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It seems extraordinary and unconscionable to me that Tucson Electric Power can now ask for rate relief for
the Company’s unforeseen losses supposedly sustained as a result of customer use of solar power to
generate electricity when it was TEP who incentivized that use in the first place. For example, we installed
our system on April 20, 2011 based largely on TEP’s incentive program touted by them at that time. Section
D of our Up Front Incentive Renewable Energy Purchase Agreement (available upon request) clearly states:
“To further Company’s [TEP’s] continuing commitment to develop and encourage the use of renewable
energy resources and to better ensure compliance with regulatory requirements, Company has implemented
a REC purchase program to provide financial incentives to its customers to install renewable generating
equipment...."” Accordingly, we received a $12,360 incentive payment from TEP which was applied to our
cost of $38,934 for system installation. There is nothing whatsoever in the contract we signed indicating that
TEP will raise rates to offset any future company losses due to customer generation of solar energy. If TEP
is permitted to raise rates or apply solar surcharges to systems already in place, thus eroding our payback
calculations and our system’s financial functionality, then we should be permitted to cancel our 20 year
contract with them, remove our system, and be reimbursed for our investment losses. This only seems fair if
the original cost-saving advantages are no longer to be in effect for us. The Company’s failure to foresee the
impact of their solar incentivizing program should not be a solar customer problem nor does it seem
equitable to pass on any Company losses to other customers who do not have solar facilities. Rate
increases made necessary by increases in non solar related Company costs are an entirely different issue
than increases that derive from the Company’s apparent misjudgment of the bottom line impact of this

renewable energy technology. | strongly oppose any rate relief the Company seeks as a result of its
avoidable and foreseeable solar related losses.
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