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I

1 Vote  S ola r re s pe ctfully file s  the  following Exce ptions  to the  Re comme nde d

2 Opinion a nd Orde r ("ROO"). This  purpos e  of this  proce e ding is  to de ve lop a

3 me thodology for de te rmining the  va lue  of rooftop s ola r in Arizona . The  utilitie s ,

4 howe ve r, ha ve  shifte d the  focus  to re ducing compe nsa tion for rooftop sola r e xports .

5 But in doing s o, the  utilitie s  confla te  two dis tinct is s ue s : (1) the va lue provide d by

6 rooftop sola r e xports , a nd (2) the compe nsa tion sola r cus tome rs  re ce ive  for e xports .

7 The  utilitie s ' a tte mpts  to jump to compe ns a tion is s ue s  puts  the  ca rt be fore  the  hors e

8 be ca us e  the  Commis s ion a nd the  public s hould know the  full va lue  provide d by rooftop

9 s ola r be fore  re ducing compe ns a tion. Tha t re quire s  a  compre he ns ive , long-te rm va lue

10 of s ola r a na lys is .

1 1 Unfortuna te ly, the  me thodologie s  a dopte d in the  RO() would not re s ult in a

12 re lia ble  a nd a ccura te  va lue  of s ola r a na lys is . The  ROO's  me thodologie s  would

1 3 unde rva lue  s ola r by fa iling to a na lyze  ma ny of the  be ne fits  tha t re s ult whe n Arizona

14 hous e holds  a nd s ma ll bus ine s s e s  ins ta ll rooftop s ola r. For e xa mple , rooftop s ola r

15 provides numerous long-term benefits that accrue over a system's twenty- to thirty-

16 ye a r e conomic life . Ye t the  ROO dra ws  a  line  in the  s a nd a t five  ye a rs , ignoring

17 be ne fits  tha t a ccrue  a fte r tha t time . In a ddition, the  ROO's  me thodologie s  would ta ke

18 e ntire  ca te gorie s  of be ne fits  off the  ta ble , such a s  e conomic de ve lopme nt a nd grid

19 s e curity be ne fits . Eve n if s ome  of the s e  be ne fits  a re  curre ntly difficult to qua ntify, the

20 Commis s ion s hould not s imply ignore  the m a s  if the y do not e xis t.

21 The  ROO s e ts  Arizona  on a  pa th towa rd e limina ting ne t me te ring by re ducing

22 rooftop solar compensation in upcoming rate cases. Yet at the same time, the ROO's

23 re comme nde d me thodologie s  would pre ve nt the  Commiss ion from posse s s ing ke y da ta

24 qua ntifying the  full va lue  provide d by s ola r. If the  Commis s ion only re quire s  a

25 circums cribe d va lue  of s ola r a na lys is  be fore  it de cide s  to re duce  compe ns a tion, it will

26 like ly re s ult in s uboptima l le ve ls  of rooftop s ola r ins ta lla tions  a nd e conomica lly
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inefficient outcomes that fa il to fully capture  the  value  provided by rooftop solar in

2 Arizona. To avoid this  outcome, the Commission should adopt a  full, long-term value
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of solar methodology in this proceeding.

While Vote Solar disagrees with the ROO's methodologies and its  intention to

eliminate  net metering, Vote  Solar supports  the  ROO's  commitment to full

grandfathering and gradualism. As the  Commission recognized in the  recent UNS

Electric rate case, solar customers who sign an interconnection agreement before a

Commission decision should be fully grandfathered from harmful ra te  design changes!

Full grandfa thering ensures  tha t exis ting solar customers  are  trea ted fa irly, and the

ROC supports  this  important principle . In addition, Vote  Solar agrees  with the  ROO's

repeated recognition of the need for gradualism if the Commission reduces rooftop

solar compensa tion?  If ne t metering is  e limina ted in Arizona , the  gradual trans ition

envisioned by the RO() will help ensure that households and small businesses that

wish to install rooftop solar after the Commission's  decision will not face a  sudden and

severely disrupted solar market.

16 EXCEP TIONS

17 1 . New So la r Cus tomers  Should  Be  Ab le  To  Lock-In The  App licab le
Compens a tion Ra te  Fo r Twenty Years .

