
1 0

1 2

11

1 3

1 4

1 5

20

1 7

1 6

2 1

1 8

1 9

2

4

3

5

1

6 Attorneys for Interveners IBEWLocal I I I6

7

8

9

LUBIN & ENOCH, P.C.
Nicholas J. Enoch, State Bar No. 016473
Jarrett J. Haskovec, State Bar No. 023926
Emily A. Tornabene, State Bar No. 030855
349 North Fourth Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Telephone: 602-234-0008
Facsimile: 602-626-3586
Email: nick@lubinandenoch.com

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION )
OF TUCSON ELECTRIC POWER )
COMPANY FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT 3
OF JUST AND REASONABLE RATES AND)
CHARGES DESIGNED TO REALIZE A
REASONABLE RATE OF RETURN ON
THE FAIR VALUE OF THE PROPERTIES
OF TUCSON ELECTRIC POWER
COMPANY DEVOTED TO ITS
OPERATIONS THROUGHOUT THE
STATE OF ARIZONA AND FOR RELATED
APPROVALS .

0p~\GiNl>\\~

of Intervention dated December 14, 2015 (p. 3), Intervenor, the International Brotherhood of
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this  25th da y of Augus t, 2016.

LUBIN & ENOCH, P .C.

3

4 Emily A. Toma be ne , Esq.
Attorneys  for Inte rvene rs

5
Origina l and thirteen (13 copie s) of IBEW 11 la 's  Surrebutta l Tes timony filed this  25th of

6 Augus t, 2016, with:
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8
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1200 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-2996
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1 Q1. Please state your name and business address.

2 AL. Scott Northrup. My bus iness  address  is  4601 South Butte rfie ld Drive , Tucson, Arizona

85714.
3

4 QS. Are you the same Scott Northrup whose direct testimony was filed in this docket on

5
J une 3, 2016.

6 AS . Ye s .

7

8
QS. On whose behalf are you filing your Surrebuttal Testimony?

9 AS .

1 0

My S urre butta l Te s timony is  file d on be ha lf of IBEW Loca l 1116 ("IBEW" or the

"Union").

11
Q4. What is the purpose of your testimony?

1 2

A4.
1 3

1 4

My Surrebutta l Tes timony addresses  the  Rebutta l Tes timony filed on beha lf of TEP. In

pa rticula r, I will re spond to Susan Gray, Kenton Grant, and Frank Marino. In addition, I

will address  IBEX's  pos ition on the  Se ttlement Agreement Regarding Revenue

Requirement filed by TEP .
1 5

16 Qs.
1 7

1 8

1 9

In her Rebuttal Testimony, Susan Gray states that "TEP has maintained an

exemplary safety and reliability record for the past several years" and that she

"absolutely disagree[s]" that there has been a marked deterioration in the reliability

and safety of TEP's operations. Do you have any examples that would support your

position?

20

2 1
A5.

22

23

Ye s . Sha ve  se ve ra l e xa mple s  tha t a re  illus tra tive  of IBEX's  sa fe ty a nd re lia bility

conce rns . To begin, TEP is  utilizing an antiqua ted and obsole te  4kv dis tribution sys tem.

This  type  of equipment is  nea rly identica l to wha t was  used in the  l800's , not 2016. In

fa ct, Thomas  Edison's  firs t ins ta lla tions  were  ve ry s imila r to the  sys tem tha t TEP is

24 1



1

2

3

4

opera ting. In addition, the re  is  not a  fuse  on the  transformer, ra ther, it is  connected

directly to the  ma in line . Wha t this  means  is  tha t when it does  fa il, an employee  will

have  to open the  circuit breaker a t the  substa tion to clear the  fault, thereby causing a

much grea te r outage . Thus, not only is  the  outda ted system unsafe , it directly impacts

TEP 's  a bility to de live r re lia ble  se rvice .

5

6

7

8

9

Anothe r example  involves  an old, rotted e lectrica l pole . Typica lly, when a  bad or rotted

pole  is  replaced, the  old pole  has  to be  removed or 'pulled.' The  picture  a ttached as

Exhibit A shows a  rotted pole  and a  new pole  s ide-by-s ide . The  da te  on the  new pole  is

2012, which means tha t in a ll like lihood the  rotted pole  has  been s itting for 4 years

without having been pulled. This  rotted pole  presents  a  s ignificant danger a s  it could fa ll

a t any time . It needs  to be  removed.

