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BOB STUMP 
BOB BURNS 
DOUG LITTLE 
TOM FORESE 

IN THE MATTER OF THE COMMISSION’S 
INVESTIGATION OF VALUE AND COST OF 
DISTRIBUTED GENERATION. 

Docket No. E-000005-14-0023 

GCSECA’S OBJECTION AND 
REQUEST FOR 
CLARIFICATION RE 
DECEMBER 3,2015 
PROCEDURAL ORDER 

(EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION 
REQUESTED) 

Grand Canyon State Electric Cooperative Association, Inc. (“GCSECA”), on behalf of its 

electric cooperative members,’ hereby objects to the portions of the December 3,2015 

Procedural Order (the “PO”) purporting to (1) join “all Arizona jurisdictional electric utilities” as 

parties to this docket and (2) require them to mail a generic hearing notice to their customers. 

Additionally, GCSECA requests clarification as to whether and to what extent the record and 

findings in this docket will be binding on future ratemaking proceedings. 

OBJECTION TO JOINDER AND NOTICE REQUIREMENT 

GCSECA filed comments on November 13,20 15 responding to the Administrative Law 

Judge’s queries regarding notice, scope, and scheduling of the hearing to be held in this docket. 

’ GCSECA’s members include six utilities mandatorily joined by the Procedural Order at issue: Arizona Electric 
Power Cooperative, Inc. (“AEPCO”), Duncan Valley Electric Cooperative, Inc., Graham County Electric 
Cooperative, Inc., Navopache Electric Cooperative, Inc., Mohave Electric Cooperative, Inc., and Trico Electric 
Cooperative, Inc. Sulphur Springs Valley Electric Cooperative, Inc., also a GCSECA member, voluntarily 
intervened in this docket prior to the December 3 order. 
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At that time, GCSECA opposed any requirement that individual utilities publish or mail notice to 

their end-use customers because such notice is unnecessary and will create customer confusion 

as well as place a financial burden on the utilities that is unreasonable given the generic nature of 

this docket and hearing, The terms of the PO substantiate and magnify GCSECA’s initial 

concerns. 

Specifically, the public notice set forth in the PO states that the hearing “is intended to 

produce a factual record that will be available for the Commission to use in future proceedings 

for all Arizona electric public service corporations” and that the notice is being provided because 

the outcome of the hearing “may impact you as a customer.” As discussed below, the scope and 

binding nature of the hearing is unclear to GCSECA and its members even though they are 

familiar with the Commission’s practices and procedures. If entities that appear before the 

Commission on a regular basis are confused by this statement, there can be no doubt that end-use 

customers will be confused as well. Compounding the impropriety of issuing a confusing notice 

is the PO’s requirement that the individual utilities mail the notice directly to their customers on 

an expedited basis.2 Forcing individual utilities - especially rural electric cooperatives that 

operate with limited resources - to comply with this notice requirement is unfair and 

GCSECA also objects to the PO’s attempt to join “all Arizona jurisdictional electric 

utilities” as parties to this docket. Not only was the action‘taken without providing the utilities 

notice and an opportunity to be heard, but the PO does not cite any authority for mandating 

The PO was issued on December 3 and mailed to the utilities that had not sought intervention or consented to e- 
mail service. It requires that notice be mailed by December 30,2015 - a period of less than four weeks, including a 
holiday. Although the PO permits the utilities to distribute the notice as a bill insert, the December 30 deadline 
eliminates this option, thereby forcing utilities to incur the cost of a separate mailing. 

given their limited resources and the scheduling requirements of their third-party vendors. 
In fact, many of GCSECA’s members may be unable to complete a direct mailing by the December 30 deadline 
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participation in a generic docket, and GCSECA is unaware of any precedent for such an order. 

Even in the context of rulemaking dockets, utility joinder and participation are discretionary. 

Further, aside from using the utilities to mail the hearing notice to end-use customers, it is 

unclear what mandatory joinder in the docket will entail. Are all electric utilities required to 

prepare and submit individual cost of service studies or will the hearing focus on Arizona Public 

Service Company’s cost of service related to DG and non-DG customers? The former 

requirement places an onerous burden on utilities, especially rural cooperatives, that have no 

present intent to revise their net metering  tariff^.^ It is also unreasonable to force utilities with 

currently-pending rate cases to litigate their cost of service studies and proposed net metering 

revisions in duplicate dockets. Meanwhile, if the hearing will focus on APS, then it seems 

unnecessary to force all other electric utilities to participate in the docket. Finally, and as 

addressed in greater detail below, the PO does not indicate whether a mandatorily joined utility 

that does not actively participate in the generic proceeding does so at its peril. 

