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INTRODUCTION

Bruce  Plenk, an individual intervenor in this  case , hereby submits  this

19 pos t-he a ring brie f on s e ve ra l s e le c te d is s ue s . Fa ilure  to  dis cus s  a ny othe r

20 issues in this  brief should not be taken as  agreement to any other parties '

21 pos ition on thos e  othe r is s ue s . Ma ny of the  is s ue s  in this  ca s e  a re  s ignifica nt

22 as to fundamental fa irness  to a ll ra tepayers  as  well as  critical to the

23 development of additional solar resources  in Arizona, which should be  the

24 fundamenta l underlying policy perspective  in this  matter. Such development

25 wit] ass is t a ll Arizona res idents  in preserving the  environment and

26 re s ponding to clima te  cha nge  a nd globa l wa rming. In a ddition, the

27 expansion of affordable  e lectric service  to TEP's  low income cus tomers

28 must be  a  high priority as  well.

.2
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1 TEP's  proposals  in this  matter are  detrimenta l to the  expansion of

2 non-company owned solar, one  essentia l e lement in Arizona 's  solar

3 portfolio. They are  a lso not he lpful in providing necessary new ideas  for

4 affordable  e lectric service  to TEP's  low income customers . TEP's  cus tomers

5 deserve better.

6
7
8

9

I The; monthly residential service charge; should ten;ain_ at
$10.00

In this  case, TEP has proposed a massive increase in the monthly

10 customer charge  for res identia l cus tomers , initia lly proposing a  100%

11 increase  from $10.00 to $20.00. Over the  course  of filing rebutta l and

12 ra j binde r te s timony a nd fina lly in te s timony a t the  he a ring, the  Compa ny ha s

13 now resta ted its  position as  seeking a  monthly service  charge of $15.00, but

14 only if another of the ir proposa ls , changing the  number of tie rs  for

15 res identia l service  from four to two is  adopted. If more  than two tie rs  a re

16 adopted, as  urged by many parties , the Company wants the charge to go up

17 to $20, the original excessive proposal. 1

18 Ma ny witne s s e s  criticize d the  huge  incre a s e  in the  cus tome r cha rge ,

19 pointing out tha t such an increase  viola ted the  bas ic utility regula tion

20 principle  of gradualism to an excessive degree. In addition, several witnesses

1 See testimony of Craig Jones, Tr. at 2623
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1 including Bla tz 29 Schlegels , and Zwick4 ro used keeping the  charge  a tg p  p

2 $10, despite  their s tudies  showing it should actually be  lower. Others ,

3

4

including RUCO, sugges ted varying amounts , a ll lower than the  company's

$15-20 proposal.5

5 The Company's  reasoning for dramatically increas ing the  basic

6 customer charge was clear: increase and stabilize revenue. In fact, Witness

7 Bla tz ca lcula ted tha t if the  full $20/month charge  was  adopted, TEP would

8 be assured of a large additional amount of revenue, perhaps as much as $43

9 million, whe ther it sold any e lectricity or not. 6 As  he  put it, this  would be

10 good for the  Company but not for the  cus tomer.

11 The problem with this  approach, again as  discussed by numerous

12 witnesses, is  that an increase in fixed charges is  paired with a  decrease in

13 volumetric charges , which decreases  the  cus tomer's  ability to control the ir

14 bill. This , a long with the  a lready approved ra te  increase , is  the  "double

15 whammy" one  witness  reported. And the  whammy is  rea lly more  than

16 doubled if other proposed charges are adopted, such as the meter charge for

17 DG (dis tributed genera tion, aka  solar) cus tomers . Luckily, the  Company,

2 Tr. at 498
3 SWEEP-2 at 4
4 ACAA-2 at 10, Tr. at 613
5 RUCO-11 at 4-5
6 Tr. at 495
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following the  Commiss ion's  Order in the  UNSE case , has  agreed to drop the

last whammy, mandatory residential demand charges.7

3 Even without the demand charge, the large increase in the Basic

4 Service (customer) Charge and the drop in volumetric rates  serve as  a

5 dis incentive  to customers  interes ted in adding solar or energy efficiency

6

7

improvements  to their home or business  by extending the  payback period.

Even Company Witness  Tillman agreed with this  conce rns  Such a  policy

8 would result in fewer sola r and energy e fficiency ins ta lla tions  in Arizona ,

9 contrary to the  s ta te 's  policy of encouraging conservation and the  important

10 concept of s lowing climate  change  and improving our environment.