18

19

20

21

22

As the Commission considers reducing the compensation solar customers receive

for the  energy they export to the  grid, it should implement a  framework that provides

sola r cus tomers  with security in the ir inves tments . By making clear tha t exis ting

customers will be  fully grandfathered, the  Commission has taken a  s ignificant s tep in

this  direction. The Commission should also a llow customers who insta ll rooftop solar23

24 after net metering is  e liminated to lock-in the  applicable  compensation ra te  for twenty

25

26
1 Decision No. 75697 at 119:5-17 (Aug. 18, 2016).
2 Recommended Opinion and Order ("ROO") at 14818, 149:4, 153:21-23, 166:21-23,
167:15-17 (Oct. 7, 2016).
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1 years . This  would provide  cus tomers  with pricing certa inty, which is  important for

2

3

4

ensuring an equitable , gradual, and susta inable  transition from net metering. Notably,

the Residentia l Utility Consumer Office ("RUCO") has supported providing solar

cus tomers  with s imila r pricing certa inty?  Moreover, UNS Electric s ta ted in its  recent

5 rate  case that it could support a llowing new solar customers to lock-in the reduced

6 compensation rate.4

7 If the Commission does not allow new solar customers to lock-in the applicable

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

compensation rate  for twenty years, potential solar customers will face unreasonable

pricing uncerta inty. Customers  ins ta ll rooftop sola r based on the long-term economic

impact tha t will occur over a  sys tem's  twenty-year warrantied life . If potentia l sola r

customers can only forecast the compensation rate  they will receive until the next ra te

case, they will be unable to make an educated investment decision.

Providing solar customers  with certa inty by a llowing them to lock-in a

compensation ra te  for twenty years  would a lso be consistent with the  pricing certa inty

enjoyed by utility-scale solar developers. As the evidence in this case has shown,

utilities  commonly sign Power Purchase Agreements with utility-scale  solar developers

17

18

19

20

21

that include twenty-year fixed or escala ting pricing terms. Because the  ROO

recommends valuing distributed solar based in part on utility-scale  solar prices, rooftop

solar customers and utility-scale  solar developers should have similar pricing certa inty.

The Commission should modify the ROO to sta te  that solar customers will

receive the compensation rate  in effect a t the time they sign an interconnection

22

23
3

24

25

26

RUCO S uppl. Comme nts  (J une  22, 2016) (sugge s ting a  "ma rke t fixe d contra ct" with a
"fixed price  20-yea r contract"), RUCO Clos ing Br. 13:9-10 (J uly 20, 2016) (unde r RUCO's
a pproa ch, sola r cus tome rs  "will ha ve  pre dicta bility, gra ndfa the ring will be  re solve d a nd the y
will ha ve  options").
4 Docke t No. E-04204A-15-0142, UNS  Ele ctric Initia l P os t-He a ring Br. 32:5-'7 (Apr. 25,
2016) ("The  Company could support having the  e ffective  Renewable  Credit Ra te  a t the  time  of
DG inte rconnection be ing locked in for tha t cus tomer for a  se t pe riod of time .") .

-3-
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1 agreement for twenty years . Atta c hme rg 1_contains proposed language for an

2 amendment providing this  pricing certa inty to new solar customers.

3 11. The Avoided Cost Methodology Should Examine Benefits and Costs
Over a Twenty-Year Period.

4

5
S im ila r to m a ny othe r e le ctric  s ys te m  inve s tm e nts , rooftop  s ola r s ys te m s h a ve a

6
twenty- to thirty-year economic life . As a  result, when Arizona households and small

7
businesses insta]l rooftop solar, these systems will benefit the electric system for

8
decades into the future. The Avoided Cost Methodology adopted by the ROO would

9
only consider bene 'dts  and costs  that occur within a  8ve-year window. Accordingly, this

10
methodology would necessarily fail to fully and accurately value rooftop solar, which

11
would result in an economically inefficient outcome for a ll Arizona ra tepayers.

12 The ROO recommends the Avoided. Cost Methodology only analyze benefits and

13 costs within a five-year period because a long-term analysis would pose a "risk" of

14
including "speculative benefits  and costs."5 But the Commission should not ignore long-

15 term benefits  and costs simply because they require forecasts of future conditions.

