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I. Introduction and Summary of Recommendations 1 

Q: Please state your name. 2 

A: My name is Justin D. Wilson.  3 

Q: Are you the same Justin D. Wilson who filed Direct Testimony on behalf of 4 

ChargePoint, Inc. (ChargePoint) in this docket on October 19, 2021? 5 

A: Yes, I am. 6 

Q: What is the purpose of your Rebuttal Testimony? 7 

A: The purpose of my Rebuttal Testimony is to respond to the Direct Testimony regarding 8 

PacifiCorp’s, dba Rocky Mountain Power (RMP or the Company), application for approval 9 

(Application) of its proposed Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Program (EVIP), filed by 10 

EVgo Services, LLC (EVgo), Utah Clean Energy (UCE), Zeco Systems, Inc. d/b/a 11 

Greenlots (Greenlots), the Utah Department of Commerce – Division of Public Utilities 12 

(Division), the Utah Office of Consumer Services (OCS), and the Western Resource 13 

Advocates (WRA). 14 

Q. Are you sponsoring any Exhibits? 15 

A. Yes, I have attached three discovery responses to my Rebuttal Testimony, which are 16 

labeled Attachments JDW-5, JDW-6, and JDW-7. 17 

Q: Please summarize your recommendations to the Commission.  18 

A: With one exception, ChargePoint’s recommendations are the same as I set forth in my 19 

Direct Testimony. In response to the Division’s testimony, ChargePoint now supports the 20 

Division’s position with regard to the ratio of capital spending budgeted for the Company-21 

owned Charger program and make-ready investments for charging stations owned by 22 



Docket No. 20-035-34 
Rebuttal Testimony of Justin D. Wilson 

ChargePoint, Inc. 
Page 4 of 37 

 
 

 
 

4 

customers and third parties. For convenience, these recommendations to the Commission 23 

are as follows: 24 

 Make-ready: 25 

• Increase the budget for make-ready infrastructure to support third party-owned EV 26 

charging stations, as detailed below; 27 

• Establish a separate budget for the innovative projects and partnerships by reducing the 28 

Company-owned Charger budget; 29 

• Include make-ready investments on the customer side of the meter as a standard 30 

practice rather than in “some circumstances,” to further incentivize investment in EV 31 

Charging stations from the competitive market; 32 

Schedule 120 Incentives 33 

• Increase the incentives for residential AC Level 2 chargers to $500 per charger, and 34 

allow the incentives to be applied to all aspects of the charger installation, including 35 

costs for necessary panel upgrades in addition to the cost of the charging equipment; 36 

• Adopt a requirement for all chargers funded through Schedule 120 incentives to be 37 

“smart” or networked, and ENERGY STAR certified; 38 

Company-Owned Chargers 39 

• Consistent with the Division’s recommendation, ChargePoint now recommends that 40 

the Commission direct RMP to reallocate the capital spending budget so that the total 41 

capital spend for Company-owned Chargers (including charging equipment and make-42 

ready infrastructure needed to support Company-owned Chargers) is 1/3 of the total 43 
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capital spend and that the capital spend for the make-ready infrastructure program equal 44 

2/3 of the total capital spend;1 45 

• Establish a parity rebate that covers the total cost of EV charging equipment, 46 

maintenance, and network fees to ensure that the value a site host2 choosing to own and 47 

operate their own charging stations is equivalent to the value provided by the Company-48 

owned Charger proposal. 49 

o As an alternative to a parity rebate, the Commission can ensure that the 50 

competitive market has the opportunity to deploy charging stations with support 51 

from the make-ready infrastructure program before RMP deploys its Company-52 

owned Charger by: 53 

§ Requiring RMP to begin offering the make-ready infrastructure 54 

program for a full two years from launch of the EVIP before deploying 55 

any Company-owned Chargers, and 56 

§ Directing RMP to identify specific locations where it intends to deploy 57 

Company-owned Chargers and share that information publicly with the 58 

Commission and any stakeholder that asks to receive such information. 59 

Developers should be given an opportunity for one year from the date 60 

RMP identifies a given location to provide notice to RMP that they 61 

                                                
1 Williams Direct, p. 14, ll. 236-238. Through counsel, RMP agreed that the redacted information that appears in these 
lines of Mr. Williams’ testimony is not confidential.  
2 “site host” refers to the owner or lessor of the property on which an EV charging station is located. Site hosts include 
residential customers; owners of multifamily housing units (MFH); commercial customers that offer charging to the 
public, their customers, and/or their employees; fleet owners; and government entities. 
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intend to deploy chargers at that location, after which the developer 62 

should have 18 months to begin development; 63 

• Reject RMP’s pricing proposal and direct RMP to develop charging prices as follows: 64 

o Annually survey the prices of public EV charging in its service territory and set 65 

the price for DC fast charging at the median rate for DCFCs in its service 66 

territory and set the price for Level 2 charging at the median rate for Level 2 67 

charging in its service territory; 68 

o Establish a $0.05/kWh surcharge during on-peak hours; 69 

o Any discount for RMP customers should be not exceed ten percent and should 70 

decline by one percentage point each year to allow RMP to transition to cost-71 

based prices over a reasonable period of time; 72 

• Require RMP to allow site hosts on whose property Company-owned Chargers will be 73 

deployed the option of becoming the utility customer-of-record and establishing prices 74 

to drivers; 75 

• Require RMP to offer site hosts on whose property Company-owned Chargers will be 76 

deployed at least two choices of EV charging equipment vendors and at least two 77 

choices of network service providers. 78 

Innovative Projects and Partnerships 79 

• Require RMP to create clear delineations between the funding set aside for the various 80 

components of the EVIP, including the Innovation and Partnerships component to 81 

provide certainty that funds set aside for make-ready infrastructure investments will be 82 

protected from being greatly diminished by directing them towards other programs; 83 
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Extension of Schedule No. 2E 84 

• Approve RMP’s proposal to extend Schedule No. 2E until June 30, 2022, and require 85 

RMP to develop a formal stakeholder process to allow parties to collaboratively review 86 

the final report and discuss the future of the program; 87 

Programmatic Design, Reporting Requirements, and Stakeholder Processes 88 

• Require RMP to submit annual reports for Commission and stakeholder review 89 

containing the specific information listed in my testimony. 90 

• Provide an opportunity for stakeholders to provide comments regarding the program 91 

performance and propose potential modifications as a part of the annual reporting 92 

process.  93 

In addition to these recommendations, my Rebuttal Testimony further recommends as 94 

follows: 95 

• As an alternative to ChargePoint’s recommendation not to allow RMP to provide a 96 

discount on charging prices of more than 10 percent, ChargePoint tentatively 97 

recommends that the Commission approve the Division’s proposal to allow RMP to 98 

provide a discount equivalent to residential customers’ average contribution to the 99 