10

11

12

13

14

There  is  a  transformer that is  well over 40 years old a t Warehouse  Substa tion 2029 E. 20th

St. This  transfonner has  been leaking oil for many yea rs , if not decades . Ra the r than fix

the  leak or replace  the  transformer, TEP placed a  piece  of plywood down so tha t people

would not s ink into the  soil. This  oil leak is  dangerous , it presents  se rious  environmenta l

issues, and the  transformer should have  been replaced years  ago. A picture  of this

transformer is  a ttached as  Exhibit B.
15

16

1 7

18

19

Attached here to as  Exhibit C is  a  picture  of a  13.8 feeder riser tha t is  connected to the

substa tion bus . Industry s tandards  ca ll for this  to be  protected by a  600A breaker be low

the  main breaker in the  switch gear. When this  cable  fa ils , the  fault will have  to be

cleared by firs t trave ling through, and possibly damaging, the  substa tion transformer and

tripping the  l38kv bre d<e r on the  prima ry s ide .

20

21

22

Also, TEP is  us ing cables  tha t a re  we ll ove r 20 yea rs  old - the  indus try s tandard. In fact,

some cables  appear to be  40 years  old. In one  incident an old cable  was shie lded with a

separa te  neutra l so fault indica tors  were  used. The  shie lding was in such a  degraded

condition tha t the  fault indica tors  did not go off and actua lly gave  a  fa lse  reading.
23

24 2



1

2

3

4

According to the  fault indica tors , the  bad section was be tween the  transformer and the

riser. When the  employee  isola ted tha t section of the  cable  and closed a t the  normal

condition to res tore  power, an a rc fla sh occurred. The  'B' pos ition e lbow and bushing

fa iled ca tas trophica lly which re sulted in a  second 8000-volt a rc fla sh. This  could have

caused the  employees  involved to suffe r severe  bums or even a  fa ta lity. A picture  of the

e lbow is  a ttached as  Exhibit D.
5

6

7

8

TEP has  many substa tion transformers  tha t a re  a t 60% of ra ted capacity. Industry

standards are  to build a  new feeder line  when a  current one  is  a t 60% capacity. Outdated

and overloaded equipment crea te  se rious sa fe ty and re liability problems. The  most recent

example  of this  was the  massive  outage  a t Hart Substa tion in Green Valley.
9

10

11

1 2

1 3

Fina lly, in Susan Gray's  Rebutta l Tes timony a  Tota l Recordable  Incident Ra te  chart is

included to demonstra te  the  number of recordable  injuries . The  number of injuries  tha t

occurred throughout the  entire  year during 2012 was 0.08 per 100 workers . The  number

of injurie s  tha t occurred in the  firs t s ix months  of 2016 was  1.59 pe r 100 worke rs . This  is

nea rly double  the  amount of injurie s  in ha lf the  amount of time . An increase  in numbers

of this  magnitude  is  a la rming.
14

1 5 QS.

1 6

1 7

Susan Grey states that you contradict yourself in your Direct Testimony when you

assert that TEP does not have enough linemen per customer as Central Hudson and

later state that crews do not have enough work to stay busy. Do you believe that

these statements are contradictory?
1 8

1 9 A6.

20

2 1

22

No. The  reason crews do not have  enough work to s tay busy is  because  TEP is  assigning

the  work to subcontractors  like  S turgeon and Adkins . These  subcontractors  a re

comple ting enough work to s ta ff three  crews. While  TEP cla ims tha t the  use  of

subcontractors is  due to the  inconsistent nature  of the  work, this  has not been the  case .

Over the  past three  years the  amount of subcontracted work has not declined.

23

24 3



1 QS. In her Rebuttal Testimony, Susan Grey claims that TEP maintains records for all

substation breakers. Has the Union ever requested these records?
2

3
A7.

4

5

6

7

Yes. The Union requested breaker maintenance  records for the  northeast substa tion after

an incident occurred there . TEP could not provide  any records  in response  to the  Union's

request. Additiona lly, substa tion employees  have  s ta ted tha t TEP does  not mainta in

records  unless  it is  a  "CIP" critica l breaker. Fina lly, because  the  Journeyman Substa tion

Ele ctricia n pos ition is  insufficie ntly s ta ffe d, it is  imposs ible  for TEP  to prope rly ma inta in

a ll of the  breakers .