16
While some uncertainty may be inherent to long-term forecasts, long-term forecasts and

17 analyses are  crucia l tools  for utilities  (and other businesses). Arizona 's  utility system is

18 a network of long-lived capita l assets , and utilities  develop long-term Integrated

19 Resource Plans ("IRis") that include numerous long-term forecasts . For example , when

20 utilities  develop IRis , they routinely produce sophis tica ted forecasts  of uncerta in

21 future events, such as natural gas prices, future carbon dioxide regulation, and

22 customer load growth. Long-term analysis  using the  best available  information a t the

23 time  of the  ana lys is  is  a  routine  part of utility planning. Ana lyzing the  long-te rm

24 benefits  and costs of rooftop solar would require a  similar long-term analysis, so there

25 is  no reason to ignore  these  benefits  and costs . Arbitrarily limiting the  value  of solar

26

5 RO() at 166:26-27.



v L

1

2

3

4

5

a na lys is  to a  five -ye a r pe riod will s ys te mica lly unde rva lue  s ola r, which s hould outwe igh

conce rns  re ga rding the  "s pe cula tion" tha t is  inhe re nt in a ny long-te rm fore ca s t.

The  R00 s ugge s ts  its  five -ye a r a pproa ch would not ignore  long-te rm be ne fits

a nd cos ts  be ca us e  the  Commis s ion would re pe a t the  five -ye a r a na lys is  in future  ra te

ca se s?  The  re a soning se e ms  to be  tha t if a  be ne fit would a ccrue  in 2025, for e xa mple , a

6

7

future  va lue  of s ola r a na lys is  would incorpora te  tha t be ne fit in a  ra te  ca s e  occurring

a fte r 2020. This  ra tiona le  is  incorre ct. If the  Commis s ion doe s  not cons ide r the  full

8

9

10

long-te rm va lue  provide d by rooftop s ola r whe n it conducts  the  initia l a na lys is , it will

like ly re s ult in a  lowe r compe ns a tion ra te  for rooftop s ola r e xports  be ca us e  the

s uppos e d "va lue " of s ola r will be  lowe r tha n it a ctua lly is . This  in  turn will like ly re s ult

11 in le s s  rooftop s ola r ins ta lla tions  due  to the  unre a s ona bly low compe ns a tion ra te . The

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

re s ult is  a n e conomica lly ine fficie nt outcome , a s  the  long-te rm va lue  of the  rooftop s ola r

tha t cus tome rs  would ha ve  ins ta lle d but for the  unre a s ona bly low compe ns a tion ra te

would ne ve r ma te ria lize . Accordingly, e ve n if the  Commis s ion pe riodica lly upda te s  the

a na lys is  in future  ra te  ca s e s , the re  will be  a  los s  a s s ocia te d with the  de la ye d

de ve lopme nt of rooftop s ola r. More ove r, this  fla w is  compounding. During the  ne xt

ra te  ca s e  the  upda te d a na lys is  will a ga in be  limite d to a  five -ye a r pe riod, s o future

a na lys e s  will a ga in unde rva lue  rooftop s ola r a nd continue  the  une conomic s tifling of

rooftop s ola r ins ta lla tions .

The  Commiss ion should modify the  ROO's  Avoide d Cos t Me thodology to include

21

22

23

24

the  long-te rm be ne fits  a nd cos ts  tha t occur ove r a  rooftop sola r sys te m's  twe nty-ye a r

e conomic life . Doing so would be  cons is te nt with the  va lue  of sola r a na lyse s  conducte d

in othe r s ta te s  a nd Arizona  P ublic S e rvice  Compa ny's  ("AP S ") 2013 a nd 2009 va lue  of

sola r a na lyse s ,7 a long with the  re comme nda tions  in this  proce e ding of Vote  S ola r,

25

26 G

7

Id. a t 149:17-23, 167:7-8.
Briana  Kobor Direct Tes t. 14:1-16:7 (Feb. 25, 2016) ("Kobor Direct") (Ex. Vote  S ola r-'7).

-5-
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1 RUCO, and The Alliance for Solar Choice  ("TASC"). In addition, while  Staff prefers  a

2 s horte r-te rm a na lys is , it ha s  a cknowle dge d a  long-te rm a na lys is  would be  fe a s ible

3 Atta chme nt 2 contains proposed language for an amendment to adopt a 20-year

4 Avoided Cost Methodology.

5 111. The  Avo ided  Cos t Methodo logy Should  Inc lude  All Ca tegories  o f
Benefits  and  Cos ts .

