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The Residential Utility Consumer's Office (“RUCQO”) appreciates the Commission

soliciting comments on a framework that parties can use to analyze the cost-shift in the
upcoming hearing. Once the Cost of Service study is completed, RUCO believes that the
Commission will be in possession of all the data it needs to make a timely decision on the
LFCR charge for future solar installations (as requested by APS). Since $3/kW is the extent of
the proposed charge, a near-term look at the costs and the benefits of solar in conjunction with
the updated Cost of Service analysis would satisfy the data requirement for the upcoming
hearing.

In the event that the Commission would like parties to examine the “net-cost shift” over
a longer time horizon, additional guidance would be helpful on what to include and not include
into the framework. Commission direction will focus the analysis and allow parties to fill in the

framework with the best available data. The alternative of not having Commission guidance
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when looking at this issue through a multi-year lens would potentially be a series of varied
methodologies with conflicting results.

RUCO respectfully suggests that the Commission structure the evaluation framework in
the following way if a multi-year approach is taken:

1. Examine the cost shift related to all the generation of the PV system, not just
exports.
2. Focus only on the residential rate class.
3. Only look at direct benefits to ratepayers, do not include economic or societal
adders.
4. Use a 20 year time horizon for the analysis and levelize the benefits and costs
over that time period.
5. Include integration costs into the framework.
6. Include loss avoidance.
7. Factor in utility administrative costs related to PV deployment.
8. Do notinclude “RPS avoidance” benefits. If included, factor in an opportunity cost
input for not pursing less expensive wholesale DG.
9. For energy, capacity, and a few other “savings” categories adopt methodologies
consistent with how benefits are calculated for energy efficiency. RUCO proposes the
adoption of the attached utility recommended methods of calculating energy and
capacity. Benefit/Cost Analysis of DSM Programs: A Guide for Arizona Investor
Owned Ultilities (see Appendix)
10. Conduct an analysis that conforms to these guidelines in an Excel spreadsheet
and present this spreadsheet as part of opening testimony so all parties can use it.
The spreadsheet shall list the following;
a. Total gross cost shift (no long-term benefits)
b. Net cost shift after 20 year cost/benefit examination
c. A Ratepayer Impact Measure test shall be performed.
d. Suggested LFCR charge to mitigate net cost shift for several residential
rate plans based off the results of the Ratepayer Impact Measure test.
e. Provide placeholders for various technology orientations and
configurations (advanced inverters)

In general, RUCO suggests conservatism when approaching a multi-year analysis for
several reasons. First, future benefits are not guaranteed. Therefore RUCO favors only looking
at direct benefits and over 20 years, not the life of the asset. Second, wholesale DG is less

expensive and should not be put to a disadvantage against residential rooftop PV systems.

How the Commission allocates capacity in future years should be based on properly balancing
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the two resources. RUCO believes that this discussion needs to happen and preferably within
an IRP context.

RUCO would like to once again thank the Commission for considering these framework
parameters. RUCO continues to believe the long-range solar valuation issue is an important
topic but not a matter that needs to be resoived in order to consider the reset of the LFCR
charge. Should the Commission choose to do so, placing the proposed structure and
guidance around a multi-year analysis will focus the parties and give the Commission
actionable data to make a policy decision arouhd. It will also help mitigate this issue in the next
rate case and take what has been a very cohtentious conversation and move it forward in a
constructive manner. Finally, the hearing will uncover any missing data or important research
topics that should be further explored in a statewide docket or IRP proceeding. Given this,

RUCO believes that the time and resources devoted to this hearing will be well spent.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 4th day of September, 2015.

PN
“Daniel W. Pozefsky U
Chief Counsel
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Appendix: Benefit/Cost Analysis of DSM Programs: A Guide for Arizona Investor Owned

Utilities

https://www.uesaz.com/doc/efficiency/eeplan-electric.pdf

Sampling of Benefit/Cost Approach:

1.

Rl

Avoided cost of energy will be stated as levelized costs and will be developed using
the assumptions for the forecasted marginal production costs included in the
integrated resource planning (IRP) model, with adjustments as appropriate for the
impacts of the energy savings planned through the energy efficiency standard.
Placeholder for impact of EPA’s 111 (d) policy’ _
Avoided cost of generation capacity will be stated as annual levelized costs based
primarily on the cost of the next marginal unit identified in the IRP generation plan.
Utilities may also use an approach that combines the next marginal unit cost and
the cost of short term market capacity where appropriate.