EVIP investments through Schedule 198 (pending RMP providing a specific $/kWh 100 

proposal based on the Division’s recommendation).  101 

o ChargePoint’s support for this concept is also contingent on the Commission 102 

directing RMP to establish a surcharge for on-peak charging rather than RMP’s 103 

proposed $0.05/kWh discount for off-peak charging, which would undercut the 104 

competitive market during 85 percent of the hours in a year; 105 
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• Approve the Division’s recommendation be limited to five years and require RMP to 106 

meet with stakeholders at least annually prior to the five-year mark; 107 

• As stated above, approve the Division’s recommendation to budget 1/3 of the total 108 

capital spending for the Company-owned Charger program; 109 

• Approve WRA’s recommendation to use revenue from Company-owned Chargers first 110 

to ensure continued funding of Schedule 120 rebates if the rebates do not have adequate 111 

funding and second to split the revenues between additional make-ready investments 112 

and additional Schedule 120 rebates; 113 

• If the Commission does not adopt ChargePoint’s recommendation for a parity rebate, 114 

the Commission should at the very least require RMP to allow site hosts to receive both 115 

make-ready investments and Schedule 120 incentives; 116 

• If the Commission does not adopt ChargePoint’s recommendation for a parity rebate, 117 

the Commission should approve EVgo’s recommendation to require RMP to wait 2.5 118 

years before building Company-owned Chargers in metro areas; 119 

• Reject Greenlots’ recommendation to approve RMP’s Company-owned Charger 120 

proposal without any modifications to RMP’s pricing proposal or proposed capital 121 

spending budget; 122 

• Reject Greenlots’ recommendation that RMP require charging stations to support 123 

OCPP; 124 

• Reject OCS’s recommendation to remove residential incentives from Schedule 120, 125 

and instead consider directing RMP to provide educational information to residential 126 

EV drivers through its website or directly to residential rebate recipients;  127 
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• Approve WRA’s recommendation to allocate 30% of the Schedule 120 funding to 128 

residential Level 2 rebates, 30% to non-residential and multi-family housing Level 2 129 

rebates, 30% to non-residential and multi-family DCFC rebates and 10% to customer 130 

projects rebates, with the ability for RMP to spend 10% of the total Schedule 120 131 

budget flexibly between rebate types; 132 

• If the Commission requires residential customers that receive Schedule 120 rebates to 133 

take service on a TOU rate, customers should have the ability to opt out of such a 134 

requirement; 135 

• Reject RMP’s proposal to require site hosts that receive make-ready incentives to report 136 

charging data. 137 

Given the accelerated timeline of this docket, my Rebuttal Testimony does not address all 138 

aspects of the testimony of other parties. My silence with respect to any particular 139 

recommendation of another party should not be construed as agreement with that 140 

recommendation.   141 

II. Response to RMP’s Proposal for Company-Owned Chargers. 142 

Q:  What will you address in this section of your testimony? 143 

A: In this section of my testimony, I will address the concerns raised by other parties with 144 

respect to the impact RMP’s Company-owned Charger proposal is likely to have on the 145 

competitive market for EV charging services. The Division of Public Utilities (Division), 146 

EVgo, Utah Clean Energy, and Western Resource Advocates (WRA) all express 147 

competition-related concerns with the Company-owned Charger proposal.  148 
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Q: Did ChargePoint also raise concerns with RMP’s Company-owned Charger 149 

proposal? 150 

A: Yes, I raised similar concerns in my Direct Testimony, both with respect to RMP’s 151 

proposal to allocate two-thirds of the capital spending budget to its Company-owned 152 

Chargers and its proposal to provide deeply discounted charging to its own ratepayers.  153 

Q: What is the Division’s position with respect to RMP’s pricing proposal? 154 

A: Division witness Dr. Abdulle argues that RMP’s proposal to provide its own ratepayers 155 

with a $0.25/kWh discount on its proposed $0.40/kWh price for DC fast charging (a 156 

discount of 62.5 percent) is “equivalent to predatory dumping.”3  While I am not an 157 

economist, I agree that this is an apt comparison. RMP is only able to sell EV charging 158 

services to its ratepayers at such a low price because it does not need to recover its costs 159 

from EV drivers. As the monopoly utility, RMP has the unique ability to recover its costs 160 

from all ratepayers. This fact makes RMP’s proposal even more concerning than the 161 

practice of predatory dumping because in a competitive market a company that engages in 162 

predatory dumping will incur losses as a result of selling products or services below cost. 163 

Here, RMP will not incur any losses from offering DC fast charging at such low rates and 164 

will not face any competitive pressure to stop undercutting the market.  165 

ChargePoint does not oppose RMP recovering the cost of its EV charging programs 166 

from all ratepayers, but RMP should use this unique ability to support the competitive 167 

market, not to undercut the competitive market.  168 

                                                
3 Abdulle Direct, pp. 6-7. 
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Q: The Division recommends that RMP analyze how much a typical EV driver would 169 

pay in surcharges through Schedule 198 and use that as a starting point for 170 

calculating a discount for RMP ratepayers.4 How do you respond? 171 

A: I appreciate the Division raising this suggestion. RMP has stated that it proposed the 172 

discounted charging prices “to reflect the customers’ contributions to the investments.”5 173 

But as Division witness Mr. Williams estimates, a typical RMP ratepayer that is also an 174 

EV driver would contribute only about $2.66 per year to RMP’s EVIP investments but 175 

receive discounts equal to about $172.50 per year. In other words, the discount an EV 176 

driver receives does not “reflect” that driver’s contribution to the EVIP investments. Rather, 177 

the discount an EV driver receives greatly exceeds that driver’s contributions because it 178 

reflects the contributions made through rates by many other non-EV drivers.  179 

As I explained in my Direct Testimony, ChargePoint recommends that the 180 

Commission not allow RMP to provide a discount of more than 10 percent to its own 181 

ratepayers. Starting with a 10 percent discount would allow RMP to reduce the discount 182 

by one percent per year and allow it to establish cost-based prices at the end of a ten-year 183 

period. 6 As an alternative, ChargePoint tentatively supports the Division’s proposal to 184 

allow RMP to provide a discount equivalent to residential customers’ average contribution 185 

to the EVIP investments through Schedule 198. I say “tentatively supports” because 186 

