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1 INTRODUCTION

2

3

Although sola r ra te  de s ign a nd ne t me te ring is sue s  ha ve  be e n de fe rre d to

P ha s e  2, a  s ola r me te r fe e  a nd the  RP S  Cre dit Option re ma in a t is s ue  in P ha s e  1. The

4
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8

9

10

1 1

12

1 3

Commiss ion should a lso de fe r the se  proposa ls  to Pha se  2 so it ca n compre he ns ive ly

a na lyze  a ll of the  s ola r propos a ls  in one  proce e ding. But if the  Commis s ion

ne ve rthe le s s  wis he s  to imple me nt a  me te r fe e  or the  RP S  Cre dit Option a t this  time , it

s hould s ignifica ntly improve  the  propos a ls  to re fle ct a ctua l cos ts  a nd to provide  the

gre a te s t be ne fits  for sola r cus tome rs , non-sola r cus tome rs , a nd Tucson Ele ctric P owe r

Compa ny ("TEP ").

While  Vote  S ola r s upports  TEP 's  commitme nt to fully gra ndfa the r e xis ting

re s ide ntia l s ola r cus tome rs  from ha rmful ra te  de s ign cha nge s , gra ndfa the ring re ma ins

a n is s ue  for ma ny e xis ting comme rcia l s ola r cus tome rs . Unde r TEP 's  propos a l,

e xis ting S GS  sola r cus tome rs  who a re  force d to move  to the  MGS  cla s s  would not be

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

fully gra ndfa the re d. And e ve n more  troubling, e xis ting S GS  s ola r cus tome rs  who move

to the  LGS  cla s s  would not be  gra ndfa the re d a t a ll. To a void this  ine quita ble  outcome ,

a ll e xis ting S GS  s ola r cus tome rs  s hould be  fully gra ndfa the re d onto the  S GS  ra te .

TEP 's  proposa ls  to incre a se  the  ba s ic s e rvice  cha rge  a nd e limina te  the  uppe r

two re s ide ntia l tie rs  s hould a ls o be  re je cte d. The  Commis s ion s hould not a pprove

the se  proposa ls  be ca use  the y would discoura ge  rooftop sola r a nd e ne rgy e fficie ncy, a nd

the y would a lso ha ve  a  re gre s s ive  impa ct on low-usa ge  a nd low-income  cus tome rs .

21 AR G UME NT

22 1 . THE COMMISSION SHOULD NOT REQUIRE NEW SOLAR
CUSTOMERS TO PAY A METER FEE.

23

24 TEP  a nd the  Re s ide ntia l Utility Cons ume r Office  ("RUCO") ha ve  propos e d

me te r fe e s  for ne w s ola r cus tome rs  tha t would ra nge  from $6 pe r month to $9.13 pe r25

v

26 month. The s e  me te r fe e s  would be  fa r gre a te r tha n the  $1.58 pe r month me te r fe e
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1

2

3

recently approved in the UNS Electric ("UNSE") rate case. Because these proposals

implicate  solar rate  design issues and would significantly increase new solar

customers ' monthly bills , the  Commission should defer approving any meter fee  until it

4 cons ide rs  the  othe r sola r proposa ls  in P ha se  2.1

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

If the  Commis s ion none the le s s  wis he s  to imple me nt a  me te r fe e  in P ha s e  1, it

should re je ct TEP 's  a nd RUCO's  proposa ls  in fa vor of a  re duce d me te r fe e  tha t is  ba se d

on the  a ctua l incre me nta l cos ts  for a  bidire ctiona l me te r. Importa ntly, ne ithe r TEP 's

nor RUCO's  propos a l is  ba s e d on the  a ctua l incre me nta l cos ts  TEP  incurs  whe n it

ins ta lls  a n a dditiona l me te r on a  ne w s ola r cus tome r's  pre mis e s . Ins te a d, the ir

proposa ls  a re  ba se d on imprope r a nd ina ccura te  proxy cha rge s  a nd the  illogica l

a s s umption tha t a ll a dminis tra tive  e xpe ns e s  double  whe n TEP  ins ta lls  a n a dditiona l

me te r for a  sola r cus tome r.-2 Unlike  TEP 's  a nd RUCO's  proposa ls , a  me te r fe e  should

be  ba s e d on the  a ctua l incre me nta l ca pita l a nd la bor cos ts  for a  bidire ctiona l me te r.

