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AND TRANSITION REVENUES. 1 

ARIZONA UTILITY INVESTORS ASSOCIATION 
REBUTTAL TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL'S COMMENTS 

ON AFFECTED UTILITIES' STRANDED COSTS FILINGS 
- 

I. Introduction 
- 

The Affected Utilities initiated the above captioned 

proceedings pursuant to Arizona Corporation Commission 

(Commission) Decision No. 60977, the opinion and order of the 

Commission dated June 22, 1998 (the order). 
__ 

Other than the limited requirements of the order and 
- 

Commission staff's approved plan to file a report on November 

13, there are no procedural guidelines governing these matters. 

Therefore, it is unclear whether it is appropriate to respond to 

the comments of other parties at this juncture. 
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.. However, the comments filed by the Attorney General (AG) are so 

specious and so dishonest in presenting the facts that they demand a 

response. Thus, AULA submits these rebuttal comments. 

11. Comments - 
We will bypass the Attorney General's legal and moral opinions. He is 

certainly entitled to, them, but they are largely a reprise of his complaint in 

Woods D. Arizona Corporation Commission (CV98-16025, Maricopa County 

Superior Court), and he will probably have his day in court. 

Instead, we will focus on the factual representations in Section 11. A. of 
the Attorney General's comments. Since almost every sentence of this 

section is palpably false or deliberately misleading, we will simply administer 

a dose of truth serum line by line. 

At the outset, the Attorney General chooses to toss all of the stranded 

cost filings into the same trash can. Each filing is dissimilar, deafing with 

completely different assets and financial circumstances and proposing 

different methods of recovery. Never mind, as far as the AG is concerned, 

every filing - is a - travesty. 

Next, the Attorney General inflates the combined stranded cost claims 

of the utilities by adding in nearly $600 million of regulatory assets which are 

already being recovered by Arizona Public Service Co. (APS) on a schedule 

- 

approved by the Commission more than 2 1 /2  years ago. __ 
The AG knows very well that APS' regulatory assets have nothing to 

__ 

do with its stranded cost claims but can't resist blowing up the stranded cost 

balloon. 

Then, the Attorney General adds in stranded costs for Salt River Project 
(SRP), raising the statewide total to "an astonishing" $4 billion.&ain, the - 
AGIswell aware that SRP isn't regulated by the Commission, has no claim 

before the Commission and isn't involved in any of these cases. 

However, this leads to a pinnacle of hyperbole: "The Affected 'Utilities 

and SRP are asking every electric customer to pay them (sic) over $4 billion 

dollars for uneconomic, obsolete, inefficient and outmoded generation assets 

and costs,'' the AG says. 
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.- He says, "To pay off this staggering debt, the average monthly CTC fora 

residential customer using IMW a month* will be $15.23 without SRP. With 

SRP the monthly average will be $17.78 ... a significant figure for an elderly 

person on a fixed income." (emphasis added, see note below) 

I 

- 

- 
We have already demonstrated the gross inaccuracies built into the 

AG's figures from including APS' regulatory assets and assuming that all 

consumers pay for every utility's stranded costs. 

Here, the AG also chooses to ignore the fact that a CTC is levied 

according to customer class, based on historic demand and energy usage. In 

other words, the averages cited by the AG are meaningless and purposely 

misleading for small consumers. 

By invoking the plight of fixed income consumers, the intended 

implication is that these people will experience higher utility costs. In fact, no 

one has proposed raising prices due to stranded cost recovery. We might note 

that the shareholders we represent are mostly elderly and on fixed incomes. 

To illustrate how far off base the AG's estimates are, SRP has filed its 

proposed rate schedules for 1999 including CTC charges for stranded cost 

recovery. For residential users the proposed CTC is $0067 per k ~ .  Thus, 
- 

charge for the residential customer in the AG's example would 

be $6.70, not $17.78. 

We will not dwell on other mathematical errors in the Attorney 

General's comments which simply betray an inability to add and subtract. 

Fortunately, no one in the AG's office will be required to pass the AIMS 
mathematics test as a condition of practicing law for the State of Arizona. 

* Note: Since IMW represents the demand of a small factory, we assume the Attorney 
General really means lMWh which would correspond to 1,OOO kWh per month. The AG 
admits to being terminology challenged. Therefore, we are including as Exhibit 1 to this 
rebuttal a convenient glossary of terns which we recommend should accompany all future 

- 

filings for the benefit of the Attorney General's office. - 

111. Conclusion 

All of these errors, omissions and distortions have been crammed into 

a mere page and a half or 33 lines of the Attorney General's comments, a truly 

amazing feat that could only have been accomplished through unparalleled 
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. *  Following this performance, the Attorney General ends with a sermon: 

‘Whatever, the Commission does, it must not overcompensate affected 

utilities at the expense of consumers, promote inefficiencies, perpetuate 

monopolies, impose illegal taxes or create new barriers to competition.” 
- 

To which we can only respond, Amen. 

Respectfully submitted, this 5th day of November, 1998 

Walter W. Meek, President 
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