6

7
Value of solar analyses typically analyze a t least seven types of berets : (1)

8

9

1 0

1 1

1 2

1 3

1 4

1 5

1 6

1 7

1 8

1 9

20

2 1

energy generation savings, (2) generation capacity savings, (3) transmission capacity

savings, (4) distribution capacity savings, (5) environmental benefits , (6) economic

development benefits , and (7) grid security benefits? The ROO's Avoided Cost

Methodology would entire ly omit several of these benefits . Specifically, the ROO

excludes "societal and economic benefits" from the value of solar analysis, along with

fuel hedging benefits.10 By categorically taking some benefits off the table, the ROO's

Avoided Cost Methodology would undervalue rooftop solar.

The ROO suggests societal, economic, and fuel hedging benefits are speculative

and difficult to quantify a t this  time . Even if tha t were  true , the  Commiss ion should

not ignore  these  benefits  as  if they do not exis t. Instead, a t a  minimum, the  Avoided

Cost Methodology should acknowledge these benefits and discuss them qualitatively.

And if these benefits  can be quantified in the future , they should be included

quantita tively in future  value  of solar analyses . APS witness  John Sterling's  discussion

of the Tennessee Valley Authority ("TVA") process provides an example of how Arizona

should consider more controversial or emerging benefit categories. In addition to22

23

24

25

26

8 Staff Reply Br. 12:20-23 (Aug. 5, 2016) ("While Staff prefers a more limited forecasting
period ... it also acknowledged that if the Commission desires to utilize a long-term forecast to
determine the value of solar, there are ways to address to some extent the inherent risk
associated with longer term forecasts.").
9 Kobor Direct 26:3-10 (Ex. Vote Solar-7), see alsoLetter from Doug Little, Comm'r, Ariz.
Corp. Comm'n, to Comm'rs and Interested Parties 1-2 (Dec. 22, 2015) (listing six categories of
benefits).
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ROO a t l50:9-l3, 16723-6.
See , e .g., John S te rling Direct Test. 5:13-6:7 (Feb. 25, 2016) (Ex. APS-4).
ROO a t 148:6.
Id. a t 147:23-15l:26.
Id. a t 167:9~1l.
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quantifying many rooftop solar benefits , the TVA stakeholder process included a

number of value streams that were examined in the context of public policy discussions

or treated as placeholder topics to be further discussed in the future.11

The Commission should adopt a  s imilar approach here . At a  minimum, the

Commission should consider societal, economic, and fuel hedging benefits qualitatively,

and then reexamine the benefits  in future  ra te  cases and quantify them if possible .

Furthermore, the  Commission should make clear that future  value of solar analyses

should include any additional benefit and cost categories that emerge in the future.

Rather than excluding certa in types of benefits  and costs  from the analysis , this

approach will provide  appropria te  flexibility so the  analysis  can evolve  in the  future .

Providing such flexibility would be  consis tent with the  ROC's  intention to develop "the

strongest and most flexible tool" for valuing rooftop solar.12 Atta c hme nt 3 contains

proposed language for an amendment to include all benefit and cost categories in the

Avoided Cost Methodology.

15 Iv. The Commission Should Not Establish a Preference for the Resource
Comparison Proxy.

16

17

18

19

20

21

The  ROO e s ta blishe s  two me thodologie s  for va luing rooftop sola r: a n Avoide d

Cos t Me thodology a nd the  Re source  Compa rison P roxy Me thodology.13 While  the  ROO

ins tructs S ta ff to e mploy both me thodologie s , the  RO() a ppe a rs  to e s ta blish a

pre fe re nce  for the  Re source  Compa rison P roxy. S pe cifica lly, the  ROO s ta te s : "Use  of

utility-s ca le  s ola r obliga tions  re pre s e nts  the  mos t re lia ble  a nd obje ctive  a voide d cos t

proxy for rooftop s ola r a nd diminis he s  conce rns  for the  inclus ion of s ocie ta l a nd
22

23
e nvironme nta l fa ctors  a nd othe r e xte rna litie s  in va luing s ola r DG e xports ."1'* The

24

25

26
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2

3

4

Commission should not establish a preference for the Resource Comparison Proxy

Methodology over the Avoided Cost Methodology.