11 II '[EP's proposals for low income customers must be altered to

12 truly assist these customers

13 TEP has  proposed several changes in exis ting policy to help low

14 income customers meet their bills . These proposals  have some valuable

15 aspects  but fa ll far short of what should be done to assis t these customers. In

16 addition, low income cus tomers  have  his torica lly been le ft out of TEP 's

17 solar offerings  and should be  included in some fashion. Finally, the  proposed

18 changes for all residential customers (increased basic sen/ice charge

7 However, these are still an issue for some commercial users who will be subject
to such charges for the first time, including many schools, cities and county if
TEP's proposal for such rate changes is adopted.
1 Tr. at 683
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1 especially) will have an especially negative effect on those least able  to

2 modulate  their e lectric bills , despite  best efforts . 9

3 For the reasons set forth above and emphasized especially by ACCA

4 Witness  Zwick, low income customers  would be  the  most affected by the

5 50-100% proposed increase in the customer charge because this  would

6 increase  their energy burden dramatica lly and would be  regress ive  policy. In

7 this , Witness  Zwick agrees  with SWEEP

8 other witnesses  tha t such an increase  would make it more  difficult for low

9 income customers  to control and thus  pay their bills  and suggested that the

10 charge  remain a t $10.00."

11 TEP has  proposed changes  in the  Life line  programs offered to low

12 income customers . But the  bigges t problem remains  the  lack of participation:

13 only about 20% of e ligible  cus tomers  now participa te  in this  important and

14 worthwhile  program. Obvious ly, to make  it e ffective , this  participa tion ra te

15 must increase  and the  program modified to be tte r utilize  the  funding

16 available  for the  program, which should be  increased in any event. The

17 option suggested by Witness  Zwick to increase enrollment seems almost

18 obvious : automatic enrollment in TEP 's  Life line  program when cus tomers

g

10 Tr. at613,ACAA-2 at 10
11 Tr. at 613

See e g., Tr. at 502 (Baatz), Tr. at 567 (Schlegel)
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1 are  certified for bill ass is tance through one of several local agencies If the

2 customers  need ass is tance  with their bill, they are  a lmost certa inly qualified

3 for the  Life line  program. Cus tomers  could, of course , decline  to pay those

4 lower ra tes after automatic enrollment, but tha t seems extremely unlike ly.

5 Since  SRP has  such a  program in effect with few privacy or other

6 concems,13 such a program should be ordered for TEP. Finally regarding

7 Lifeline, the  program should be tiered as  Witness  Zwick suggested, to assure

8 the  lowest ra tes  are  available  for those  most in needs  and the  overall funded

9 inc re a s e d.

10 No witness  disputed the  fact tha t few low income households  have

11 solar equipment or participate  in TEP's  community solar programs such as

12 Bright Tucson Community Sola r. TEP Witness  Hutchins  sa id he  would

13 support new programs to increase  solar penetra tion among TEP's  low

14 income customers. 15 Such a program could include donating panels  to low

15 income customers , offering panels  a t a  subsidized low cost, paying part of

16 le a s e  or loa n pa yme nts  for pa ne ls , or pos s ibly cre a ting s e pa ra te  progra ms  for

17 low income  multifamily hous ing buildings . And a  pilot program of this  sort

12 Tr. at 617
13 This automatic enrollment would likely actually reduce the administrative costs
of the program for TEP since the other agency would handle the enrollment
process.
14 Tr. at 618
15 Tr. at 292-s
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1 might even include  transfe rring some funds  from the  Life line  budget to

2 s tudy direct solar support for low income customers ,l6 an idea Company

3 witnesses  agreed would be  worthwhile  to s tudy. Financing could a lso come

4 from a small increase  in the  REST charge that would be earmarked for this

5 purpose , from "end of year" ne t metering payments  to DG customers  or a

6 variety of other sources .

7 It is  high time  for a  low income sola r program to be  ins tituted in TEP

8 te rritory. MASH and SASH are  success ful Ca lifornia  programs ordered by

9 the  CPUC to assure  tha t low income utility cus tomers  can benefit from the

10 installa tion of solar. These programs have been successful and were recently

11 renewed. 17 Arizona has  never had such a  program but it is  well within the

12 authority of the  Commiss ion to order TEP to es tablish such a  pilot, s tudy its

13 impacts  on a ll cus tomers  and its  e ffects  particularly on low income TEP

14 customers . Doing so in this  case  would be  timely.