8

QB.
9

1 0

Susan Grey does not agree with your statement that Designers and Designer

Apprentices are not qualified. Do you have any further explanation for this

statement?

11
AB.

1 2

13

1 4

Yes . The  Des ign Depa rtment a t TEP is  critica lly low on Des igne rs , and his torica lly TEP

has  been dangerously s low on replacing Designers  who have  le ft or re tired. The  two

Dis tribution Des ign contractors  tha t TEP recently hired have  no tra ining on TEP 's

system, tools  or s tandards . Though they have  been working for severa l months , they

have  produced no work. This  is  disconce rting.
1 5

16 QS.

1 7

In your Direct Testimony you expressed concerns about TEP subcontracting work.

Do you have any specific examples of how subcontracting work has caused

problems at TEP?
1 8

19 A9.

20

Re ce ntly, the re  wa s  a n incide nt in Kins ma n whe re  a  S turge on cre w wa s  working in a

s ubs ta tion, a nd the  cre w viola te d the  Lock Out/ Ta g Out proce dure . The  cre w did not ge t

cle a ra nce  from TEP  a nd only ha d it from AP S . This  is  e xtre me ly da nge rous .
2 1

22

23

24 4



1 A10.

2

You express concerns regarding the "aging workforce" problem and TEP's

workforce planning 'initiatives in your Direct Testimony. Do you have anything else

that you would like to add to explain your concerns?
3

4 A10.

5

6

7

8

9

1 0

Yes. TEP gave  a  presenta tion to the  Union regarding its  workforce  planning for the

Tra nsmiss ion & Dis tribution group. A summa ry of this  proce ss  is  be low:

1. TEP looks  a t the  past three  years ' worth of work, overtime , outages ,

re tirees, apprentice  levels , s tone outages and repairs , contracted out

work, P riority A, B, and C work, and seve ra l othe r factors .

2. TEP  looks  a t the  following items  for the  next two to three  yea rs :

employees  who could re tire , improvement projects , apprentice  leve ls ,

expected Opera tion & Maintenance , estimates of s torm damage,

Priority A, B, and C. TEP then se ts  the  goals  based on this

11

1 2

1 3

1 4

1 5

1 6

informa tion.

TEP runs  a ll of this  information through a  formula  tha t indica tes  how many employees  to

hire  to mee t a ll of the  crite ria  it se t.

The  flaw in this  planning process  is  tha t it genera lly takes  5 years  to tum out an

apprentice  to a  Journeyman. Afte r tha t, a  Journeyman typica lly needs 3-5 years  of experience

before  be ing fully tra ined. TEP does  not hire  apprentices  or any new barga ining employees  until

someone  re tires . Sometimes  they do not replace  the  position a t a ll. This  prohibits  any pass ing

on of knowledge  in the  areas tha t do not have  apprenticeships. There  have  been employees with

30 plus years  of experience  who have  departed from TEP without passing any knowledge  a long.
1 7

1 8 Q11.

1 9

In their Rebuttal Testimony, Frank Marino and Kenton Grant state that they are

not aware of any cross-subsidization of UNS by TEP. Do you have an example of

the cross-subsidization you reference?
20

2 1
Al1 . Yes . A s imple  example  occurs  in the  cus tomer se rvice  department. Even though TEP

22
and UNS mainta in two separa te  te lephone  lines  for the ir customers , UNS customers

23
frequently phone the  TEP line . These  customers are  assisted by TEP representa tives.

524



1 Q12. Do you believe that a 2% union increase for 2017 is reasonable like Kenton Grant

2 s ta tes  in his  Direc t Tes timony?

3 A l l . Yes. While  the  Union be lieves tha t TEP should have  requested a  la rger revenue

4 requirement, the  Union is  in accord with TEP rega rding the  2% union increase . The

5 Union does  not agree  with a  2% non-union increase  due  to the  ins tability inherent in

6 be ing a t-will employees . The  Union was  not a  s igna tory to the  Se ttlement Agreement

7 Regarding Revenue  Requirement, and it is  unclear from tha t agreement how TEP is

8 trea ting this  increase .