The Resource Comparison Proxy method would "value" distributed rooftop solar

based on recent utility-scale  solar prices. This is  improper because distributed solar

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 1

12

1 3

14

and utility-scale  solar are  not interchangeable resources. The smaller, decentralized

nature  of dis tributed solar provides dis tinct benefits  tha t utility-scale  solar does not

provide. For example, distributed solar provides: (1) higher generation capacity value

due to the geographic diversity of thousands of distributed solar systems spread across

a service territory, (2) potentia lly greater avoided distribution costs  and grid services,

(3) greater local employment benefits , (4) customer capital investments that benefit the

utility and non-solar customers, (5) scalability with developing storage technologies, (6)

beneficial competition with utility-provided energy, (7) increased customer knowledge

and acceptance of distributed energy resources, and (8) increased energy independence

for households and small businesses.15 The Commission and other states have

1 5

16

17

1 8

19

20

21

22

23

recognized that distributed resources provide unique benefits  by creating distributed

generation "carve-outs" in renewable energy standards.16 Because distributed solar

provides unique benefits  and is  not interchangeable  with utility-scale  solar, the

Resource Comparison Proxy Methodology will not accurately value rooftop solar.

In addition, the  price  utilities  pay for utility-sca le  solar has  no impact on the

value rooftop solar exports  provide to a  utility's  non-solar customers. The approach

may be  more  appropria te  if utility-scale  solar was the  marginal resource  and the  utility

would purchase  additiona l utility-sca le  solar but for dis tributed solar exports . But tha t

is  not the case, as  natural gas generation is  typically the marginal resource. The more

24

25

26 15

1 6

Vote  S ola r Reply Br. 13:13-14:5 (Aug. 5, 2016).
Id. a t 14:6-1518.



1 a ccura te  a nd re lia ble  me thodology to va lue  rooftop s ola r is  the  long-te rm Avoide d Cos t

2

3

4
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8
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10

11

12

13

14

15

Me thodology.

While  Vote  Sola r oppose s  the  Re source  Compa rison P roxy Me thodology a s  the

pre fe rre d me thod for va luing rooftop s ola r, it s upports  the  ROO's  de cis ion to a dopt the

me thod a s  a n a dditiona l tool tha t ca n provide  s upple me nta l informa tion in the  inte rim

a s  a  long-te rm Avoide d Cos t Me thodology is  fully imple me nte d. But the  Re s ource

Compa rison P roxy me thod should not be  the  ongoing pre fe rre d me thodology, a nd it

s hould not s uppla nt a  long-te rm Avoide d Cos t Me thodology. More ove r, the  ROO s hould

not cha ra cte rize  the  Re s ource  Compa ris on P roxy a s  the  "mos t re lia ble " proxy for rooftop

sola r.17 The  Re source  Compa rison P roxy is  unte s te d, a s  the re  is  no e vide nce  tha t othe r

s ta te s  ha ve  e ve r us e d the  me thodology to va lue  rooftop s ola r. This  s ta nds  in s ta rk

contra s t to the  long-te rm Avoide d Cos t Me thodology, which ha s  be e n e mploye d

nume rous  time s  to va lue  rooftop s ola r in s ta te s  s uch a s  Ma ine , Ve rmont, Mis s is s ippi,

Nevada , and Minnesota .18 At ta c h m e n t 4 conta ins  propose d la ngua ge  for a n

a me ndme nt to re move  s ta te me nts  tha t e s ta blish a  pre fe re nce  for the  Re source

16 Compa ris on P roxy Me thodology.

17 v.

18

Th e  Co m m is s io n  S h o u ld  Au th o r ize  a n  In d e p e n d e n t  Th ird -P a r ty to
Co n d u c t  a  Lo n g -Te rm  Avo id e d  Co s t  An a lys is  with  In p u t  fro m  a
S ta ke h o ld e r  Ad vis o ry Gro u p .

19
The  ROO ins tructs  S ta ff to ca lcula te  the  va lue  of sola r ba se d on the  Avoide d

20

21

22

Cos t a nd Re s ource  Compa ris on P roxy Me thodologie s  within forty-five  da ys  of re ce iving

the  ne ce s s a ry da ta  from the  utilitie s .19 Vote  S ola r a gre e s  tha t S ta ff, ra the r tha n the

utilitie s , s hould conduct the  va lue  of s ola r a na lys e s  give n the  utilitie s ' s e lf-inte re s t in
23

24

reducing solar compensation. Yet Vote Solar is also aware of the substantial burden

this places on Staff to conduct multiple value of solar analyses in a relatively short
25

26 17

18

ROO at l6'7:9.
Kobor Direct l6:1-'7.



