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TUCSON ELECTRIC POWER
COMPANY’S EXCEPTIONS TO
RECOMMENDED OPINION AND

ORDER

Tucson Electric Power Company (“TEP”), by and through undersigned counsel, hereby
submits its exceptions to the Recommended Opinion and Order (“Recommended Order”) issued
on February 26, 2003, as follows:

TEP’s exceptions focus on the Recommended Order’s denial of the proposed new Partial
Requirement Service (“PRS”) tariffs PRS-10, PRS-13 and PRS-14. These proposed tariffs were
developed based on information from the Commission’s Distributed Generation Working Group
and would broaden the scope of customers that could receive partial requirement service.
Presently, TEP has addressed the need for partial requirement service on a case-by-case basis for
those customers that did not qualify for service under TEP’s existing QF tariffs. Although the
Recommended Order acknowledges that there was no objection to PRS tariffs that applied to a
broader range of self-generation customers [see Recommended Order at 10-11], it ultimately
rejects the proposed PRS tariffs because of a perceived lack of evidence concerning the impact
of those tariffs if approved. [See id. at 11, 13, 14] However, TEP respectfully disagrees with the
denial of the proposed PRS tariffs because: (i) TEP did present substantial evidence on the

potential impact of the PRS tariffs — as best as could be determined without the PRS tariffs in
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effect [see Hearing Transcript at 37-40, 43-46; TEP Ex. 1 at 5-10]; and (i1) much of the
information sought by the Recommended Order would be available only if the tariffs were in
effect — thus creating a “chicken-or-egg” dilemma regarding the ultimate approval of such tariffs.

TEP submits that it would be in the public interest to approve the PRS tariffs as filed and
to require TEP to submit information to the Commission regarding the actual use of those tariffs.
In that way, the “missing” information identified by the Recommended Order will be collected.
Unless the PRS tariffs are in effect, TEP cannot know which self-generation customers would
choose to take power under those tariffs and, thus, the ultimate demand for such service. TEP
also cannot know when or how much energy will be purchased under the tariffs, and thus cannot
know the actual impact on revenues.

Moreover, TEP submits that it is in the public interest to have PRS tariffs that apply more
broadly than the existing QF tariffs. Such a tariff could encourage additional self-generation
through distributed generation facilities that do not meet the definition of “qualifying facilities”
under PURPA. A tariff also is preferable to the case-by-case approach presently used by TEP
for situations that would be addressed by the PRS tariffs, from both an equity and efficiency
perspective.

Further, the proposed PRS tariffs address the changing landscape of electric generation.
There are increasing opportunities to self generate. TEP needs to be able to serve those
customers without adversely impacting the cost and reliability of service to customers that do not
self generate.

Finally, TEP submits that the proposed PRS tariffs better match cost of service to price
for service. The empirical information collected through the actual use of the tariff should
confirm that match. Full requirements customers potentially bear the brunt of any mismatching
of costs and revenues for partial requirements service.

In sum, the proposed PRS tariffs provide an opportunity to more effectively and

appropriately serve a type of customer — such as customers that use distributed generation to

meet power needs — that may be increasing in number in Arizona. At the same time, if the tariffs




1 || are approved, it will provide an opportunity to both TEP and Commission to obtain specific
2 || information concerning service to such customers. That information is important in light of the

3 || increasing opportunities for distributed generation and the need for the type of service provided

4 || by the proposed PRS tariffs.
5 TEP requests that the Recommended Order be amended as follows:
6 1. DELETE: page 13, lines 22-23.
7 2. REPLACE page 14, lines 10-12 with “The proposed tariffs PRS-
10, PRS-13 and PRS-14 are reasonable, fair and in the public
8 interest.”
9 3. DELETE: At page 14, lines 20-21, “,and approval of new tariffs
PRS-10, PRS-13 and PRS-14.
3. 10 4. INSERT: On page 13, line 26, “IT IS FURTHER ORDERED
o E 11 that the proposed tariffs PRS-10, PRS-13 and PRS-14 are
= B3 g s approved. Tucson Electric Power shall submit appropriate
E £ % § g 12 information to the Commission regarding service under those
§§E§§§ tariffs consistent to allow the Commission to monitor whether
z S 5% % g 13 those tariffs continue to be in the public interest.”
K- E . .
S5E282 14 WHEREFORE TEP requests that the Commission approve the Recommendation Order
EEEEEE P
O I Jdm
% %’ ® 15 | with the amendments proposed herein by TEP.
S < 16
17 RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 7" day of March, 2003.
| 18 ROSHKA HEYMAN & DEWULF, PLC
19
* 20 Dot
By
21 Raymond S. Heyman
) Michael W. Patten

One Arizona Center
23 400 E. Van Buren Street, Suite 800
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

24
Attorneys for Tucson Electric Power Company
25
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27
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Ernest Johnson

Director, Utilities Division

ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007
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General Attorney, Regulatory
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