ChargePoint hopes that RMP produces the analysis the Division recommends in its rebuttal 187 

testimony and provides a more concrete $/kWh proposal based on the Division’s 188 

                                                
4 Williams Direct, p. 11-12. 
5 Campbell Direct, p. 15. 
6 Wilson Direct, p. 53. 
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recommendation. Conceptually, however, I agree that the average RMP ratepayer should 189 

not enjoy a discount on DC fast charging that is greater than the average amount they pay 190 

in Schedule 198 surcharges. Providing a ratepayer with a discount many times greater than 191 

the amount they pay in Schedule 198 surcharges runs counter to RMP’s proposal that the 192 

discount should “reflect” ratepayers’ contribution to the investment in Company-owned 193 

Chargers.  194 

I would add that ChargePoint’s support for this concept is also contingent on the 195 

Commission directing RMP to establish a surcharge for on-peak charging rather than 196 

RMP’s proposed $0.05/kWh discount for off-peak charging, which would undercut the 197 

competitive market during 85 percent of the hours in a year.7 198 

Q: Would ChargePoint’s proposal to allow site hosts to be the customer-of-record and 199 

set pricing at Company-owned Chargers 8  also address the predatory dumping 200 

concerns?  201 

A: Yes. Under ChargePoint’s proposal, site hosts would be responsible for paying for the 202 

electricity costs at Company-owned Chargers and setting charging prices themselves, 203 

which allows them to set prices in a way that supports their own business goals. Allowing 204 

site hosts to set prices will help ensure that the competitive dynamics that exist in the 205 

absence of utility investment – in which site hosts compete for EV drivers on the basis of 206 

price and other factors such as other on-site services – are also at play within the context 207 

of the Company-owned Charger program. While some site hosts may offer charging as a 208 

                                                
7 Wilson Direct, p. 48. 
8 Wilson Direct, p. 60. 
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“loss leader” to support other lines of business, this is different from predatory pricing 209 

because site hosts will need to find some way to recover their costs from EV drivers through 210 

the sale of other goods and services. Because site hosts do not have the ability to recover 211 

their costs from ratepayers like RMP does, prices set by site hosts will not raise the same 212 

anticompetitive concerns that RMP’s proposed discounted pricing creates.  213 

Q: Division witness Dr. Abdulle also recommends that RMP continuously monitor 214 

pricing at Electrify America stations and report to the Commission on a regular basis 215 

and that the Commission consider a process to allow parties to comment on whether 216 

changes in pricing are warranted.9 How do you respond? 217 

A: I appreciate the Division making this recommendation. However, it is not appropriate for 218 

RMP to benchmark its prices to a single DCFC provider. As I recommended in my Direct 219 

Testimony, RMP should survey DCFC prices at all public DCFCs (50 kW and larger) in 220 

its service territory and set its prices at the median price available in the competitive 221 

market.10  Further, while I appreciate Dr. Abdulle suggesting an additional process for 222 

parties to comment on RMP’s prices, it would be more efficient for the Commission to 223 

establish a process for setting and updating charging prices – such as the annual survey 224 

process ChargePoint recommends – so that the issue does not need to be continually 225 

relitigated. However, consistent with ChargePoint’s recommendation on this point, I 226 

support Division witness Mr. Davis’s recommendation that the Commission adjust RMP’s 227 

charging prices annually to account for changes in the market.11 228 

                                                
9 Abdulle, pp. 3-4. 
10 Wilson Direct, p. 52. 
11 Davis Direct, p. 5. 
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Q: The Division also recommends that the EVIP program be limited to five years due to 229 

the rapidly evolving EV charging market, which will allow the Commission and 230 

stakeholders time to evaluate the program and determine whether to set it on a path 231 

to full cost-of-service, end the program, or make other modifications.12 How do you 232 

respond? 233 

A: ChargePoint supports this recommendation. I agree that RMP’s proposed ten-year timeline 234 

is too long, especially if the Commission allows RMP to undercut the competitive market 235 

with its charging prices contrary to the recommendations of ChargePoint and several other 236 

parties. Five years is an appropriate amount of time for the Commission, with input from 237 

stakeholders, to evaluate RMP’s EVIP programs and determine which programs should 238 

continue, end, or be modified. ChargePoint further agrees that the Commission should 239 

require RMP to meet with stakeholders prior to the end of the five-year period and suggests 240 

that holding stakeholder meetings at least annually prior to the five-year mark would be 241 

appropriate and valuable for all stakeholders, including RMP.  242 

Q: Division witness Mr. Williams also argues that the proportion of proposed spending 243 

is weighted too heavily toward Company-owned Chargers.13 Do you agree? 244 

A: Yes, ChargePoint strongly agrees with the Division on this point. As I discussed in my 245 

Direct Testimony, RMP’s proposal to allocate only a third of its capital spending to make-246 

ready investments for site hosts and two-thirds of its capital spending to the Company-247 

                                                
12 Davis Direct, pp. 16-17. 
13 Williams Direct, p. 3. 
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owned Charger program sends a signal to prospective site hosts and charging station 248 

developers that Utah prefers utility-owned charging stations over privately owned 249 

stations.14 While RMP’s Company-owned Charger proposal will primarily benefit RMP, 250 

make-ready investments will benefit both RMP and the competitive charging market.15 251 

Further, because site hosts contribute private capital to the total cost of installing and 252 

hosting charging stations, the make-ready investments will support more charging station 253 

deployments for the same amount of utility funding.16  254 

For these reasons, ChargePoint supports the Division’s recommendation that RMP 255 

should dedicate 1/3 of its total capital spending on Company-owned Chargers, with the 256 

other 2/3 budgeted for make-ready infrastructure to support EV charging stations owned 257 

by third-parties. 17  ChargePoint also agrees with WRA witness Ms. Kapiloff’s 258 

recommendation that RMP should not use revenue from Company-owned Chargers to 259 

reinvest in additional Company-owned Chargers, as doing so would effectively increase 260 

the budget for Company-owned Chargers and allow RMP to further undercut the 261 

competitive market.18 ChargePoint supports WRA’s recommendation to use revenue from 262 