14 The s e  one -time  cos ts  a re  $142.95 for re s ide ntia l cus tome rs  a nd $23.74 for s ma ll

15

16

17

comme rcia l cus tome rs . Cus tome rs  s hould ha ve  the  option of pa ying the s e  me te ring

cos ts  in one  up-front pa yme nt or on a  monthly ba s is . Unde r the  monthly pa yme nt

option, the  initia l me te r fe e  s hould be  no more  tha n $2.05 pe r month for re s ide ntia l

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

cus tome rs  a nd  $0 .34  pe r month  for s ma ll comme rc ia l cus tome rs ?

TEP  a rgue s  the  me te r fe e  s hould re cove r the  cos ts  of the  "s e cond me te r" the

Compa ny ins ta lls  on a  s ola r cus tome r's  pre mis e s , be ca us e  a n a dditiona l me te r is

ne c e s s a ry fo r TEP  to  c omply with  va rious  re gu la to ry re qu ire me nts  a nd  p rovide  b illing

qua lity da ta .4  But TEP 's  ge ne ra lize d dis cus s ion a bout the  cos ts  for a  "s e cond me te r"

h igh ligh ts  the  funda me nta l fla w in  its  p ropos a l: its  p ropos e d  me te r fe e  would  no t

re fle c t the a c tu a l inc re me nta l me te ring  cos ts  TEP  incurs  whe n  a  cus tome r ins ta lls

25

26
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2

3

Vote  S ola r Initia l P os t-He a ring Br. 3:1-5:5 (Oct. 31, 2016).
Id. a t 5:16-912.
Id. a t 9:3-1019.
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9

1 0

TEP Initia l Post-Hearing Br. 39:20-40:18 (Oct. 31, 2016).
Vote  Sola r Initia l Post-Hearing Br. 5:7-15.
See, e.g., Ex. Vote Solar-6.
TEP Initia l Post-Hearing Br. 39:14-1'7; RUCO Closing Br. 9:20-11:18 (Oct. 31, 2016).
TEP Initia l Post-Hearing Br. 39:15-1'7.
Mark Garre tt Suppl. Test. 4212-13, 4:16-17 (Sept. 15, 2016) (Ex. EricA-ll).
Id. a t 4:1'7-20.
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1

2

3

rooftop s ola r. As  TEP  witne s s  Cra ig J one s  e xpla ine d during the  he a ring, whe n a

cus tome r ins ta lls  rooftop s ola r TEP  re pla ce s  the  cus tome r's  s ta nda rd "AMR-ba s e d"

me te r with a  bidire ctiona l me te r a nd a  production me te r.5 Ye t TEP 's  propos a l would

4 not re cove r the  a ctua l incre me nta l cos ts  of e ithe r the  bidire ctiona l me te r or the

5

6

production me te r. Ins te a d, the  me te r fe e  would ge ne rica lly re cove r the  cos ts

a s s ocia te d with a  "s e cond" me te r. The  e vide nce  s hows  the  a ctua l incre me nta l me te ring

7 cos ts  TEP  incurs  for a  bidire ctiona l me te r a re  fa r le s s  tha n TEP 's  a nd RUCO's

8

9

10

proposa ls .6 As  a  re sult, the  Commis s ion should not imple me nt a  me te r fe e  ba se d on

proxy cha rge s  a nd ge ne ric a s s umptions  tha t a llow TEP  to unre a s ona bly infla te  the  fe e .

TEP  a nd RUC() a ls o ma inta in the  me te r fe e  s hould be  ba s e d on the  ma rgina l

11 costs of a second meter, rather than embedded costs.7 TEP claims the meter fee should

12

13

be  ba se d on ma rgina l cos ts  be ca use  the  fe e  would only a pply to ne w sola r cus tome rs

a nd would re cove r incre me nta l cos ts * Howe ve r, a s  Ene rgy Fre e dom Coa lition of

14

15

16

17

18

19

Ame rica  ("EFCA") witne s s  Ma rk Ga rre tt e xpla ine d, whe n utilitie s  de s ign ra te s  the y

"do not use  ma rgina l cos ts  for ne w a sse ts  a nd e mbe dde d cos ts  for old one s ," a nd "the

cos ts  tha t a re  ultima te ly colle cte d from ra te pa ye rs  mus t be  the  e mbe dde d cos ts  of the

utility."9 Furthe rmore , to the  e xte nt tha t ma rgina l cos ts  a re  ge ne ra lly us e ful for

s e nding price  s igna ls  to cus tome rs , tha t be ne fit would not e xis t he re . The  propos e d

me te r fe e s  would be  a n una voida ble  fixe d cha rge  for ne w sola r cus tome rs , a nd thus  a

