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Arizona Comorati iSi
Sent: Thursday, May 05, 2016 5:25 PM D QEKQQ_ 'CTQT'T?’?OH
“fn:é-a- f_: B
To: Utilities Div - Mailbox <UtilitiesDiv@azcc.gov>

MAY 12 2016
Subject: Reject new SSVEC fixed fees! >
| =8 = W
Dear Commissioner Arizona Corporation Commission, =) r‘: o=,
e o~
e -
| urge you to reject Sulphur Springs Valley Electric Cooperative’s proposal in dockg} "3015%5%15-0312.
o - i

The proposed fixed fees for solar customers are the highest we have ever seen proposed in the state.
Raising fees 286% is a punitive and arbitrary attempt to block solar adoption. If passed, the solar industry
would be forced out of the territory, threatening solar jobs and eliminating energy choice for all members of
the cooperative. Additionally, this excessive fee would render current solar savings in the territory mute,
leaving homeowners upside down in their investment.

Attempting to collect lost revenue from your ratepayers who are elderly, on fixed incomes, or low-income is
just bad business. A 143% increased fixed fee on the residential class is also detrimental to these residents
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as it is to the solar customers.

I urge you to reject this proposal. Please protect the interests of the cooperative's members. These drastic
fee increases are not in our best interest.

Regards,

1. JoDee Strickler, 2. Byron Porretta, 3. Pamela Long, 4. Michael Shuford, 5. Joan Edelman, 6. Peggy
dobbs, 7. Mary Adams, 8. Jason Meisoner, 9. Dawn Cussins, 10. Jody Sackmann, 11. Dean Penn, 12.
Dianna Trotsky, 13. S. Rae Eeiler, 14. Gary Brauchla, 15. Karen Mayberry, 16. Belda Chissay, 17. Juan
Rubio, 18. Jay Hart, 19. Gary Wiseman, 20. Troy Tingle, 21. William Callister, 22. Esther Leithmann, 23.
Chris Hill, 24. Bruce Norris, 25. Sandra Erhardt, 26. Sharon Cochran, 27. Annette Anderson, 28. Martha
Calkins, 29.Cypert, 30. Karen Sartain, 31. Brenda Bell, 32. Earnestine Ruiz, 33. Kenneth Lenz, 34.
Stephani Stephenson, 35. Angela Pasiey, 36. Dianne Spinney, 37. Steven Deskins, 38. Carol Bunnell,
39. Calvin King;,

Investigation
Date: Analyst: Submitted By: Type:
5/9/2016 Jenny Gomez Telephone Investigation

Noted and filed for the record in Docket Control.
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