15 Such a  program would help end the current system which, as

16 Compa ny Witne s s  Tillma n te s tifie d ".
. .tend[s ]to benefit the  upper, middle

17 to upper income custo1ners ."18 Sharing the benefits  of solar with low income

18 cus tomers  could a lso be  achieved by authorizing third party community

16

17

18

Tr. at 293 (Hutchins), Tr. at 684-5 (Tilghman)
See, http://wvvw.Iowincomesolar.org/models/multi-family-califomia/
Tr. at 684
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1 sola r programs only for (or with a  des igna ted portion for) low income

2 customers  or by eamlarking a  percentage  of the  Bright Solar Community

3 Solar project, the  RCS program or the  proposed TORS program (if

4 approved) for low income customers. These carve outs  would be the easiest

5 way to get solar to low income customers and should be started as soon as

6 poss ible  if the  expanded RCS and/or TORS go forward and/or third party

7 community solar programs are  approved in this  or a  la ter proceeding.

8 I I I TEP's  res identia l ra te  tiers  s hould  be  reduced from four to  three ,

9 not two

10 Another aspect of TEP's  proposal tha t would hurt low users  and only

11 benefit high kph users  is  the  Company's  proposa l to e limina te  the  top two

12

13

tiers  of the  res identia l class . I support the  proposal of SWEEP/WRA Witness

Baatzlg and RUCO Witness  Hubert to modify TEP 's  present res identia l ra te

14 des ign to include  three  tie rs , e liminating the  highes t tie r but re jecting TEP's

15 proposal to go to a  two tie r des ign. This  will encourage  conservation and

16 send the appropriate  price s ignal to TEP customers.

17

18

19

19

20
Tr. at 499-500
RUCO-10 at 23-27
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1

2 IV No fee should be imposed for meters for new solar cust0m_ers

3

4

Various parties  have proposed a solar meter fee of up to $8.62 per

month for new solar customers .21 This  would supposedly cover the

5 additional cost of insta lling a  second meter a t the  home or business  that had

6 a photovolta ic system. Yet numerous witnesses  tes tified that there  was no

7 need or value to the  customer of having this  second meter. Witness  Koch, a

8 solar ins ta lle r, tes tified tha t his  company routine ly ins ta lled sola r monitoring

9 systems that customers could access via cell phone or otherwise and that his

10 company monitors  as  well, but a ll of the  information comes  directly from the

11 inve rte r a nd not from the  s e cond me te r. In  fa ct, s o la r cus tome rs  a re  re quire d

12 by TEP to pay for the  meter base  ins ta lla tion and disconnect so that the  TEP

13 meter can be installed. 22 Yet Company Witness Jones described the use of

14 the  production meter as  primarily for the  Company to comply with REST

15 rules  and ga ther infonnation for the  LFCR23, ne ither of which is  of specific

16 benefit to the  solar owner. Nonethe less , TEP wants  them to pay for this

17 me te r.

21 For example Company Witness Jones proposed the $8.62 figure (TEP-32 at
23-24). Vote Solar Witness Kobor proposed a $2.00/month figure. (Tr. at 2129)

Tr. at 1789-91
23 Tr. at 2833-4

c
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1 In addition, if the  Company's  proposal were  adopted, this  fee  a lone

2 would add over $100 per year to the cost of a  solar system, putting up one

3 more hurdle  for Arizona ra tepayers , extending the  payback period for solar

4 and discouraging TEP cus tomers  from going solar with a ll of its

5 enviromnental and socie ta l benefits .

6 This  is  s imply another example  of the  many in this  case  where  a  TEP

7 proposal is  economically beneficia l to the  Company and perhaps  its

8 s tockholders , but is  certa inly not beneficia l to ra tepayers  and has  not been
L

9 jus tified in this  record.

10 CONCLUS ION

11 In this  combined case the Commission is  asked to increase rates  for a ll

12 customers, change TEP's  rate  design and adopt a  variety of new charges that

13 will impact future  solar cus tomers  and the  solar indus try in Southern

14 Arizona. I urge the  Commission to keep the Basic Customer Charge as  is ,

15 which will a llow cus tomers  more  control over the ir bills  and encourage  the

16 ins ta lla tion of solar and energy efficiency devices . I a lso urge  the

17 Commission to keep three tiers  in the residentia l ra te , a lso to encourage

18 conservation of resources. There should be no charge for a  second meter for

19 solar customers , s ince  they derive  no benefit from the  additional meter.

20 Finally, TEP's  low income programs should be  revised. Customers  who

11
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qualify for bill ass is tance  should automatica lly be  enrolled for Life line , the

funding should be  increased to a t leas t $3.5 million, and portions  of TEP's

3 Bright Solar Community Solar program, as  well as  portions  of the  proposed

4 RCS and TORS programs, if approved, should be  eamlarked for low income

5 customers . This  will help these  customers  meet their e lectricity needs and

6 bring them into the  solar age .

7 Respectiidly submitted this  19th day of October, 2016.
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