2 0

2 2

2 3

2 4

19 ROO a t 15321-2, 168:23-24.
A.A.C. R14-2-2302(1l), id. R14-2-2306, see a lso id. R14-2-l801(M).

21 See  15 Ariz. Admin. Reg. 638 (Apr. 17, 2009), 13 Ariz. Admin. Reg. 2389 (July 6, 2007).
See,

"the  amendment or repea l of a  prior rule ") .
ROO a t 146:19-14722, 171:10-16.
Id. a t 171:10-11; se e a ls o id. a t 146:25-2.8 (same).
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1

2

3

time fra me . To a s s is t S ta y in this  ta s k, the  Commis s ion s hould cons ide r ha ving S ta ff

dire ct a n inde pe nde nt third-pa rty cons ulta nt to imple me nt the  long-te rm Avoide d Cos t

Me thodology. The  Commis s ion could form a  S ta ke holde r Advis ory Group to a s s is t S ta ff

4

5

6

7

8

9

in the  proce s s  a nd to he lp de ve lop a  robus t re port tha t would a llow inte re s te d pa rtie s  to

e xa mine  the  re le va nt inputs  a nd a s s umptions . Through s ta ke holde r colla bora tion, Vote

S ola r is  hope ful the  proce s s  would re s ult in a  robus t a nd colla bora tive  me thodology tha t

ca n be  upda te d e a s ily in future  proce e dings . Atta c he r_e n t 5 conta ins  propose d

la ngua ge  for this  a me ndme nt.

VI. The  Co mmis s io n Sho uld  No t Elimina te  Ne t Me te ring  and  Then Beg in  a
Rulemaking  To  Amend  the  Ne t Me te ring  Rule s .

10

11
The Commission's  Net Metering Rules codify re ta il ra te  net metering, and the

12

1 3

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

re gula tions  conta in no wa ive r provis ion.20 Cons e que ntly, the  utilitie s ' propos a ls  in the

pe nding ra te cases to e limina te  ne t me te ring would viola te  the  la w. The  Commis s ion

a dopte d the  Ne t Me te ring Rule s  through forma l rule ma kings .21 As  a  re s ult, the

Commiss ion ca nnot va ca te  or a me nd the se  re gula tions  unle s s  it be gins  a  ne w

Rule ma king proce s s , with the  re quis ite  public notice  a nd opportunity for public

participation.-2-'z

The  R00 s e e ms  to re cognize  this  point, a s  it ca lls  for the  e nd of ne t me te ring a nd

conte mpla te s  a  ne w Rule ma king proce ss .23 Spe cifica lly, the  ROO dire cts  S ta ff to File  a

S ta ff Re port with re comme nda tions  on a  ne w Rule ma king "within 60 da ys  following the

da te  tha t the  Commiss ion ha s  is sue d a  De cis ion in the  pe nding [AP S ] ra te  ca se ."24 This

timing is  ba ckwa rds . If the  Commis s ion wis he s  to e limina te  ne t me te ring, it ca n only
22

23

24

25

26



1 do so a fte r it comple te s  a  ne w Rule ma king a me nding the  Ne t Me te ring Rule s . The

2 ROO, howe ve r, a nticipa te s  e limina ting ne t me te ring in the  AP S  ra te  ca s e , a nd the n

3 be ginning the  Rule ma king proce s s  to a me nd the  Ne t Me te ring Rule s  a fte r the  AP S

4 de cis ion. The  Commis s ion ca nnot la wfully viola te  the  Ne t Me te ring Rule s  in the

5 pe nding ra te  ca s e s , a nd the n a me nd the  rule s  a fte r-the -fa ct in this  ma nne r.

6 Accordingly, the  Commis s ion s hould de le te  the  ROO's  la ngua ge  dire cting S ta ff to file  a

7 S ta ff Re port on a  ne w Rule ma king within s ixty da ys  a fte r the  AP S  ra te  ca s e  de cis ion.

8 Attachment 6 conta ins  propose d la ngua ge  for this  a me ndme nt.

9 C O NC LUS IO N

10 For the  re a sons  discusse d a bove , Vote  S ola r re spe ctfully re que s ts  tha t the

1 1 Commiss ion modify the  ROO a s  follows :

12 1. P rovide  pricing ce rta inty by cla rifying tha t ne w s ola r cus tome rs  will be  a ble  to

1 3 lock-in the  a pplica ble  compe ns a tion ra te  whe n the y s ign a n inte rconne ction

14 a gre e me nt for twe nty ye a rs . See Attachment 1.