20 me te r fe e  would ha ve  no impa ct on sola r cus tome rs ' be ha vior a fte r the y ins ta ll sola r.10
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1

2

TEP 's  a nd RUCO's  propos a ls  to  ba s e  the  me te r fe e  on ma rgina l cos ts  would a ls o

be  incons is te nt with  the  UNS E me te r fe e , which is  ba s e d on e mbe dde d cos ts .11  RUC()

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

be gins  its  me te r fe e  dis cus s ion by ca lling for cons is te ncy with the  UNS E de cis ion--it

e ve n cla ims  in the  title  of the  dis cus s ion tha t its  propos a l is  "cons is te nt with wha t the

Commis s ion did in the  re ce nt UNS E ma tte r."12 Ye t RUC() the n imme dia te ly proce e ds

to a rgue  the  Commiss ion should not follow the  e mbe dde d cos t a pproa ch use d in the

UNS E ca s e .13 In orde r to ma inta in cons is te ncy with the  UNS E me te r fe e -which

RUCO cla ims  is  importa nt-a  TEP  me te r fe e  s hould a ls o be  ba s e d on e mbe dde d cos ts .

More ove r, RUCO is  incorre ct whe n it cla ims  the  Commis s ion s hould de pa rt

from the  UNSE e mbe dde d cos t a pproa ch be ca use  he re  "we  ha ve  the  be ne fit of

1 1

12

1 3

hinds ight, we  ha ve  a  ma rgina l cos t s tudy, a nd we  know the  a ctua l ha rd cos ts

(a dminis tra tive , me te r re a ding, ha rdwa re ) of the  s e cond me te r."14 Contra ry to RUCO's

cla im, TEP  ha s  a dmitte d in dis cove ry a nd a t the  he a ring tha t it doe s  not ha ve  da ta  on

14 the actual administrative costs or meter reading costs attributable to rooftop solar

15

16

cus tome rs , a nd it ha s  ne ve r a na lyze d the se  cos ts  for sola r cus tome rs .15

In a ny e ve nt, re ga rdle s s  of whe the r the  me te r fe e  is  ba se d on e mbe dde d cos ts  or

17

18

19

20

ma rgina l cos ts , TEP 's  a nd RUCO's  infla te d me te r fe e  proposa ls  should be  re je cte d

unde r e ithe r a pproa ch. If the  Commis s ion we re  to e mploy the  e mbe dde d cos t a pproa ch

use d in the  UNS E ca se , the  me te r fe e  should be  $1.64 pe r month.16 And if the

Commis s ion use d the  ma rgina l cos t a pproa ch, the  monthly me te r fe e  should be  no

21

22

23

24

25

26

11 Vote  S ola r Initia l P os t-He a ring Br. 6:5-18.
12 RUCO Clos ing Br. 914.
18 Id. a t 10:6-11:18.
14 Id. a t 11:1-3.
15 Vote  S ola r Initia l P os t-Hea ring Br. 8:12-912, Ex. Vote  S ola r-3, Tr. 199323-1994:l3
(Jones  Tes t.).
16 Vote  S ola r Initia l P os t-I-Ie a ring Br. 6:16-18. RUCO mis ta ke nly cla ims  Vote  S ola r's
pos ition is  tha t the  me te r fee  s hould be  $0.32 pe r month us ing the  UNSE embedded cos t
a pproa ch. RUCO Clos ing Br. l0:4. While  Vote  S ola r witne s s  Bria na  Kobor did initia lly te s tify

-4-



18

19

to this e&lect, she later amended her testimony in light of an error in TEP's data and updated
her estimate to $1.64 per month. Tr. 2115:l9-2116: 16 (Kobor Test.).
17 Vote Solar Initial Post-Hearing Br. 9:3-l0:9.