9 Q13. Why do you believe that TEP should have requested a larger revenue requirement?

10 A l l . Given the  express  concerns about the  aged infrastructure  coupled with the  overa ll safe ty

1 1 and re liability issues  TEP has  experienced, the  Union be lieves  tha t TEP is  entitled to a

1 2 la rger amount. Mainta ining the  s ta tus  quo is  not in the  best inte res t of TEP pa trons , TEP

1 3 employees , and the  overa ll public.

14 Q14. Does this conclude your Surrebuttal Testimony?

15 A14. Ye s .

1 6

1 7

1 8

1 9

20

2 1

22

23

24 6



1 Q1. Please state your name and business address.

2 Al. Sarita  Mora les . My bus iness  address  is  4601 South Butte rfie ld Drive , Tucson, Arizona

85714.
3

4 QS. Have you previous ly filed tes timony in this  docke t?

5 AS . No .

6

7
QS. Wha t is  your pos ition  with  IBEW Loc a l 1116?

8 AS .

9

My title  is  Bus iness  Representa tive . In tha t capacity, inte r a lia , I work dire ctly with the

customer service  representa tives in the  ca ll center.

1 0

Q4. On whos e  beha lf a re  you filing your Surrebutta l Tes timony?
11

1 2 A4. My Surre butta l Te s timony is  file d on be ha lf of IBEW Loca l 1116

1 3

Q5.
14

What is  the  purpos e  of your tes timony?

1 5 A5. My Surrebutta l Tes timony addresses  the  Rebutta l Tes timony filed by Denise  Smith.

1 6

QS.
17

1 8

In her Rebuttal Testimony, Denise Smith states that the part-time customer service

representatives have significantly contributed to the customer service TEP provides.

Do you agree?

1 9

A6.
20

No. The  part-time customer service  representa tives  have  crea ted havoc in the  customer

service  department.

2 1

22
QS. In what way have the part-time customer service representatives created havoc?

23

24 7



1 A7.

2

3

4

5

6

These  part-time customer service  representa tives  a re  quite  limited in the  types of ca lls

they can take . For some reason, they a re  only a llowed to handle  ca lls  re la ted to billing.

However, billing issues  can be  some of the  most involved ca lls  tha t a  customer se rvice

representa tive  handles . The  part-time  representa tives  only rece ive  two weeks  of tra ining

and are  unequipped to handle  these  ca lls . Because  they are  given such limited tra ining,

the  part-time representa tives require  a  grea t dea l of hands on tra ining from core

employees. The  result is  tha t the  core  employees are  pulled away from the  phones to

conduct this  tra ining, but they a re  not given any credit for this  time .

7

8

9

1 0

11

1 2

1 3

Also, when the  part-time representa tives cannot successfully handle  a  ca ll, the  assistance

of a  core  employee  is  required. What genera lly happens is  tha t a  core  employee  will take

over the  ca ll (usua lly an ira te  or highly confused customer) and resolve  the  issues . This

takes  a  grea t dea l of time . The  core  employee  does  not ge t credit for ta lk time  re la ted to

the  ca ll, or even for be ing on the  ca ll itse lf. The  credit goes  to the  pa rt-time

representa tive  who fa iled to re solve  the  is sue . Not only is  this  unfa ir, but it is  forcing

core  employees  off the  phones  and se riously impacting the ir ability to mee t the ir

pe rformance  goa ls . Additiona lly, core  employees  a re  spending much of the ir time

cleaning up the  errors that the  part-time representa tives caused.
1 4

1 5

1 6

1 7

1 8

1 9

There  a re  sa fe ty implica tions  a s  we ll. Despite  be ing so limited in the ir dutie s , the  pa rt-

time  representa tives  answer a ll of TEP 's  ca lls . TEP and UNS have  two separa te

te lephone  numbers . Notwithstanding this  fact, customers  frequently use  both numbers

inte rchangeably. It is  not uncommon for a  customer experiencing a  gas  emergency to

ca ll the  TEP number. If a  part-time  representa tive  rece ives  one  of these  ca lls , the  ca ll

must be  put back into the  cue , ge tting bounced around the  system, until it reaches an

employee  who can handle  it. Not only is  this  ine fficient, it is  extreme ly dange rous .
20

2 1

22

All of these  issues have caused a  marked decrease  in morale  in the  customer service

department.

23

24 8



1 Q8. Does this conclude your Surrebuttal Testimony?

2 AB. Ye s .

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

1 0

11

1 2

13

1 4

1 5

1 6

1 7

1 8

1 9

20

2 1

22

23

24 9
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