REQUEST FOR CLARIFICATION RE BINDING EFFECT OF HEARING 

Reflected in the above set of objections is a foundational issue that needs to be addressed, 

especially if the PO’s mandatory joinder provision stands. That issue is whether and to what 

extent the record and findings in this docket will be binding on future ratemaking proceedings. 

Several parties, including GCSECA, discussed this issue in their comments and argued 

that the findings in this docket should not be binding. Unfortunately, the PO does not address 

this issue directly or provide any clarification other than to indicate that the record will be 

“available” to the Commission in the future. On one hand, the PO’s mandatory joinder of all 

In fact, one of the cooperatives mandatorily joined to the docket - AEPCO - has no retail customers and, therefore, 
no direct interest in the topics of distributed generation or net metering. Thus, at a minimum, AEPCO should be 
removed as a party and relieved of the obligations imposed by the PO. 
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electric utilities indicates an intent to bind all such utilities. On the other hand, the abbreviated 

timeline for preparation of cost of service studies and testimony is inconsistent with creating the 

kind of fully-developed record necessary to bind parties in future rate cases. 

Further, even if the intent is to create some sort of binding record, additional clarification 

is needed as to which portions of the record will be binding. As discussed in GCSECA’s earlier 

comments, to the extent that the record is based on a particular utility’s cost data for a particular 

test year, the conclusions derived from that data cannot be binding on a future rate case with a 

new test year. Likewise, if the goal is to develop general, but still binding principles on the 

subject of distributed generation (including preferred methodologies or calculations), the 

appropriate procedural mechanism is a formal rulemaking docket, not this generic investigation 

docket. 

Given that the scope of this proceeding is so critical to the utilities and will dictate 

whether and to what extent they invest their time and resources in it, these issues require 

clarification as soon as possible. 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the foregoing, GCSECA respectfully requests that the Commission rescind the 

portions of the December 3,2015 Procedural Order (1) mandating joinder of all Arizona 

jurisdictional electric utilities and (2) requiring the utilities to mail the hearing notice to all their 

customers. Additionally, GCSECA requests that the Commission clarify the intended scope of 

this generic proceeding and, for the reasons stated herein, confirm that the record and findings in 

this docket will not be binding on the utilities, even those that elect to intervene in the docket. 

Lastly, given the aggressive deadlines established in the Procedural Order, GCSECA requests 

that the Commission consider these issues on an expedited basis. 
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 14th day of December, 20 1 5.  

GALLAGHER & KENNEDY, P.A. 

BY 

Phodix, Arizona 850 16-9225 
Attorneys for Grand Canyon State Electric 
Cooperative Association, Inc. 

Original and 13 copies filed this 
14th day of December, 2015, with: 

Docket Control 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Copies of the foregoing delivered this 
14th day of December, 2015, to: 

Commissioner Susan Bitter Smith, Chairman 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Commissioner Bob Stump 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Commissioner Bob Burns 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Commissioner Doug Little 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
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Commissioner Tom Forese 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Teena Jibilian, Administrative Law Judge 
Hearing Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Copies of the foregoing mailed this 
14th day of December, 201 5 to: 

Garry D. Hays 
Law Offices of Garry D. Hays, PC 
1702 E. Highland Avenue, Suite 204 
Phoenix, Arizona 8501 6 
ghays@,lawgdh.com 
Attorney for The Arizona Solar Deployment Alliance 

Jeffrey W. Crockett 
Crockett Law Group PLLC 
1702 E. Highland Avenue, Suite 204 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016 
jeff@,ieffcrockettlaw.com 
Attorney for Sulphur Springs Valley Electric 
Cooperative, Inc. 