TEP Initial Post-Hearing Br. 39:17-19, RUCO Closing Br, 9:16-18, 11:4-'7.
Vote Solar Initial Post-Hearing Br. 6:19-'7:6, Tr. 1982119-1987:9 (Jones Test.), see also

Tr. l987:'7-9 (Jones Test.) ("So based on what you've shown me here, I may have misstated,
that the cost is in fact a bidirectional meter cost.").
20 Ex. Vote Solar 2 (CAJ-1, Schedule 2, line 5).
21 Id. (TEP Marginal Cost Study 10-30-2015, Meter Cost, line 9, column D) (emphasis
added).
22 RUCO Closing Br. 11:5-6. RUCO's brief also contains other inaccuracies and
misstatements. For example, RUCO claims the meter fee proposals should be considered in
Phase 1, rather than Phase 2, "[g]iven the relatively short time since the Commission decided
the] [UNSE] case (October 18, 2016)." Id. at 9:6-'7. But the Commission issued the UNSE
decision on August 18, 2016, not October 18. In addition, RUCO repeatedly refers to Vote
Solar as "the solar industry." Et., id. at 9:8-9, 9:20-21. However, Vote Solar does not
represent the solar industry. Vote Solar is a non-profit organization whose members consist of
individuals who support solar, it is not a trade group and it does not have corporate members.
Briana Kobor Direct Test. 1:8-14 (June 24, 2016) (Ex. Vote Solar-4); Tr. 2132212-24 (Kobor
Test.).
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2

3

more  tha n $2.05 pe r month for re s ide ntia l cus tome rs  a nd $0.34 pe r month for s ma ll

comme rcia l cus tome rs .17 Eithe r wa y, TEP 's  a nd RUCO's  me te r fe e  proposa ls  of $6 to

$9.13 pe r month a re  unre a sona bly high a nd should not be  a pprove d.

4

5

6

Fina lly, TEP  a nd RUCO a re  mis ta ke n whe n the y cla im the ir me te r fe e s  a re

cons e rva tive  be ca us e  the  cha rge  would only re fle ct the  cos ts  for a  tra ditiona l me te r,

ra the r tha n a  more  e xpe ns ive  bidire ctiona l me te r.18 As  Mr. J one s  a dmitte d a t the

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

he a ring, this  is  incorre ct be ca us e  TEP 's  ma rgina l cos t s tudy did in fa ct re fle ct the  cos ts

for a  bidire ctiona l me te r.19 S pe cifica lly, TEP 's  a nd RUCO's  proposa ls  a re  ba se d on a

$216 ca pita l cos t for the  s e cond me te r.20 And a s  TEP 's  ma rgina l cos t s tudy ultima te ly

s hows , this  $216 ca pita l cos t re fle cts  the  tota l ins ta lle d cos t of a  "TOU, bi-dire ctiona l"

me te r.21 Accordingly, TEP  a nd RUCO a re  s imply wrong whe n the y a s s e rt the ir

proposa ls  a re  conse rva tive  be ca use  the y "only include s ] the  cos ts  a s socia te d with the

production me te r, a nd not the  more  e xpe ns ive  bi-dire ctiona l me te r."22
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1 11. THE COMMISSION SHOULD NOT APPROVE RUCO'S RPS CREDIT
OPTION.
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1 3

14

1 5

1 6

17

18

19

20

21

RUCO ha s  a ls o p ropos e d a n RP S  Cre dit Option tha t would be  a n a lte rna tive  to

ne t m e te ring  for ne w s ola r cus tom e rs . The  Com m is s ion s hould a ls o cons ide r this

propos a l a longs ide  the  othe r s ola r propos a ls  in P ha s e  2, s o it ca n compre he ns ive ly

a na lyze  a ll of the  pe nding  s ola r p ropos a ls  in one  proce e ding , ra the r tha n on a

p ie ce m e a l ba s is . Ye t if the  Com m is s ion wis he s  to a pprove  the  RP S  Cre dit Option now,

it s hould im prove  the  s pe cifics  of RUCO's  p ropos a l. While  the  RP S  Cre dit Option's

ge ne ra l s truc ture  ha s  m e rit, the re  a re  two p rim a ry fla ws  in RUCO's  p ropos a l: the  fina l

tra nche s  would fill unpre dic ta b ly.23 The  RP S  Cre dit Option s hould be  im prove d by (1)

tra nche s ize to  28 m e ga wa tts  ("MW') to  re fle c t curre nt a nnua l ins ta lla tion ra te s , a nd