1 5 2. Modify the  ROO's  re comme nda tion tha t the  Avoide d Cos t Me thodology only

16 a na lyze  be ne fits  a nd cos ts  ove r a  five -ye a r time fra me . Ins te a d, the  Avoide d Cos t

17 Me thodology should a na lyze  the  be ne fits  a nd cos ts  tha t a ccrue  ove r a  rooftop

1 8 sola r sys te m's  twe nty-ye a r e conomic life . S e e Atta chme nt_ 2.

19 3. P rovide  fle xibility by modifying the  ROO's  re comme nda tion tha t the  Avoide d

20 Cos t Me thodology ignore  ce rta in type s  of be ne fits , such a s  socie ta l, e conomic,

21 a nd fue l he dging be ne fits . Ins te a d, a t a  minimum, the  Avoide d Cos t

22 Me thodology should a cknowle dge  a ll be ne fits  a nd cos ts  a nd discuss  the m

23 qua lita tive ly. If s uch be re ts  a nd cos ts  ca n be  qua ntifie d in  the  future , the y

24 s hould be  include d qua ntita tive ly in future  va lue  of s ola r a na lys e s . S e e

25 Attachment

26
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1

2

3

4

Remove language that establishes a preference for the Resource Comparison

Proxy Methodology. See At tachment  4.

Authorize an independent third-party to conduct the long-term Avoided Cost

Methodology with input from a Stakeholder Advisory Group. See Attachment

5

6

7

8

Q.

6. Delete the ROO's recommendation to begin a rulemaldng to modify the Net

Metering Rules after the Commission eliminates net metering in the pending

APS rate case. See Attachment 6.

9
f

49"
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10 DATED November 15, 2016.
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12

13

By
Timothy M. H an
ARIZONA CENTER FOR LAW IN THE
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Atta c h me n t 1

Allowing Cus tomers  to  Lock-In  the  Applicable  Compens a tion  Ra te  for
Twe n ty Ye a rs

Purpos e :

This amendment allows customers to lock-in the compensation rate in effect wren trey
sign an interconnection for a period of twenty years. Ira new compensation rate is
approved in the following rate ease, that compensation rate would apply only to new
customers.

Proposed Amendment Language:

At page  151, line  15, a fte r the  sentence  ending in "ra te  and resulting uncerta inty,"
INSERT: "Cus tomers  who s ign an inte rconnection agreement will rece ive  the
compensa tion ra te  in e ffect a t tha t time  for a  pe riod of twenty yea rs . If a  new
compensa tion ra te  is  approved in the  following ra te  case , tha t compensa tion ra te  will
apply only to new customers . In the  event of a  change  in ownership of the  system, the
locked ra te  will s tay with the  sys tem ra the r than the  cus tomer."

At page  167, line  15, INS E R T new Finding of Fact 142: "Customers  who s ign an
inte rconnection agreement will rece ive  the  compensa tion ra te  M effect a t tha t time  for a
pe riod of twenty yea rs . If a  new compensa tion ra te  is  approved in the  following ra te
case , tha t compensa tion ra te  will apply only to new customers . In the  event of a  change  in
ownership of the  system, the  locked ra te  will s tay with the  system ra ther than the
cus tomer."
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Attachment 2

Twe nty-Ye a r Te rm for Avoide d  Cos t Me thodology

Purpos e:

This amendment mody'ies the term of the Avoided Cost Methodologyfromfive years to
twenty years.

Proposed Amendment Language :

At page  148, line s  3-4, DE LE TE "with a  short-te nn fore ca s ting vie w limite d to five
years  to approximate ly re flect the  time tha t e lapses  be tween utility ra te  cases" and
INS E RT "with a  fore ca s ting vie w of twe nty ye a rs ."

At page  148, lines  15-18, DE LE TE "using a  shorte r, five  year forecast of avoided costs
ra ther than a  longer, 20 to 30 year forecast as  recommended by TASC, Vote Solar, and
RUCO. We be lieve  tha t a  20 to 30 year forecast would incorpora te  inherently specula tive
data  based on factors  tha t could be  easily manipula ted."

At page  149, line  10, DE LE TE
Twe nty-Ye a r Fore ca s ting."