Company-owned Chargers first to ensure continued funding of Schedule 120 rebates if the 263 

rebates do not have adequate funding and second to split the revenues between additional 264 

make-ready investments and additional Schedule 120 rebates.19 265 

                                                
14 Wilson Direct, p. 37. 
15 Wilson Direct, p. 37. 
16 Wilson Direct, p. 37. 
17 Williams Direct, pp. 3, 13, and 14.   
18 Kapiloff Direct, p. 25-26. 
19 Kapiloff Direct, pp. 25-26. 
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Related to this recommendation, I appreciate that both WRA witness Ms. Kapiloff 266 

and UCE witness Mr. Kessinger express concern that RMP’s proposal to use the make-267 

ready investment budget for the Innovative Projects and Partnerships program could 268 

significantly decrease the funding available for other EV charging station deployments.20 269 

ChargePoint shares these concerns and continues to recommend that the Commission 270 

establish a separate budget for the Innovative Projects and Partnerships program and reduce 271 

the Company-owned Charger budget to establish this separate budget.21 272 

Q: To address competitive issues, EVgo recommends that the Commission allow RMP 273 

 to build Company-owned Chargers in corridor gaps in rural areas not currently 274 

 served by DCFCs but require RMP to postpone developing Company-owned 275 

 Chargers in metro locations for 2.5 years.22 How do you respond? 276 

A: EVgo’s recommendation is similar to one of the alternative recommendations that I made 277 

in my Direct Testimony for how to level the playing field between Company-owned 278 

Chargers and charging stations developed by third-parties supported by RMP's proposed 279 

make-ready investments. ChargePoint stands by its primary recommendation that the 280 

Commission direct RMP to establish a parity rebate for site hosts that covers the cost of 281 

EV charging stations, maintenance costs, and network fees.23 The most effective way to 282 

ensure that Company-owned Chargers and competitive market providers can compete on 283 

                                                
20 Kapiloff Direct, pp. 38-39 and Kessinger Direct, pp. 7-8. 
21 Wilson Direct, pp. 28-29. 
22 Rafalson Direct, p. 19-24. 
23 Wilson Direct, p. 42. 
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a level playing field is to ensure that the total value to site hosts of the non-utility-ownership 284 

option is the same as the utility-ownership option.  285 

I would add that ChargePoint’s recommendation for a parity rebate is even more 286 

important given a discovery response from RMP that ChargePoint received after the 287 

deadline for Direct Testimony, which is attached as Attachment JDW-5. In RMP’s 288 

response to ChargePoint 2-2, RMP stated that it “does not intend for customers to utilize 289 

both Schedule 120 incentives and make-ready investments; however, the Company will 290 

not prohibit customers from applying for both custom project incentives and make-ready 291 

investments.” In other words, RMP proposes that site hosts be required to choose between 292 

receiving make-ready incentives and Schedule 120 incentives, meaning that they will be 293 

responsible for the entire cost of either make-ready or charging equipment (not to mention 294 

network fees) – unless they choose the Company-owned Charger option.  295 

RMP provides no rationale for not allowing site hosts to take advantage of both 296 

make-ready investments and Schedule 120 incentives. The Commission should find that 297 

this proposal is unreasonable given that RMP will pay the entire cost of make-ready, 298 

charging equipment, and network fees if a site host selects the Company-owned Charger 299 

option. Accordingly, if the Commission does not adopt ChargePoint’s recommendation for 300 

a parity rebate, it should at the very least require RMP to allow site hosts to receive both 301 

make-ready investments and Schedule 120 incentives. 302 

As stated in my Direct Testimony, as an alternative to ChargePoint’s parity rebate 303 

recommendation, ChargePoint recommends that the Commission direct RMP to offer its 304 

proposed make-ready infrastructure investments for at least two years before it begins 305 
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developing Company-owned Chargers and to identify the locations where it intends to 306 

develop Company-owned Chargers to give the competitive market an opportunity to serve 307 

those locations first. 24  This alternative recommendation is similar to EVgo’s 308 

recommendation to require RMP to delay Company-owned Charger development for 2.5 309 

years in metro areas but allow RMP to develop along corridors in rural areas. Again, 310 

ChargePoint supports the parity rebate recommendation primarily, but as an alternative 311 

would also support EVgo’s recommendation. I agree with EVgo witness Ms. Rafalson’s 312 

argument that RMP can maximize ratepayer benefits by complementing private market 313 

activities, not duplicating them,25 and agree that requiring RMP to wait 2.5 years before 314 

building Company-owned Chargers in metro areas would be an effective way to achieve 315 

that goal. 316 

Q: Does any party argue that RMP’s Company-owned Charger proposal would enable 317 

competition, innovation, and customer choice? 318 

A: Only one party makes this argument: Greenlots. I will address each of Greenlots’ 319 

arguments on this issue in turn.  320 

Q: Greenlots’ witness Mr. Ashley supports RMP’s proposal to make bulk purchases of 321 

EV charging solutions for its Company-owned Charger proposal in part because 322 

RMP can “serve as a motivated buyer that spurs market competition” in a market in 323 

which “buyers remain relatively few and far between in the market more broadly.”26 324 

How do you respond? 325 

                                                
24 Wilson Direct, p. 43. 
25 Rafalson Direct, p. 9. 
26 Ashley Direct, p. 7. 
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A: The facts do not support Mr. Ashley’s argument that the EV charging market lacks a 326 

sufficient number of motivated buyers to support competition. As I stated in my Direct 327 

Testimony, the Alternative Fuels Data Center reports that there are at least 1,272 public 328 

Level 2 charging ports and 96 public DCFC ports in Utah that use standard connector 329 

types. 27  These figures do not include non-public chargers such as at workplaces and 330 

multifamily locations.28 Accordingly, Mr. Ashley’s suggestion that there is a “void” of 331 

buyers in the EV charging market is simply inaccurate. To the contrary, these figures 332 

demonstrate that there is a robust competitive market for EV charging services in Utah. It 333 

is essential that the Commission ensures that RMP’s EVIP programs support, and do not 334 

undercut, this competitive market. 335 

Q: Mr. Ashley further argues that retail competition “has led to less sophisticated 336 

purchasing and planning decisions by customers” but, by contrast, “competition in 337 

utility procurement ensures that products and services are selected based on factors 338 

such as features, function, value, and organizational expertise that allows market 339 

participants of all shapes and sizes to compete on a level playing field, ultimately 340 

benefiting the customers.”29 How do you respond? 341 

A: Mr. Ashley’s assertion that non-utility site hosts make “less sophisticated purchasing and 342 

planning decisions” is unsubstantiated. Many non-utility site hosts, such as fueling centers 343 

and big-box retailers for example, are national or regional companies with sophisticated 344 