(3) c la rifying  tha t a ll ne w rooftop  s ola r ca pa city would count towa rd the  tra nche

ca pa city lim its .24

RUCO m a ke s  no e ffort in its  b rie f to de fe nd the  s pe cifics  of its  p ropos a l, which

we re  s ub je ct to de ta ile d a na lys is  a nd critic is m  by m ultip le  pa rtie s .25 RUCO a ls o offe rs

no re s pons e  to Vote  S ola r's  a nd ERICA's  propos a ls  to improve  the  RP S  Cre dit Option by

a djus ting  the  fina l com pe ns a tion ra te  a nd the  tra nche  s ize s .26

Ins te a d, RUCO de live rs  a  p la y-by-p la y of how the  Com m is s ion a pprove d the

RP S  Cre dit Op tion in  the  UNS E Ope n Me e ting .27 But this  de ta ile d his tory of the

UNS E proce e ding  p rovide s  ve ry little  ins ight, if a ny, into whe the r the  s pe cifics  of
22

23

24

25

26

23 Vote Solar Initial Post-Hearing Br. 11:6-15.
24 Id. at 12:1-17:21.
25 Et., Briana Kobor Surrebuttal Test. 10:19-11:25 (Aug. 25, 2016) ("Kobor Surrebuttal")
(Ex. Vote Solar-5), Tr. 2106:7-211313 (Kobor Test.), Thomas Beach Suppl. Test. 5:7-8:21 (Sept.
15, 2016) ("Beach Suppl. Test.") (Ex. EFcA-l2).
26 See Kobor Surrebuttal 10:7-12:15 (Ex. Vote Solar-5), Beach Suppl. Test. 8:23-9:11 (Ex.
EFCA-12).
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RUCO's  proposa l a re  sound, or whe the r the  option should be  improve d a s  Vote  S ola r

a nd EFCA ha ve  re comme nde d. Es s e ntia lly, RUCO's  pos ition a ppe a rs  to be  tha t the

Commis s ion s hould rubbe rs ta mp the  RP S  Cre dit Option in this  ca s e  be ca us e  it

a pprove d the  option in the  UNS E Ope n Me e ting. The  RP S  Cre dit Option, howe ve r,

ha s  be e n s ubje ct to fa r more  s crutiny a nd a na lys is  in the  pre -file d te s timony a nd

e vide ntia ry he a ring in  this  proce e ding." This  re vie w ha s  highlighte d the  fla ws  in

RUCO's  fina l compe ns a tion ra te  a nd tra nche  s tructure , a nd pa rtie s  ha ve  offe re d

a lte rna tive  propos a ls  to improve  the  option. Cons e que ntly, the  Commis s ion ca n ma ke

a  more  informe d de cis ion on the  RP S  Cre dit Option in this  proce e ding, a nd it s hould

not a pprove  RUCO's  proposa l he re  jus t be ca use  it wa s  a pprove d in the  UNS E ca se  on a

le s s  de ve lope d e vide ntia ry re cord. In fa ct, e ls e whe re  in its  brie f re ga rding the  me te r

12 fee, RUCO states the Commission should "not be hamstrung .. by the  fa cts  of the

1 3

14

1 5

16

17

UNS E ca s e "29 whe n a  propos a l wa s  "ha rdly ve tte d" a nd "only give n curs ory a tte ntion"

prior to the  Ope n Me e ting.30 RUCO's  s ta te me nts  a pply e qua lly to the  RP S  Cre dit

Option. Ba s e d on the  fa cts  of this  ca s e , the  Commis s ion s hould e ithe r de fe r the  RP S

Cre dit Option to P ha s e  2 or s ignifica ntly improve  it.

RUCO a ls o a tte mpts  to cla rify the  e a rlie r confus ion in this  ca s e  re ga rding wha t

1 8 type s  of s ola r ins ta lla tions  would count towa rd the  tra nche  ca pa city limits  unde r its

19

20

21

22

propos a l.31 As  Vote  S ola r a ls o e xpla ine d, Ms . Kobor initia lly inte rpre te d RUCO's

propos a l s o tha t a ll ne w s ola r ins ta lla tions  would count towa rd the  tra nche  ca pa city

limits , but a t the  he a ring RUCO cla rifie d tha t only s ola r ins ta lle d purs ua nt to the  RP S

Cre dit Option would count towa rd the  ca pa city lirnits .32 While  RUCO's  cla rifica tion

23

24

25

26

27 RUCO Closing Br. 5:11-6:10.
28 See, e.g., Kobor Surrebuttal 8:20-12:15 (Ex. Vote Solar-5), Beach Suppl. Test. passim
(Ex. EFCA-12), Tr. l509:3-153423 (Huber Test.).
29 RUC() Closing Br. l1:16-17.
30 Id. at 10:20.
31 Id. at 6:22-8:6.
32 Vote Solar Initial Post-Hearing Br. 15:15-16: 12.
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1