Kirby Chapman, Chief Financial and Administrative Officer 
Jack Blair, Chief Member Services Officer 
Sulphur Springs Valley Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
3 11 E. Wilcox 
Sierra Vista, Arizona 85650 
kchapman@ssvec.com 
j blair@,ssvec.com - 
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Michael W. Patten 
Timothy J. Sabo 
Jason D. Gellman 
Snell & Wilmer, LLP 
One Arizona Center 
400 East Van Buren Street, Suite 1900 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 
mpatten@,swlaw.com - 

tsabo@,swlaw.com 
ipellman@,swlaw . com 
Attorneys for Tucson Electric Power Company and 
UNS Electric, Inc. 

Bradley S. Carroll 
Assistant General Counsel, State Regulatory 
Tucson Electric Power Company 
88 East Broadway Blvd., MS HQE910 
P. 0. Box 71 1 
Tucson, Arizona 85702 
Bcarroll@,tep.com 

Greg Patterson 
Munger Chadwick 
916 West Adams, Suite 3 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
greg@,azcpa.org; - Gpatterson3@,cox.net 
Attorney for The Arizona Competitive Power Alliance 

Timothy M. Hogan 
Arizona Center for Law in the Public Interest 
202 E. McDowell Road, Suite 153 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 
thogan@,aclpi. org 
Attorneys for Vote Solar and Western Resource Advocates 

Rick Gilliam 
Director of Research and Analysis 
Vote Solar 
1120 Pearl Street, Suite 200 
Boulder, Colorado 80302 
rick@,votesolar.org 
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3riana Kobor 
?rogram Director - DG Regulatory Policy 
Vote Solar 
360 22"d Street, Suite 730 
Dakland, California 946 12 
x-iana@votesolar.org - 

Ken Wilson 
Western Resource Advocates 
2260 Baseline Road, Suite 200 
Boulder, Colorado 80302 
ken.wilson@,westernresources, - org 

Copies of the foregoing emailed this 
14th day of December, 2015, to: 

Maureen A. Scott 
Legal Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
mscott@,azcc.gov - 

Matthew Laudone 
Legal Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
mlaudone@,azcc. qov 

Thomas Broderick, Director 
Utilities Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
tbroderick0,azcc. aov 

Terri Ford 
Utilities Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
tford0,azcc. gov 
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Richard Lloyd 
Utilities Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
rlloyd@azcc. ~ o v  

Daniel W. Pozefsky 
Residential Utility Consumer Office 
1 1 10 West Washington, Suite 220 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
dpozefsky@,azruco. - gov 
Attorney for Residential Utility Consumer Ofice (R UCO) 

Court S. Rich 
Rose Law Group, PC 
7144 E. Stetson Drive, Suite 300 
Scottsdale, Arizona 8525 1 
CRich@,RoseLawGroup.com - 

Attorney for The Alliance for Solar Choice (TASC) 

Thomas A. Loquvam 
Thomas. Mumaw 
Melissa Krueger 
Pinnacle West Capital Corporation 
P. 0. Box 53999, MS 8695 
Phoenix, Arizona 85072-3999 
Thomas. Loquvam@,pinnaclewest . com 
Thomas.Mumaw@,pinnaclewest .com 
Melissa.Krueger@Dinnaclewest.com 
Attorneys for Arizona Public Service Company 

Meghan H. Grabel 
Osborn Maledon, PA 
2929 N. Central Avenue, Suite 2100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012 
mgrabel@,omlaw.com 
Attorneys for Arizona Investment Council 

Gary Yaquinto, President & CEO 
Arizona Investment Council 
2 100 North Central Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 
gyaquinto@,arizonaic.org 
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Craig A. Marks 
Craig A. Marks, PLC 
10645 N. Tatum Blvd., Suite 200-676 
Phoenix, Arizona 85028 
Craia.MarksO,azbar.org 
Attorneys for Arizona Utility Ratepayer Alliance 

C. Webb Crockett 
Patrick J. Black 
Fennemore Craig, PC 
2394 E. Camelback Road, Suite 600 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-3429 
wcrocket@fclaw.com 
pblack@,fclaw.com - 

Attorneys for Freeport-McMoRan Copper cr Gol~ 
and Arizonans for Electric Choice and Competition 

nc. 

Dillon Holmes 
Clean Power Arizona 
9635 N. 7th Street, #47520 
Phoenix, Arizona 85067 
dillon@,cleanpoweraz.org 

Albert Gervenack, Vice President 
Sun City West Property Owners & Residents Association (PORA) 
138 15 Camino Del Sol 
Sun City West, AZ 85375 
vicepres@,porascw.org 
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