                                                
27 Wilson Direct, p. 9. 
28 Id. 
29 Ashley Direct, p. 7. 
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purchasing departments that have both “technical knowledge [and] meaningful negotiating 345 

leverage.”     346 

Further, Mr. Ashley does not explain the basis for this unsupported assertion. There 347 

is nothing in the record of this proceeding that indicates RMP will select EV charging 348 

products and services based on “features, function, value, and organizational expertise.” 349 

RMP provided no details at all in its application regarding how it would conduct its 350 

proposed RFP for vendors to provide charging stations and network services for the 351 

proposed Company-owned Charger program. When ChargePoint asked RMP in discovery 352 

to describe its proposed RFP process, RMP responded that it “is still developing the 353 

specifications” for the RFP.30 Accordingly, Mr. Ashley’s assumptions about how products 354 

and services will be selected in RMP’s procurement process are simply that: assumptions.  355 

Q: Mr. Ashley further argues that RMP’s Company-owned Charger proposal “will help 356 

move the market beyond its current stage characterized by low driver demand and 357 

limited deployment of stations – especially evident in underserved areas – towards an 358 

inflection point at which widespread demand for charging will support more 359 

profitable ownership and operation of stations by private operators.”31 How do you 360 

respond? 361 

A: I agree that the right type of utility investment can encourage EV adoption and lead to 362 

widespread demand for charging, which will in turn support additional charging station 363 

deployment by the private market. However, utility investment can only achieve this goal 364 

                                                
30 Attachment JDW-6 (RMP Response to ChargePoint 2.8). 
31 Ashley Direct, p. 9. 
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if it complements and supports the competitive market. Utility investment that undercuts 365 

the competitive market, as RMP has proposed to do with its Company-owned Charger 366 

proposal, will fail to encourage additional deployments from the competitive market. As I 367 

discussed in my Direct Testimony, site hosts will not be able to compete with RMP 368 

Company-owned Chargers on price because RMP has proposed to charge prices that are 369 

less than the price that site hosts pay for electricity.32 As a result, even if the Company-370 

owned Chargers create “widespread demand for charging,” competitive providers are very 371 

unlikely to step up to meet that demand if the Commission approves RMP’s pricing 372 

proposal (unless they can afford to sell charging services at a loss).  373 

By contrast, significant utility investments in make-ready infrastructure and rebates 374 

for EV charging equipment can help move the market and will encourage significant 375 

charging station deployment without concerns that RMP is using its position as the 376 

monopoly utility to undercut the market. Accordingly, ChargePoint continues to 377 

recommend that the Commission direct RMP to reallocate its capital spending budget so 378 

that the total capital spend for Company-owned chargers (including charging equipment 379 

and make-ready infrastructure to support Company-owned Chargers) is equal to the capital 380 

spend for the make-ready infrastructure program.  381 

 382 

 383 

 384 

                                                
32 Wilson Direct, pp. 47-50. 
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III. Response to Proposed Charging Station Technical Requirements. 385 

Q:  What will you address in this section of your testimony? 386 

A: In this section of my testimony, I respond to recommendations made by Greenlots’ witness 387 

Mr. Ashley regarding his proposals for technical requirements for EVSE funded through 388 

the proposed EVIP. 389 

Q:  What technical requirements does Mr. Ashley recommend for charging stations 390 

procured or funded through the EVIP? 391 

A: Mr. Ashley encourages the Company to consider the use and requirement for charging 392 

stations procured and incentivized through the program to be compatible with and use open 393 

standards and protocols, including Open Charge Point Protocol (OCPP), OpenADR – for 394 

smart charging/demand response signals to network operators – and Open Charge Point 395 

Interface for payment interoperability used to facilitate roaming agreements between 396 

charging providers. In support of the OCPP recommendation, Mr. Ashley states OCPP is 397 

the “de facto” standard for charger-to-network communication and interoperability and that 398 

OCPP is necessary to promote interoperability, protect site hosts from being locked into a 399 

particular provider’s network service offering, and help avoid stranded assets.33 400 

Q: What is OCPP? 401 

A: OCPP stands for “Open Charge Point Protocol” but has no relationship to ChargePoint, 402 

despite the name. OCPP is a voluntary communication protocol for communication 403 

                                                
33 Direct Testimony of Thomas Ashley, pp. 12-13.  
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between an EV charging station and a Charging Management System or network, 404 

developed by the Open Charge Alliance, a Netherlands-based organization.  405 

Q: Do you agree with Mr. Ashley’s characterization of OCPP? 406 

A: No. I disagree that OCPP is a “de facto” standard for charger-to-network communication 407 

and interoperability, and Mr. Ashely has provided no evidence to support this claim. OCPP 408 

has not been adopted or approved by any standards body, and there are alternative protocols 409 

to OCPP that are utilized for communications between charging stations and the charging 410 

network. 411 

Q: Do you have other concerns with Greenlots’ proposed OCPP requirement? 412 

Yes. An OCPP requirement would favor certain business models and companies that utilize 413 

OCPP over those that do not. An OCPP requirement would also favor charging companies 414 

that provide only hardware or only software and would limit site hosts’ ability to choose 415 

products from EV charging companies that provide an integrated hardware and software 416 

solution. Such a result would be contrary to the statutory requirement that the EVIP 417 

programs enable competition, innovation, and customer choice in EV charging services.34 418 

In fact, by shutting out many charging station manufacturers from the EVIP, this 419 

requirement would not only reduce customer choice within the program, but also reduce 420 

competition within the State of Utah. The Commission should decline to pick winners and 421 

losers at this time and should instead create a level playing field for the competitive market 422 

to compete for EVIP funds.  423 

                                                
34 Utah Code Subsection 54-4-41(4).  
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 In short, an OCPP requirement would create an advantage for certain charging 424 

station manufacturers and network service providers, while damaging the competitive EV 425 

charging market in Utah without providing any benefit to ratepayers, contrary to the 426 

statutory requirements. Further, it would be premature and inappropriate for RMP to 427 

require EV chargers to support a specific EV charger-to-network communications protocol, 428 

which would severely limit customer choice for EV charging stations in the EVIP, until a 429 

nationally recognized or internationally recognized standard exists.  430 

  Additionally, OCPP supports an extremely limited set of network management 431 

functionality, such as starting/stopping sessions, basic pricing, and limited access controls. 432 