2

3

4

5

does help minimize concerns about the tranches filling too quickly, it creates an

entire ly new concern because it means the tranches would fill unpredictably. RUCO

has acknowledged that under this  s tructure , it is  impossible  to predict how quickly

each tranche would fill. A far superior approach providing greater predictability and

gradualism would be to count a ll new rooftop solar insta lla tions toward the  tranche

6 capacity limits  and s ize  each tranche to approximate  annual insta lla tion ra tes . As

7 previously detailed, the Commission could do so by establishing four tranches with 28

8 MW of ca pa c ity pe r tra nche .34

9 1 1 1 .

10

THE COMMIS S ION S HOULD FULLY GRANDFATHER EXIS TING
SOLAR CUSTOMERS FROM ANY RATE DESIGN CHANGES OR
CHARGES.

11
Fully grandfathering exis ting solar customers  from harmful changes to ra te

12
design and net metering ensures customers are  treated equitably and fairly. Vote

13

14

15

Solar supports  the  Commission's  recognition of this  important principle  in the  UNSE

rate case, and TEP's updated position on grandfathering in this case.35

Yet despite  TEP's  recent commitment to grandfather residentia l solar
16

17

customers, important grandfathering issues remain in this  case for TEP's  existing SGS

customers with rooftop so1ar.36 While  TEP announced in its  brief that it will a llow
18

19

20

21

22

e xis ting  S GS  s ola r cus tome rs  who move  to  the  MGS  c la s s  to  re ma in  on  the  two-pa rt

MGS  tra ns itiona l ra te ,  th is  is  ina de qua te  fo r s e ve ra l re a s ons .37  Firs t,  TEP  would

a ppa re n tly provide  no  gra ndfa the ring  for e xis ting  S GS  s o la r cus tome rs  tha t a re  force d

to move  to the  LGS  cla s s , a s  the  Compa ny only dis cus s e s  S GS  cus tome rs  who move  to

the  MGS  c la s s . Accord ing  to  S OLON, a pproxima te ly 440  e xis ting  S GS  cus tome rs

23

24 33

25

26

34 Vote  S ola r Initia l P os t-He a ring Br. 16:13-17:13.
35 Id. a t 18:1-13.
as S ee  S OLON Initia l P os t-Hea ring Br. 13:15-15:13 (Oct. 31, 2016), EFCA Opening Br.
13:3-15:14 (Oct. 31, 2016).
37 TEP  Initia l P os t-He a ring Br. 33:4-10.



I

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 1

12

would thus  rece ive  no grandfa the ring because  they would move  to the  LGS c1ass .38

The  impa cts  on the se  cus tome rs  ma y be  s e ve re . For e xa mple , S OLON ide ntifie s  (1) a

he a lth ca re  fa cility tha t ins ta lle d s ola r in 2015 a nd would e xpe rie nce  a n a nnua l bill

incre a s e  of 3,654%, or 852,808 a nnua lly, a nd (2) a  church tha t ins ta lle d s ola r in 2011

a nd would e xpe rie nce  a n a nnua l bill incre a se  of 420%, or $58,477 a nnua lly.39

Second, even for SGS cus tomers  who move  to the  MGS cla ss , TEP 's  proposa l

would not fully grandfather these  customers. The MGS rate  includes a  much higher

Need charge of $40 per month, which would significantly harm the economics of their

rooftop solar investment. To provide full grandfathering, existing SGS solar customers

should instead be grandfathered onto the  SGS rate . In addition to treating these

customers fa irly, this  would a lso be simpler to administer because it would not require

TEP to create  numerous grandfathered tarim for a  limited number of customers .

1 3

14

1 5

Exis ting S GS  sola r cus tome rs  who would be  force d to move  to the  LGS  cla s s  should be

s imila rly fully gra ndfa the re d onto the  S GS  ra te , a s  the  LGS  cla s s  ha s  a n e ve n gre a te r

$950 axed cha rge .