"with Five -Ye a r Fore ca s ting" a nd INS ERT "with

At page  149, lines  17-23, DE LE TE the first two sentences of the  paragraph that begins
"The  fact tha t rooftop solar systems have  an expected life  of 20 to 30 years  . . . . "

At page  149, line  27, DE LE TE "with a  five -ye a r fore ca s ting time fra me "
"with a  twe nty-ye a r fore ca s ting time fra me ."

a n d  INS ERT

At page  152, line  6, DE LE TE "with Five -Ye a r fore ca s ting" a nd INS E RT "with Twe nty-
Yea r forecas ting."

At page  152, line  8, DE LE TE "ove r a  five -ye a r horizon"
ye a r horizon."

a nd  INS ERT "ove r a  twe nty-

At page  166, lines  25-27, DE LE TE Finding of Fact 135.

At page  167, line  7, DE LE TE "A 'dye  yea r forecas t" and INS E RT "A twe nty ye a r
forecas t."

At page  167, lines  22-24 DE LE TE "with a  short-te rm fore ca s ting vie w limite d to five
years  to approximate ly re flect the  time tha t e lapses  be tween utility ra te  cases" and
INS E RT "with a  twe nty-ye a r fore ca s ting vie w."



At page 167, line 28 DELETE "with Five-Year forecasting" and INSERT "with
Twenty-Year forecasting."

-
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Attachment 3

Inclusion of AH Benefit and Cost Categories in Avoided Cost Methodology

Purpos e :

This amendment modules the Avoided Cost Methodology to include all categories of
benefits and easts.

Proposed Amendment Language:

At page  150, line s  11-12, DE LE TE "is  a  specula tive  endeavor tha t has no place  in
ra te ma king" a nd INS E RT "should be  considered in the  policy discuss ion but may not
necessa rily be  included in the  quantita tive  ana lys is ."

At page  150, line s  13-17, DE LE TE paragraph tha t begins  "We do not be lieve" and
INS E RT "The  Avoided Cost methodology should consider a ll ca tegories  of benefits  and
costs  identified in Exhibit A. To the  extent va lues  for specific ca tegories  a re  found to be
zero, those  ca tegories  sha ll be  considered in future  va lua tions . In addition, Exhibit A is
intended to be  an illustra tive  lis t of benefit and cost ca tegories  and should not be
inte rpre ted to prevent additiona l ca tegories  of costs  and benefits  from be ing included in
future  ana lyses ."

At page  167, line s  3-6, DE LE TE Findings  of Fact 137 and 138.
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Attachment 4

Removing Statements that Establish a Preference for the Resource Comparison
Proxy Methodology

Purpos e :

This amendment removes statements that establish a preference for the resource
comparison proxy method over the avoided cost method.

Proposed Amendment Language:

At page  149, line s  1-4, DE LE TE "Moreove r, use  futility sca le  sola r obliga tions
represents the most reliable  and objective proxy for rooftop solar by diminishing concerns
that societal and environmental factors, as well as other externalities, should be included in
the  equation."

At page  167, line s  9-11, DE LE TE Finding of Fact 140.
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Attachment 5

Authorizing  a n  Inde pe nde n t Th ird -Pa rty to  Imple me nt the  Avoide d  Cos t Me thod
with  Inpu t from a  S ta ke holde r Advis ory Group

Purpos e:

This amendment authorizes an independent third-party to conduct the Avoided Cost
Methodology with input from a Stakeholder Advisory Group.

Propos ed Amendment Language:

At page  153, line  2, DELETE "Perform the  ana lys is" and INS E RT "with input from a
Stakeholde r Advisory Group, direct a  third-pa rty consultant to pe rform the  ana lys is"

At page  168, line  24, DE LE TE "Perform the  analysis" and INS E RT "With input from a
Stakeholde r Advisory Group, direct a  third-pa rty consultant to pe rform the  ana lys is"

Note : The  ROO envis ions  45 days  for this  ana lysis . Vote  Sola r defe rs  to S ta ff to
recommend the  appropria te  time  period.
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Attachment 6

Deleting Recommendation to Amend the Net Metering Rules After Net Metering is
Eliminated in the APS Rate Case

Purpos e :

This amendment deletes the recommendation to begin a Rulemaking to modify/ the Net
Metering Rules after net metering is eliminated in the pending Arizona Public Service
Company rate case.

Proposed Amendment Language:

DELETE page  146, line  25-page  147, line  2.

DE LE TE page 171 , lines 10-16.