In order to provide drivers and site hosts with innovative software features (e.g., mobile 433 

app, sharing power between stations to limit potential grid impacts and increase port 434 

deployments, cyber security, etc.) EV charging station network service providers create 435 

extensions to the baseline OCPP functionality. Mandating specific software or 436 

communications protocols (such as OCPP) may limit the ability for EV charging 437 

companies to effectively provide innovative consumer-facing software features, including 438 

load management and cybersecurity features, that drivers and site hosts want. Such a result 439 

is contrary to the legislative declaration that the Commission must consider whether a 440 

program “[e]nables competition, innovation, and customer choice in EV charging services” 441 

when approving programs under Section 54-4-41.35 442 

                                                
35 Utah Code Subsection 54-4-41(4).  
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 Accordingly, the Commission should reject Greenlots’ proposal to require OCPP, 443 

which would provide an unfair advantage to some business models over others and may 444 

limit the ability for EV charging companies to provide innovative software features. 445 

Q: Based on this discussion, what do you recommend? 446 

A: ChargePoint recommends that the Commission not modify the EVIP to require charging 447 

stations to support OCPP. ChargePoint supports requiring EV charging stations and 448 

network software to comply with existing standards. Mandating compliance with voluntary 449 

protocols like OCPP would get ahead of the established standards making process, which 450 

provides careful and critical examination of technical issues while enabling hardware and 451 

software manufacturers to align with requirements in timelines appropriate for market 452 

development. 453 

IV. Response to Proposed Schedule 120 Incentives. 454 

Q:  What will you address in this section of your testimony? 455 

A: In this section of my testimony, I will discuss RMP’s proposed Schedule 120 incentives, 456 

 and respond to recommendations made by other parties regarding these incentives. 457 

Q: What were ChargePoint’s recommendations regarding the Schedule 120 incentives? 458 

A: As stated in my Direct Testimony, ChargePoint recommends that the Commission allow 459 

Schedule 120 incentives to continue as part of the EVIP with increased incentives for 460 

residential AC Level 2 chargers of $500, instead of $200, and allow the residential 461 

incentives to cover costs for necessary panel upgrades in addition to the cost of the charging 462 

equipment. Additionally, ChargePoint recommends that the Commission adopt a 463 
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requirement for all charging stations funded through the program to be “smart” or 464 

networked and ENERGY STAR certified. 465 

Q: OCS Witness Ware recommends the removal of incentives for residential chargers 466 

through Schedule 120 due to a lack of an educational component, and the phase out 467 

of Schedule 2E TOU rates, and further recommends that the Commission require a 468 

specific demonstration that residential incentives are in the public interest prior to 469 

their inclusion in Schedule 120. 36   Do you agree with OCS witness Ware’s 470 

recommendation to remove incentives for residential chargers from Schedule 120? 471 

A: No. While I agree RMP customers would benefit from educational materials regarding best 472 

practices for residential charging (e.g., managed charging, off-peak charging, etc.) this can 473 

easily be accomplished by RMP adding this additional information to its existing Electric 474 

Vehicle webpage,37 or the addition of a new webpage providing this information. The 475 

Commission could also direct RMP to provide educational materials directly to residential 476 

rebate recipients. Additionally, the Schedule 2E TOU rates are not guaranteed to end, and 477 

in fact RMP has proposed to extend the deadline for the Schedule 2E rates for the very 478 

reason of allowing additional time to review the impact of the current rate schedule and 479 

determine a path forward for TOU rates.38 As detailed in my Direct Testimony,  residential 480 

charging programs are effective at increasing EV adoption, providing grid benefits, and 481 

providing valuable data regarding residential charging behavior to the utility. 39 482 

                                                
36 Ware Direct, pp. 12-15. 
37 https://www.rockymountainpower.net/savings-energy-choices/electric-vehicles.html. 
38 Initial Application for approval of EVIP, p. 10. 
39 Wilson Direct pp. 31-32. 
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Additionally, most personal vehicles are stationary for 22 or more hours daily, which 483 

means there is a massive potential to manage residential charging. Further, studies have 484 

already demonstrated that residential charging is beneficial to the grid and in the public 485 

interest.40 486 

Q: What do you recommend for RMP’s residential charger incentives available through 487 

Schedule 120? 488 

A: I continue to support my original recommendation that the Commission direct RMP to 489 

increase the incentives for residential Level 2 chargers to $500 per charger and allow the 490 

incentives to be applied to all aspects of the charger installation, including costs for 491 

necessary panel upgrades and wiring, in addition to the cost of the charging equipment. 492 

ChargePoint recommends this increase to incentivize customers to purchase chargers that 493 

support additional functionality (e.g., networked chargers with demand response and 494 

managed charging capabilities) and to offset some of the costs related to panel upgrades 495 

and wiring that customers may incur. Additionally, a $200 rebate for residential chargers 496 

is well below the $600 median residential charger rebate for program participants with a 497 

single-family home.41  By adopting my recommendation to increase the Schedule 120 498 

rebates for residential chargers, the Commission would better align the program with other 499 

utility rebate programs and further incentivize residential charging through the purchase of 500 

feature-rich chargers that can provide additional data to RMP and benefits to the grid. 501 

                                                
40 https://sepapower.org/resource/managed-charging-incentive-design/. 
41 https://sepapower.org/resource/managed-charging-incentive-design/, p. 9. 
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Q: WRA witness Kapiloff’s recommends the Commission direct RMP to allocate 30% of 502 

the Schedule 120 funding to residential Level 2 rebates, 30% to non-residential and 503 

multi-family housing Level 2 rebates, 30% to non-residential and multi-family DCFC 504 

rebates and 10% to customer projects rebates, with the ability for RMP to spend 10% 505 

of the total Schedule 120 budget flexibly between rebate types. 42  Do you support this 506 

recommendation? 507 

A: Yes. I agree that there should be some structure within the Schedule 120 budget to ensure 508 

that a single rebate type does not dominate the Schedule 120 incentives that are available 509 

to customers, and to provide an opportunity for all types of customers to benefit from the 510 

program. Additionally, I agree that allowing budget flexibility of 10% between rebate types 511 

is appropriate and will allow RMP to reasonably respond to customer demand for the 512 

program, without a single rebate type depleting a majority of the Schedule 120 budget. 513 