16 IV. THE COMMIS S ION S HOULD NOT INCREAS E THE BAS IC S ERVICE
CHARGE.

17

1 8

19

20

21

22

23

24

TEP  propos e s  to s ignifica ntly incre a s e  the  ba s ic s e rvice  cha rge  for a ll re s ide ntia l

a nd sma ll comme rcia l cus tome rs . S pe cifica lly, TEP  propose s  a  $15 ba s ic s e rvice

cha rge  for re s ide ntia l cus tome rs  on s ta nda rd two-pa rt ra te s , a nd a  $12 cha rge  for

cus tome rs  who s e le ct optiona l time -of-us e  ("TOU") or thre e -pa rt ra te s . For s ma ll

comme rcia l cus tome rs , TEP  propose s  a  $27 cha rge  for cus tome rs  on s ta nda rd two-pa rt

ra te s , a nd a  $22 cha rge  for cus tome rs  who s e le ct optiona l TOU or thre e -pa rt ra te s .

The  Commiss ion should re je ct the se  incre a se d fixe d cha rge s  be ca use  the y would cre a te

a  dis ince ntive  for rooftop s ola r a nd e ne rgy e fficie ncy by de cre a s ing the  volume tric ra te
25

26
38 SOLON Initia l Pos t-Hea ring Br. l0:9.
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Id. a t 14:9-20.
Vote  S ola r Initia l P os t-Hea ring Br. 18: 14-2212.
TEP  Initia l P os t-He a ring Br. 23:20-24:2.
Brendon Bla tz Surrebutta l Test. 10:13-1l:l2 (Aug. 25, 2016) (Ex. SWEEP/WRA-2).
See, eg., Vote  Sola r Initia l Post-Hearing Br. 19:8-18.
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1

2

3

a nd giving cus tome rs  le s s  control ove r the ir bills . The s e  live d cha rge  incre a s e s  would

a lso be  re gre s s ive  a nd disproportiona te ly ha rm low-usa ge  a nd low-income  cus tome rs .

Ins te a d, the  Commis s ion s hould a pprove  a  $10 ba s ic s e rvice  cha rge  for re s ide ntia l

4

5

cus tome rs  on s ta nda rd two-pa rt ra te s , a nd a  $7 cha rge  for re s ide ntia l cus tome rs  who

s e le ct the  optiona l TOU a nd thre e -pa rt ra te s . For s ma ll comme rcia l cus tome rs , the

6 ba s ic s e rvice  cha rge  should be  $17.50 for cus tome rs  on s ta nda rd two-pa rt ra te s , a nd

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

$14.50 for cus tome rs  s e le cting the  optiona l TOU or thre e -pa rt ra te s .'*0

TEP  cla ims  incre a s ing the  ba s ic s e rvice  cha rge  will not cre a te  a  dis ince ntive  for

rooftop s ola r a nd e ne rgy e fficie ncy be ca us e  volume tric ra te s  will s till incre a s e  s lightly

due  to the  re ve nue  re quire me nt incre a se .41 Howe ve r, this  a rgume nt s ide s te ps  the

importa nt fa ct tha t unde r TEP 's  propos a l, the  Compa ny would re cove r a  gre a te r

proportion of the  re ve nue  re quire me nt incre a s e  through fixe d cha rge s , ra the r tha n

volume tric ra te s . Volume tric ra te s  would thus  be  lowe r tha n the y would be  if the

curre nt ba s ic s e rvice  cha rge  re ma ine d in pla ce , a nd this  cre a te s  a  dis ince ntive  for

e ne rgy cons e rva tion. S outhwe s t Ene rgy Efficie ncy P roje ct witne s s  Bre ndon Ba a tz ha s

de s cribe d how incre a s ing the  pe rce nta ge  of a  cus tome r's  bill tha t is  re cove re d through

fixed cha rges  reduces  cus tomer control and discourages  ene rgy conse rva tion.42

RUC() ha s  oppose d TEP 's  fixe d cha rge  proposa ls  due  to the ir re gre s s ive  impa ct

a nd dis ince ntive  for e ne rgy cons e rva tion, a nd Vote  S ola r la rge ly a gre e s  with RUCO's

te s timony on this  is sue .43 Ye t RUCO none the le s s  propose s  its  own fixe d cha rge

incre a se . S pe cifica lly, RUCO propose s  to incre a se  the  re s ide ntia l ba s ic s e rvice  cha rge

to $13 for cus tome rs on s ta nda rd two-pa rt ra te s , a nd to ma inta in the  curre nt $10

23

24

25

26



* I

1 charge for customers who select the optional TOU or three-part rates.'*4 RUCO's

