PNM PRAC December 2025 Meeting
December 16, 2025, 1:00PM to 3:00PM
PNM Headquarters / Online Meeting
PNM Attendees: Julio Aguirre, Heidi Pitts, Debrea Terwilliger, Blanca Pinon, Julia Monge, Ian MacDougall (MCR), Cindy Menhorn (MCR)
PRC Staff: Daren Zigich
NM AREA Attendees: Brian Andrews
ABCWUA Attendees: Andy Harriger
REIA-NM: Jim DesJardins, Stephanie Dzur, Randy Sadewic
Other Attendees: Joseph Yar, Jaime McGovern (Walmart)
Notes Prior to Presentation
· Julio Aguirre: We believe this upcoming proposal is reasonable for PNM. We welcome feedback. We will also be talking about the pathway from TOD pilot to default TOD. 
Low-Income Rate Proposal (Heidi Pitts presenting)
· Slide 3
·  These are the methodological principles that we are using regarding our low-income rate. We are trying not to increase the interclass subsidization. We want to make sure that the people who are on the other side of low-income are not harmed.
· Slide 4
· This is the banding subsidy from the prior rate case. Residential has a $41M subsidy.
· Slide 5
· We ran our proposal through a high estimate and low estimate of customers that would fall below the required poverty levels. Medicaid and SNAP enrollment numbers are included as a sanity check, although Medicaid enrollment is individual and not household so would be lower by household.
· Slide 6
· We are proposing to use 150% of the Federal Poverty Level as our requirement to enroll in the rate.
· Slide 7
· Our estimated range is 75k to 150k low-income customers.
· Stephanie Dzur: We have been discussing this, and we would like the option to apply the rates as a rider and charge each rate class which would subsidize low-income. Please look at SPS’ rate case to see how we want it to be proposed. We don’t know what the legislature intended with regards to who the costs of the rate are recovered from. We will need to agree to disagree, but please don’t close any doors with regard to recovery.
· Brian Andrews: NM AREA would disagree with that. We would be opposed to any rider that would increase the residential subsidy.
· Slide 8
· All residential customers are already subsidized by about $6.82 per bill (if unitized by customer).
· Slide 9
· Even if non-low-income customers receive a bill increase of $1.00 per month, they will still have a subsidy of $5.82 per month.
· Brian Andrews: What is the average monthly residential bill?
· Heidi Pitts: For phase 2 rates, it was around $100 including all riders.
· Julio Aguirre: It’s around $88 non-fuel.
· Slide 10
· Currently, we estimate that low-income customers currently receive $6.12MM to $12.24MM of the full $41MM subsidy.
· Slide 11
· This slide shows the cost of eliminating the customer charge for low-income customers. This would be between $10.6MM and $21.4MM.
· Joseph Yar: We all agree that there is a subsidy going to all residential customers. Is the proposal to redistribute that subsidy to low-income customers away from non-low-income customers?
· Heidi Pitts: Essentially, yes.
· Joseph Yar: But didn’t we want to eliminate these subsidies? This appears to be locking them in.
· Julio: We are trying to develop the structure. We must use the numbers we currently have. We don’t know what the subsidy will look like during the next rate case. We’re using these numbers to explain the concept.
· Brian Andrews: Tying this to the subsidy seems like it will cause problems.
· Stephanie Dzur: What's confusing is unnecessarily tying lower rates for low-income customers with interclass subsidies and billing components (like customer charges).
· Julio Aguirre: One way to look at the proposal, which helps with the math, is to consider the subsidies are associated with customer related costs. We collect about $11 per month, and the cost of service indicates about $21/month.
· Daren Zigich: Won't the proposed change from the 4CP allocation to a LOLE/EUE allocation fundamentally lower the residential subsidy?
· Julio Aguirre: Yes, that is what we observed in the year we analyzed/projected earlier this year. 
· Debrea Terwilliger: This is not to say that there is any subsidy that will be set in the next case. This is merely to show how it will affect residential customers now compared to the current subsidy.
· Stephanie Dzur: If this is a rider, it doesn’t have to tie to a specific part of a customer’s bill.
· Slide 12
· These are some of the questions we want to discuss moving forward.
· Daren Zigich: Would you track these customers overtime and reassess their eligibility? Are there thoughts of subsidizing AMI meters or assets?
· Julio Aguirre: Our focus has been something easy to manage and administer. Having different assets being treated differently isn’t something we’ve looked at, but we can think about it.
· Heidi Pitts: What makes that harder to offer to LI customers is we will still need to track customers who aren’t in LI housing or who move, etc.
· Daren Zigich: It’s a one-time investment but you’re amortizing it over the lifetime of the meter. A lot of low-income customers are struggling to reduce their usage. These rate decreases don’t get to that.
· Stephanie Dzur: Can we have a recovery mechanism like the fuel clause with balancing?
· Heidi Pitts: This wouldn’t be a pass-through in the same way as a fuel clause.
Path Forward from TOD Pilot to Default TOD (Julio Aguirre presenting)
· Slide 13
· A default TOD rate will look very different than the current TOD pilot rates because of free ridership, inability of low users from benefiting, and diluted price incentives.
· Slide 14
· We know that not all customers will benefit from the TOD rate. As rates are designed on average usage, about half of customers will benefit from the TOD rates without doing anything. Because of our inclining block rates, low users cannot benefit from the TOD rates at all, no matter how much they shift.
· Jim DesJardins: Will you define Time of Day?
· Julio Aguirre: This is the TOD pilot that we currently have on our tariff.
· Slide 15
· With a default flat rate instead of default inclining block rates, all types of customers can take advantage of TOD rates regardless of usage.
· Slide 16
· We are still analyzing the pilot, but this is our current plan based on the current analysis. That is, to remove the inclining blocks.
· Daren Zigich: What might the delta on a flat rate be from the block 1 rate?
· Julio Aguirre: We don’t know exactly what that will look like. This will increase the rates on lower users and decrease the rate on higher users. This will be a staggered change over several cases.
· Slide 17
· Next meeting is January 20, 2026 which will set the stage to move the low-income conversations to a sub-committee and then we will begin our discussion on distributed generation.