Q: WRA witness Ms. Kapiloff recommends that RMP and the Commission encourage 514 

“smart charging” behaviors, or alternatively evaluate an amendment to the program 515 

that ties Schedule 120 rebates to participation in a TOU rate. 43  UCE witness Mr. 516 

Kessinger also recommends the Commission consider tying Schedule 120 incentives 517 

to opt-out TOU rates, once a non-pilot residential TOU rate is available. 44 Do you 518 

agree with these recommendations? 519 

A: ChargePoint would support a requirement that residential customers take service on a TOU 520 

rate if they receive a Schedule 120 rebate, provided customers can opt out of this 521 

                                                
42 Kapiloff Direct, p. 16. 
43 Kapiloff Direct, pp. 18-19. 
44 Kessinger Direct, p. 17. 
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requirement, consistent with Mr. Kessinger’s recommendation. In my Direct Testimony I 522 

discussed the importance of “smart” or networked chargers and accordingly recommended 523 

that chargers funded through Schedule 120 incentives be required to be networked.45  One 524 

of the advantages of smart chargers is that they can be programed to charge during off-525 

peak hours, regardless of when an EV driver plugs in their vehicle. Most residential rebate 526 

recipients that charge overnight will want to take service on a TOU rate. However, taking 527 

service on a TOU rate can be burdensome to some customers, such as customers who need 528 

to charge their vehicle during on-peak hours because they work night shifts or customers 529 

with significant electric loads that they cannot shift to off-peak hours, such as an electric 530 

oven and range. These customers should be permitted to opt-out of the TOU rate if it is not 531 

working for them.  532 

Q:  Based on this discussion, what do you recommend?  533 

A: In addition to the recommendations outlined in my Direct Testimony, I further recommend 534 

the Commission: 535 

• Reject OCS’ recommendation to remove the residential incentives through Schedule 536 

120; 537 

• Approve WRA’s recommendation to allocate 30% of the Schedule 120 funding to 538 

residential Level 2 rebates, 30% to non-residential and multi-family housing Level 2 539 

rebates, 30% to non-residential and multi-family DCFC rebates and 10% to customer 540 

                                                
45 Wilson Direct, p. 33. 
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projects rebates, with the ability for RMP to spend 10% of the total Schedule 120 541 

budget flexibly between rebate types; and 542 

• If a TOU rate is tied to Schedule 120 residential incentives, customers should have the 543 

ability to opt-out of the TOU rate. 544 

V. Response to Proposed Data Reporting Requirements. 545 

Q:  What will you address in this section of your testimony? 546 

A: In this section of my testimony, I will discuss RMP’s proposed data sharing requirements 547 

 for site hosts that receive make-ready investments or incentives. 548 

Q:  Please describe RMP’s proposed data sharing requirements for site hosts that 549 

 receive make-ready investments. 550 

A: In a discovery response that ChargePoint received after the deadline to file direct testimony, 551 

attached as Attachment JDW-7, RMP states that it intends to require data sharing from 552 

customers who receive make-ready investments through the EVIP. Specifically, RMP 553 

proposes to require site hosts to include charging event information (location, date and time, 554 

duration, number of charging events) and charging energy information (kilowatt-hours 555 

(kWh) and kilowatts (kW)), at a minimum.46 556 

Q:  Do you have any concerns regarding these proposed data sharing requirements for 557 

 site hosts? 558 

A: Yes. RMP included a Motion for Protective Order (Motion) in its initial application. In the 559 

Motion RMP requested that the Commission enter a Protective Order denying intervening 560 

                                                
46 See RMP’s response to ChargePoint Data Request 2.11. 
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parties access to information and materials designated as Confidential. RMP’s stated 561 

justification for this request was that, if disclosed, this information “could be used to put 562 

the Company at a competitive disadvantage,” and that the intervening parties “may use the 563 

information to compete directly with Rocky Mountain Power as a provider of charging 564 

station locations.”47   565 

 RMP clearly intends to position itself as a competitor in the EV charging market. 566 

This is different from the role of market facilitator that most utilities choose to play and 567 

that ChargePoint generally advocates for RMP to play. As RMP has chosen to position 568 

itself as a competitor and denied competitive EV charging companies access to data and 569 

information that it deems could place it at a competitive disadvantage. Other EV charging 570 

providers and site hosts who participate in the EVIP should be afforded the same 571 

confidentiality. Simply put, competitive companies should not be required to provide 572 

confidential and commercially sensitive information to their competitors. Accordingly, site 573 

hosts should not be required to provide RMP with the charging event and charging energy 574 

data that RMP intends to require. Consistent with the reasoning that RMP used in its 575 

Motion, providing this information to a direct competitor for EV charging services would 576 

place site hosts (i.e., RMP’s own customers) and other EV charging providers at a 577 

competitive disadvantage to RMP. Such a result is fundamentally unfair and contrary to 578 

the statutory requirement that the EVIP programs enable competition, innovation, and 579 

customer choice.48 580 

                                                
47 Initial Application for approval of EVIP, p. 15. 
48 Utah Code Section 54-4-41(4)(d). 
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Q: Based on this discussion, what do you recommend? 581 

A: I recommend that the Commission reject RMP’s proposal to require site hosts to report 582 

charging data because such a requirement would place site hosts and other EV charging 583 

providers at a competitive disadvantage.  584 

VI. Conclusion and Recommendations. 585 

Q: Please summarize your recommendation for the Commission. 586 

A: As stated at the beginning of my testimony, ChargePoint supports the recommendations 587 

made in my Direct Testimony, which were as follows: 588 

 Make-ready: 589 

• Increase the budget for make-ready infrastructure to support third party-owned EV 590 

charging stations, as detailed below; 591 

• Establish a separate budget for the innovative projects and partnerships by reducing the 592 

Company-owned Charger budget; 593 

• Include make-ready investments on the customer side of the meter as a standard 594 

practice rather than in “some circumstances,” to further incentivize investment in EV 595 

Charging stations from the competitive market; 596 

Schedule 120 Incentives 597 

• Increase the incentives for residential AC Level 2 chargers to $500 per charger, and 598 

allow the incentives to be applied to all aspects of the charger installation, including 599 

costs for necessary panel upgrades in addition to the cost of the charging equipment; 600 

• Adopt a requirement for all chargers funded through Schedule 120 incentives to be 601 

“smart” or networked, and ENERGY STAR certified; 602 
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Company-Owned Chargers 603 