2 propos a l runs  counte r to its  own te s timony tha t "the re  is go ev_iQ9;1ti8ry basis for a

3 fixe d cha rge  highe r tha n $10."45 RUCO inte nds  to cre a te  a n ince ntive  for cus tome rs  to

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

select the optional TOU and three-part rates, but it is unclear how many customers

will do so and successfully avoid the $13 basic service charge. After all, RUCO also

testified that "most customers tend to stay on their default rate plan."46 Because

RUCO acknowledges there is no evidentiary basis for increasing the basic service

charge and doing so would be regressive and discourage energy conservation, the

better option is to maintain the current $10 charge for customers on standard two-part

rates and create a $7 charge for customers who select the optional rates.

11 v. THE COMMISSION SHOULD NOT ELIMINATE THE UPPER O
RESIDENTIAL TIERS.

12

1 3
TEP also proposes to eliminate the third and fourth residential tiers, which

14

1 5

16

17

1 8

19

20

21

22

require high-usage customers to pay higher volumetric rates. The Commission should

reject this proposal because it would discourage rooftop solar and energy efficiency,

and it would also disproportionately harm low-usage and low-income customers."

TEP suggests its proposal would not discourage rooftop solar or energy

efficiency because most customers would pay a higher volumetric rate if the

Commission eliminates the upper tiers.48 This is because the average- and low-usage

customers that make up the majority of TEP's customer base will pay a higher

volumetric rate if high-usage customers no longer pay more for their energy under the

upper two tiers. But while that may mean volumetric rates increase for many

customers, the customers with the highest consumption will in fact pay reduced
23

24

25

26

44

45

46

47

48

RUCO Closing Br. 12:17-20.
Lon Huber Surrebuttal Test. 5:2 (Aug. 25, 2016) (emphasis added) (Ex. RUCO-11).
Lon Huber Direct Test. 28:8 (June  24, 2016) ("Huber Di.rect") (Ex. RUco-l0).
Vote  Sola r Initia l Post-Hearing Br. 21:8-22:2.
TEP Initia l Pos t-Hearing Br. 25:7-9.
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4

J

I

1

2

3

4

5

volume tric ra te s . As  RUCO e xpla ine d, high-us a ge  cus tome rs  "will a ctua lly e xpe rie nce

a  de cre a s e  in the  ma rgina l price  pe r kph cons ume d," a nd "RUCO is  conce rne d a bout

this  be ca use  it will re duce  the  price  s igna l to s a ve  e ne rgy for the  group of cus tome rs

with the  highe s t cons umption."49 Cons e que ntly, TEP 's  propos a l would cre a te  a

dis ince ntive  for e ne rgy cons e rva tion for the  ve ry cus tome rs  who a re  "like ly to ha ve  the

6 gre a te s t discre tion ove r the ir e ne rgy usa ge ."50

7 C O NC LUS IO N

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

For the  re a s ons  s ta te d a bove  a nd in Vote  S ola r's  Initia l P os t-He a ring Brie f, the

Commiss ion should re je ct the  propose d me te r fe e s  a nd RP S  Cre dit Option for ne w

s ola r cus tome rs  or s ignifica ntly improve  the m. The  Commis s ion s hould a ls o fully

gra ndfa the r a ll e xis ting s ola r cus tome rs  from ha rmful ra te  de s ign cha nge s , including

e xis ting S GS  sola r cus tome rs  who would be  force d to move  to the  MGS  or LGS  cla s se s .

Fina lly, the  Commis s ion s hould re je ct TEP 's  propos a ls  to incre a s e  the  ba s ic s e rvice

cha rge  a nd e limina te  the  uppe r two re s ide ntia l tie rs .

15

16

17 DATED Nove mbe r 14, 2016. 1*

f
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19 9 8o a

20

21

By 4 . , L
Timothy M. H n
ARIZONA CE TER FOR LAW IN THE
P UBLIC INTERES T
514 W. Rooseve lt S tree t
P hoe nix, Arizona  85003

22

23

Micha e l A. Hia tt
E ARTHJ US TICE
633 17th S tre e t, S uite  1600
De nve r, Colora do 8020224

25

26 49

50

Huber Direct 26:10-12.
Id. a t 2711.
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4 Attorneys for Vote Solar
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6
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7

8

9

10
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1 1
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Ele ctronica lly ma ile d  th is
14th day of November, 2016, to:

1 3
All P a rtie s  of Re cord

14

1 5
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20
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