 
containing various information related to the Advance Meter Infrastructure (“AMI”) project 
listed in their comments. Rocky Mountain Power does not believe that making a formal filing 
aligns with the intent of a collaborative process. A requirement for formal filings, similar to that 
of a contested case proceeding, would dampen a potentially open atmosphere for engagement 
and discussion. This format would simply be a repeat of the general rate case that recently 
concluded and could easily become just as burdensome on the resources of the participants. 
Rather than having the Company make an initial filing, it would be better to simply discuss the 
various topics during several collaborative meetings with an open dialogue where questions can 
be asked, and ideas shared in real-time. Once parties have had time to discuss and work through 
issues in this forum, a formal filing could be made at a later time with agreed-upon solutions 
instead of filings espousing diverse parties’ positions.  

Scope/Topics 
The Office, UCE, and WRA recommend the scope include, as a primary focus, but not 
necessarily limited to, discussion of grid modernization, AMI, and advanced rate design 
(“ARD”), including an ARD roadmap. As it articulated in the rate case, the Company continues 
to believe that requiring the Company to create an ARD roadmap is the wrong way to proceed. A 
very formal ARD would be more burdensome than having discussions at a collaborative session 
with the parties and could constrict discussions that take place. During a collaborative session, 
the relevant questions posed by the parties related to rate structures enabled by AMI can be 
answered by Company expert(s), or other parties’ experts, with a more cooperative two-way 
exchange of ideas.  
 
Based on the comments, the Company is also concerned that the scope of the collaborative 
stakeholder process could easily stray from the intended cost of service and pricing topics. 
Exploring future rate designs that AMI can enable, while perhaps the most often cited aspect of 
the collaborative by various parties, is not nor should not be the only topic of discussion. Cost of 
service methodology and retail rate unbundling are equally relevant and meritorious of 
discussion through this process. The context of the collaborative stakeholder process is the 
Company’s general rate case. As such, discussions at each of the different collaborative sessions 
should be limited to the ratemaking issues of future rate designs and cost of service 
methodologies that could be incorporated into the Company’s next general rate case. The broad 
range of topics covered under this scope will already be ambitious and should not be broadened 
further to include application of AMI to IRP, distribution system planning, or new potential non-
rates-related customer service features enabled by AMI. If the scope were expanded to include 
such items, significant burden would be imposed upon all parties involved and a timely 
resolution before the Company’s next rate case may not be possible. 
 
The Commission supports the Company’s proposed scope in its December 30, 2020 Order on 
page 62 where it states: “The purpose of this collaboration is to facilitate the exploration of 
improvements to current methods for assigning cost responsibility to the various customer 
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classes and designing commensurate rates, including the unbundling of rate elements.” The 
Company continues to recommend that the Commission adopt the schedule in the appendix to its 
initial comments, or something very similar, for this stakeholder process. 
 
Kroger requests that the stakeholder process consider a multi-site commercial rate for schedule 6 
customers. The Company believes that this topic is a good example of one that falls within the 
“discussion on additional cost of service topics as needed” that was included in the sample 
schedule in its comments. 
 
Length of Collaborative Stakeholder Process 
Rocky Mountain Power supports a maximum two-year process, which is long enough to provide 
ample opportunity for meaningful discussions while requiring parties to reach a conclusion. UCE 
recommends the collaborative stakeholder process continue until the next general rate case or 
2024, whichever is earlier. The Company believes this timeframe is longer than necessary and 
would unduly burden the participants with several years of meetings. 
  
PSC involvement 
The Office, WRA, and UCE also recommend establishing a series of technical conferences with 
the Commission. The Company leaves it to the Commission’s discretion and interest as to 
whether it wishes to convene technical conferences on this subject matter.  
 
Reporting 
The Office, UCE, and WRA recommend various frequencies of required reporting. The 
Company recommends that reporting be required no more frequently than annually with a final 
report due at the conclusion of the collaborative stakeholder process. A similar collaborative 
process took place in 2005 and discussed various cost of service and rate design subjects. The 
final report for this cost of service collaborative is provided as Appendix 1 to these reply 
comments. The Company envisions a similar final report being the end product for the 
collaborative stakeholder process presently under consideration. 
 