The avoided cost of generation capacity will include the value of both principal and
interest payments over the term of the debt incurred in installing these resources.

A societal discount rate will be used that will be based on the yield for U.S. Treasury
securities up to a cap of 4%.

1 RUCO’s modification to the original paragraph on including carbon compliance cost.
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AN ORIGINAL AND THIRTEEN COPIES
of the foregoing filed this 4th day
of September, 2015 with:

Docket Control

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington

Phoenix, Arizona 85007

COPIES of the foregoing hand delivered/
e-mailed/mailed this 4th day of
September, 2015 to:

Dwight Nodes

Hearing Division

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 W. Washington St.
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Maureen Scott

Wesley Van Cleve

Janet Wagner

Legal Division

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 W. Washington St.
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Steve Olea

Utilities Division ‘
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 W. Washington St.
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Thomas Loquvam

Pinnacle West Capital Corporation
400 N. 5" St., MS 8695

Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Attorney for Arizona Public Service
Company
thomas.loguvam@pinnaclewest.com

Lewis Levenson

1308 E. Cedar Lane
Payson, Arizona 85541
equality@centurylink.net

Anne Smart

Alliance for Solar Choice

45 Fremont Street, 32" Floor
San Francisco, California 94105

Michael Patten

Snell and Wilmer

400 E. Van Buren, Suite 1900
Phoenix, Arizona 85004
mpatten@swlaw.com

Garry Hays

Law Offices of Garry D. Hays, P.C.
1702 E. Highland Ave., Suite 204
Phoenix, Arizona 85016

Attorney for Arizona Solar Deployment
Alliance

ghays@lawgdh.com

Greg Patterson
916 W. Adams, Suite 3
Phoenix, Arizona 85007
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Attorney for Arizona Competitive Power
Alliance
greg@azcpa.org

Patty lhle

304 E. Cedar Mill Road
Star Valley, Arizona 85541
apattywack@yahoo.com

Bradley Carroll

Tucson Electric Power Company
88 E. Broadway Bivd., MH HQE910
P.O. Box 711

Tucson, Arizona 85702

' bearroli@tep.com

John Wallace

Grand Canyon State Electric Cooperative
Association, Inc.

2210 S. Priest Drive

Tempe, Arizona 85282
jwallace@gcseca.coop

Court Rich

Rose Law Group, PC

7144 E. Stetson Drive, Suite 300
Scottsdale, Arizona 85251

Attorney for Alliance for Solar Choice
crich@roselawgroup.com

Todd Glass

Wilson Sonsini Goodrich & Rosati, PC
701 Fifth Ave., Suite 500

Seattle, Washington 98104

Attorneys for Solar Energy Industries
fglass@wsgr.com

Timothy Hogan

Arizona Center for Law in the Public
Interest

514 W. Roosevelt

Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Attorney for Western Resource
Advocates
thogan@aclpi.org

David Berry

Western Resource Advocates

P.O. Box 1064

Scottsdale, Arizona 85252
David.berry@westernresources.org

Kristin Mayes

Kris Mayes Law Firm

3033 N. 31 St., Suite 200

Phoenix, Arizona 85012

Attorney for Solar Energy Industries
Association
kmayes@krismayeslaw.com

Gincarlo Estrada

Kamper, Estrada and Simmons, LLP
3030 N. Third St., Suite 770
Phoenix, Arizona 85012

Attorney for Solar Energy Industries
Association

gestrada@lawphx.com

Mark Holohan

Arizona Solar Energy Industries
Association

2122 W. Lone Cactus Dr., Suite 2
Phoenix, Arizona 85027
todd@arizonasolarindustry.org

Kevin Fox

Tim Lindl

Erica Schroeder

Keyes, Fox & Wiedman LLP
436 14t St., Suite 1305
Oakland, California 94612
kfox@kfwlaw.com
flindl@kfwlaw.com
eschroeder@kfwlaw.com

Albert Gervenack
14751 W. Buttonwood Dr.
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Sun City West, Arizona 85373
agervenack@bmi.net

W.R. Hansen

Sun City West Property Owners and
Residents Association

13815 Camino Del Sol

Sun Clt t, Arizona 85375
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