• Consistent with the Division’s recommendation, ChargePoint now recommends that 604 

the Commission direct RMP to reallocate the capital spending budget so that the total 605 

capital spend for Company-owned Chargers (including charging equipment and make-606 

ready infrastructure needed to support Company-owned Chargers) is 1/3 of the total 607 

capital spend and that the capital spend for the make-ready infrastructure program equal 608 

2/3 of the total capital spend; 609 

• Establish a parity rebate that covers the total cost of EV charging equipment, 610 

maintenance, and network fees to ensure that the value a site host choosing to own and 611 

operate their own charging stations is equivalent to the value provided by the Company-612 

owned Charger proposal. 613 

o As an alternative to a parity rebate, the Commission can ensure that the 614 

competitive market has the opportunity to deploy charging stations with support 615 

from the make-ready infrastructure program before RMP deploys its Company-616 

owned Charger by: 617 

§ Requiring RMP to begin offering the make-ready infrastructure 618 

program for a full two years from launch of the EVIP before deploying 619 

any Company-owned Chargers, and 620 

§ Directing RMP to identify specific locations where it intends to deploy 621 

Company-owned Chargers and share that information publicly with the 622 

Commission and any stakeholder that asks to receive such information. 623 

Developers should be given an opportunity for one year from the date 624 
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RMP identifies a given location to provide notice to RMP that they 625 

intend to deploy chargers at that location, after which the developer 626 

should have 18 months to begin development; 627 

• Reject RMP’s pricing proposal and direct RMP to develop charging prices as follows: 628 

o Annually survey the prices of public EV charging in its service territory and set 629 

the price for DC fast charging at the median rate for DCFCs in its service 630 

territory and set the price for Level 2 charging at the median rate for Level 2 631 

charging in its service territory; 632 

o Establish a $0.05/kWh surcharge during on-peak hours; 633 

o Any discount for RMP customers should be not exceed ten percent and should 634 

decline by one percentage point each year to allow RMP to transition to cost-635 

based prices over a reasonable period of time; 636 

• Require RMP to allow site hosts on whose property Company-owned Chargers will be 637 

deployed the option of becoming the utility customer-of-record and establishing prices 638 

to drivers; 639 

• Require RMP to offer site hosts on whose property Company-owned Chargers will be 640 

deployed at least two choices of EV charging equipment vendors and at least two 641 

choices of network service providers. 642 

Innovative Projects and Partnerships 643 

• Require RMP to create clear delineations between the funding set aside for the various 644 

components of the EVIP, including the Innovation and Partnerships component to 645 
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provide certainty that funds set aside for make-ready infrastructure investments will be 646 

protected from being greatly diminished by directing them towards other programs; 647 

Extension of Schedule No. 2E 648 

• Approve RMP’s proposal to extend Schedule No. 2E until June 30, 2022, and require 649 

RMP to develop a formal stakeholder process to allow parties to collaboratively review 650 

the final report and discuss the future of the program; 651 

Programmatic Design, Reporting Requirements, and Stakeholder Processes 652 

• Require RMP to submit annual reports for Commission and stakeholder review 653 

containing the specific information listed in my testimony. 654 

• Provide an opportunity for stakeholders to provide comments regarding the program 655 

performance and propose potential modifications as a part of the annual reporting 656 

process.  657 

 In addition to these recommendations, my Rebuttal Testimony further recommends 658 

as follows: 659 

• As an alternative to ChargePoint’s recommendation not to allow RMP to provide a discount 660 

on charging prices of more than 10 percent, ChargePoint tentatively recommends that the 661 

Commission approve the Division’s proposal to allow RMP to provide a discount 662 

equivalent to residential customers’ average contribution to the EVIP investments through 663 

Schedule 198 (pending RMP providing a specific $/kWh proposal based on the Division’s 664 

recommendation).  665 

o ChargePoint’s support for this concept is also contingent on the Commission 666 

directing RMP to establish a surcharge for on-peak charging rather than RMP’s 667 



Docket No. 20-035-34 
Rebuttal Testimony of Justin D. Wilson 

ChargePoint, Inc. 
Page 36 of 37 

 
 

 
 

36 

proposed $0.05/kWh discount for off-peak charging, which would undercut the 668 

competitive market during 85 percent of the hours in a year; 669 

• Approve the Division’s recommendation be limited to five years and require RMP to 670 

meet with stakeholders at least annually prior to the five-year mark; 671 

• As stated above, approve the Division’s recommendation to budget 1/3 of the total 672 

capital spending for the Company-owned Charger program; 673 

• Approve WRA’s recommendation to use revenue from Company-owned Chargers first 674 

to ensure continued funding of Schedule 120 rebates if the rebates do not have adequate 675 

funding and second to split the revenues between additional make-ready investments 676 

and additional Schedule 120 rebates; 677 

• If the Commission does not adopt ChargePoint’s recommendation for a parity rebate, 678 

the Commission should at the very least require RMP to allow site hosts to receive both 679 

make-ready investments and Schedule 120 incentives; 680 

• If the Commission does not adopt ChargePoint’s recommendation for a parity rebate, 681 

the Commission should approve EVgo’s recommendation to require RMP to wait 2.5 682 

years before building Company-owned Chargers in metro areas; 683 

• Reject Greenlots’ recommendation to approve RMP’s Company-owned Charger 684 

proposal without any modifications to RMP’s pricing proposal or proposed capital 685 

spending budget; 686 

• Reject Greenlots’ recommendation that RMP require charging stations to support 687 

OCPP; 688 
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• Reject OCS’s recommendation to remove residential incentives from Schedule 120, 689 

and instead consider directing RMP to provide educational information to residential 690 

EV drivers through its website or directly to residential rebate recipients;  691 

• Approve WRA’s recommendation to allocate 30% of the Schedule 120 funding to 692 

residential Level 2 rebates, 30% to non-residential and multi-family housing Level 2 693 

rebates, 30% to non-residential and multi-family DCFC rebates and 10% to customer 694 

projects rebates, with the ability for RMP to spend 10% of the total Schedule 120 695 

budget flexibly between rebate types; 696 

• If the Commission requires residential customers that receive Schedule 120 rebates to 697 

take service on a TOU rate, customers should have the ability to opt out of such a 698 

requirement; 699 

• Reject RMP’s proposal to require site hosts that receive make-ready incentives to report 700 

charging data. 701 

Q:  Does this conclude your testimony at this time? 702 

A: Yes. 703 