Ongoing Requirements 
The Office recommends the Commission consider requiring the Company to reconvene the 
collaborative stakeholder process prior to filing for any new rate design or pilot program to allow 
stakeholders a chance to provide input before filing. The Company disagrees with imposing this 
as a requirement on the Company as it is inconsistent with the statutory and administrative 
process for the Company to seek changes to its tariffs. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these comments. The Company is hopeful that these efforts 
will enable a thoughtful and useful process for all parties.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Joelle Steward 
Vice President, Regulation 
 
CC: Service List - Docket No. 20-035-04 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

Docket No. 20-035-04 
 

I hereby certify that on March 2, 2021, a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served 
by electronic mail to the following: 
 

Chris Parker (C) 
William Powell (C) 
Brenda Salter (C) 
Madison Galt (C) 
Division of Public Utilities 
160 East 300 South, 4th Floor 
Salt Lake City, UT 84111 
ChrisParker@utah.gov  
wpowell@utah.gov 
bsalter@utah.gov 
mgalt@utah.gov  
dpudatarequest@utah.gov 
 

Patricia Schmid (C) 
Justin Jetter (C) 
Assistant Attorney General 
Utah Division of Public Utilities 
160 East 300 South, 5th Floor 
Salt Lake City, UT  84111 
pschmid@agutah.gov 
jjetter@agutah.gov  
 

Robert Moore (C) 
Victor Copeland (C) 
Assistant Attorney General 
160 East 300 South, 5th Floor 
P.O. Box 140857 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-0857 
rmoore@agutah.gov 
vcopeland@agutah.gov 

Alyson Anderson (C) 
Bela Vastag (C) 
Alex Ware (C) 
Utah Office of Consumer Services 
160 East 300 South, 2nd Floor 
Salt Lake City, UT  84111 
akanderson@utah.gov 
bvastag@utah.gov 
aware@utah.gov 
ocs@utah.gov  
 
 

Peter J. Mattheis (C) 
Eric J. Lacey (C) 
STONE MATTHEIS XENOPOULOS & BREW, 
P.C. 
1025 Thomas Jefferson Street, N.W. 
800 West Tower 
Washington, D.C. 2007 
pjm@smxblaw.com  
ejl@smxblaw.com 
 
Jeremy R. Cook (C) 
COHNE KINGHORN  
111 East Broadway, 11th Floor  
Salt Lake City, UT 84111 
jcook@cohnekinghorn.com 
 

Gary A. Dodge  
Hatch James & Dodge 
10 West Broadway, Suite 400 
Salt Lake City, UT  84101 
gdodge@hjdlaw.com 
 
Kurt J. Boehm, Esq. (C) 
Jody Kyler Cohn, Esq. (C) 
Richard A. Baudino (C) 
Boehm, Kurtz & Lowry 
36 East Seventh Street, Suite 1510 
Cincinnati, Ohio  45202 
kboehm@BKLlawfirm.com 
jkylercohn@bkllawfirm.com  
rbaudino@jkenn.com 

Vicki M. Baldwin (C) 
Parsons Behle &, Latimer 
201 South Main Street, Suite 1800 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
vbaldwin@parsonsbehle.com 

Steve W. Chriss (C) 
Director, Energy Services 
Walmart, Inc. 
2608 Southeast J Street 
Bentonville, Arkansas 72712 
stephen.chriss@walmart.com 
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Nancy Kelly (C) 
Western Resource Advocates 
9463 N. Swallow Rd. 
Pocatello ID 83201 
nkelly@westernresources.org 

 
 
Phillip J. Russell (C) 
HATCH, JAMES & DODGE, P.C. 
10 West Broadway, Suite 400 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101 
prussell@hjdlaw.com 
 
 

Sophie Hayes (C) 
Western Resource Advocates 
307 West 200 South, Suite 2000 
Salt Lake City UT 84101 
sophie.hayes@westernresources.org 

Steven S. Michel 
Western Resource Advocates 
409 E. Palace Avenue, Unit 2 
Santa Fe NM 87501 
smichel@westernresources.org 

 
D. Matthew Moscon 
Lauren Shurman 
Stoel Rives LLP 
Matt.moscon@stoel.com  
Lauren.shurman@stoel.com  

 
Hunter Holman (C) 
Sarah Wright (C) 
Utah Clean Energy 
hunter@utahcleanenergy.org 
sarah@utahcleanenergy.org  
 

Roger Swenson (C) 
US Magnesium, LLC 
Roger.swenson@prodigy.net  
 
Bryce Dalley (C) 
rbd@fb.com  
 
Brian Dickman (C) 
bdickman@newgenstrategies.net  
 
Scott Dunbar 
Matthew Deal 
sdunbar@keyesfox.com  
matthew.deal@chargepoint.com 
ChargePoint, Inc 
  

Irion A. Sanger (C)  
Joni Slinger (C) 
Sanger Law 
irion@sanger-law.com 
joni@sanger-law.com  
 
Christopher F. Benson (C) 
Katie Carreau (C) 
University of Utah 
Chris.benson@utah.edu 
Katie.carreau@legal.utah.edu  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
_____________________________ 
Katie Savarin 
Coordinator, Regulatory Operations 
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