


Copies of the foregoing delivered/mailed this 1%

day of April, 2015, to:

Janice Alward

Legal Division

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 W. Washington

Phoenix, AZ 85007

C. Webb Crockett

Attorney

Fennemore Craig

2394 East Camelback Road, Suite 600
Phoenix, AZ 85016

Garry Hays

Attorney for AZ Solar Deployment Alliance
Law Offices of Garry D. Hays, PC

1702 E. Highland Ave, Suite 204

Phoenix, AZ 85016

Mark Holohan

Chairman

AriSEIA

2221 W. Lone Cactus Drive, Suite 2
Phoenix, AZ 85027

Michael Patten

Attorney

Roshka DeWulf & Patten, PLC

One Arizona Center, 400 E. Van Buren
Street, Suite 800

Phoenix, AZ 85004

Court Rich

Attorney

Rose Law Group, P.C.

7144 East Stetson Drive, Suite 300
Scottsdale, AZ 85251

Bradley Carroll

Tucson Electric Power Company
88 East Broadway Blvd.

Mail Stop HQES10

Tucson, AZ 85701

Lyn Farmer

Administrative Law Judge
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 W. Washington

Phoenix, AZ 85007

COASH & COASH, INC
1802 N. 7th Street
Phoenix, AZ 85006

Steve Olea

Utilities Division

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 W. Washington

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Daniel Pozefsky
Chief Counsel

RUCO

1110 W. Washington
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Page 1 of 1





















For customers who installed a DG system and received a direct cash incentive
beginning July 1, 2012, and those who install a DG system and interconnect with the
APS distribution system beginning February 1, 2013, regardless of incentive, the
monthly surcharge for 2014 was $3.74 for residential, $24.55 for small non-
residential, $225.28 for medium non-residential, $493.65 for large non-residential
and $3,335 for industrial customers.
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selection process and evaluation witeria, and provides a copy of the proforma EPC
Agreement. The bid evaluation and selertion processes and methadologies represent o
fair, consistent and unbiased evaluation and selection process. The procedurss and
processes were appropriatsly appliec by APS and ame consistent with industry
standards. [n summary. the information included in the RFP, the evalustion criteria, and
evaluation and salecfion pracess are consistent with CPP requirsmenis.

In addition, APS filed a written notice to the Comnmission indicating that it had ratained
Merrimack Energy as IM for tho solicitation as required by the Resource Planning and
Procurement rules.

The 2014 AZ Sun Pregiam City of Phoenix Solar Project and Luke Air Forge Base Solar
Project solicitation procoes was a reasonably compefitive pracess, with eight (8)
Respondents offering a total of thiry {30} proposals which encompassed each of the two
project sites and the combined project sites. Although the overall respansae was lower
than recent similar sclicitations, the response was ressonable and e results illustrated
continued decline in EPC pricing.

In the cpirion of Menimack Energy, the bid evaluation and selection process was
undertaken by APS in a fair, traneparent, consistent, and comprehensive manner. APS
provided the detailed bid evaiuafion results 1o the IM for review and assessment and
held discussions with 1he IM o roview the evalugtion results. In addition, this process
was a very thorough, rigorous and comprehensive evaluation and selection process.
Both the guantitetive snd qualitative assessments of the offers were cffactively
uniertaken, which should importantly resull in competifive prices and viable grojects.
APS provided the IM detailed documentation of the evalualicn PIOCESS N 8 manner
which was easy to review and verify. The implementation of the salicilation process was
effeclively managed ty APS, was canducted in conformance to the scheduls outined in
the RFF. and will lead to competitive banefits for suslomers.

In conclusion. it is ths opinion of the IM that the 2014 AZ Sun Program Gity of Phoshix
Solar Pmjsct and Luke Air Force Bass Solar Project solicitafion proczss and
assessment undaitakan by APS wee fair, consistent, comprehonsive and unbiased. APS
established procedures and rules which guided the evaluation and selsction process,
and consistently applied such precedures. The evaluation and selecfion process
effsclively conforms ‘o the requiroments of the RFP, reflects the practices of other
similar whifities In conducting such a procass, and represents good utiiity aractice, The
leve| of compedifion ir the procurement process has led ta continually lower prices and
assaciated customer benehits which reflect recent market trends. which APS has been
able ta take advantage of in selecting the final EPC contractor. The final selected
propasal is relativaly low cost, supported by a highly experisnced EPC contractor, and
aprears to result in very viable projects.
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