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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Central Hudson Gas and Electric Corporation, Consolidated Edison Company of New
York, Inc. (“Con Edison”), New Yotk State Electric & Gas Cotpotation, Niagara Mohawk Power
Cotporation d/b/a National Grid, Orange and Rockland Utlities, Inc., and Rochester Gas and
Electric Corporation (collectively the “Joint Utilities”) generally support the Staff Straw Proposal on
Track One Issues (“Straw Proposal”). The Joint Utilities are prepated to assume the responsibilities
of the Distributed System Platform (“DSP”), as contemplated in the Straw Ptoposal.

The Joint Utilities provide these comments to further the implementation of Reforming the
Energy Vision (“REV”) proceeding by providing recommendations that will help the Commission
successfully achieve its objectives over a reasonable transition petiod. To do this, Track 1 and 2
efforts need to be synchronized in order to define a comprehensive REV framework. The Joint
Utllities believe REV has the potential to deliver meaningful benefits to New York’s electricity
customers, however, the success of increased reliance on Distributed Enetgy Resoutces (“DERs”)
to meet REV goals is contingent on the sound design and implementation of grid operations,
market design, and the establishment of a new tegulatotry framewotk. REV must also be
implemented in a way that is designed to ensure the safety and security of all who utilize the
electricity network.

Customer preference and demand for setvices are integral to REV’s success. This depends
on the availability of advanced energy management tools and new products and setvices offered by
the utilities and third parties to provide value to customets (including reduced energy costs).
Customer engagement has presented a challenge to program development in New York in the past,
and the work involved in this area for REV should not be underestimated.

Many of the Joint Utilities’ concerns with respect to the Straw Proposal relate to specific
implementation challenges. These concerns include how best to transition and tefocus energy
efficiency and clean energy programs, implement a more open integrated distribution system
planning process, and implement processes and systems to exchange data and other information.

These concerns are summarized below:

(1) Implementation/Transition: The transition to REV must necessarily be iterative, taking

place over a period of years, to permit thoughtful responses to evolving technologies,




customer engagement, and the evaluation of REV itself.! The REV design process will
require staging of interdependent stakeholder and tregulatory processes, including ongoing
Commission proceedings, as well as clarity regarding major elements in advance of design
and construction of new processes, information systems, and infrastructure. The REV
implementation will involve substantial investments by utilities, thitd-patty setvice providets,
and customers. However, utilities can only make large investments on behalf of customets
and DER providers within a cleat regulatory framewotk.

(2) Data Exchange: The purpose of the data exchange is to manage operational data and
customet usage information. Each of these purposes presents its own challenges related to
the development of standards, interoperability, communication infrastructure, and the
ptivacy and security of customer and systems data. The Joint Utilities propose an efficient
approach to achieve the Commission’s information goals that reflects each categoty of
information to be shared (customer usage data, DER data, netwotk operational data, and
network planning data) while addressing distribution system secutity and customer privacy
concetns.  This approach would leverage existing system capabilities and initiatives
envisioned in the Straw Proposal and will provide parties with the information they need in a
form that is useful.

(3) Clean Energy Transition: The Joint Utilities are committed to working toward continuing
existing enetgy efficiency programs without intetruption and support filing Energy
Efficiency Transition Implementation Plans (“ETIPs”) based on Staff’s proposed schedule.
Towatd that end, the Joint Utilities propose to use the existing E* Working Group process
to identify the content of the initial ETIP filings and to addtess transitional issues. Specific
clean enetgy program design will be driven by the Commission’s REV policy goals. While
the cutrent Energy Efficiency Pottfolio Standard (“EEPS”) and Renewable Pottfolio
Standard (“RPS”) programs focus on MWh-based clean energy goals, the use of greater
amounts of clean energy DERs in the future may lead to an increased emphasis on demand
teduction (MWs) or carbon reduction goals rather than energy (MWhs). It is not possible to
maintain the current energy savings goals while adding new demand and carbon reduction

goals without increasing overall funding levels. Finally, the Joint Utilities will comment on

' The Straw Proposal expressed this challenge as follows: “[tlhe comprehensive, complex, and transformative nature

of REV will require years of iterative planning and increasingly granular design determination, which should begin
as soon as the Commission makes a policy decision to ptoceed.” Straw Proposal, p. 78.
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the main tier RPS program separately consistent with the Commission’s recent public notice
in the NYS Register.

(4) DER Ownership: Utilities have an impottant role to play in triggeting growth in retail
markets due to their singular knowledge and understanding of their respective distribution
systems as well as their existing relationships with electricity and gas customers. Utilities ate
uniquely positioned to help customets engage in REV technologies and to expand intetest of
all customers in DER whether through the utility or through a third party. The efforts of
utilities to increase DER will facilitate the state’s ability to meet its neat-term objectives of
enhancing resilience, promoting clean energy adoption, increasing system efficiency, and
building robust competitive markets. As a result, we believe utilities must be allowed to
participate in the development of localized energy resources, including the ability to own
DERs behind-the-meter. Any potential market power concerns should be addtressed
through mitigation measures developed as patt of continuing discussions.

(5) Demand Response Tariffs/NYISO Coordination: The Straw Proposal fails to dtaw the
distinction between wholesale and disttibution demand tesponse programs and tariffs. The
Joint Utilities believe that a stakeholder process is tequited so that the utilities, Staff, and the
New York Independent System Operator (“NYISO”) can address the complexity of the
issues that must be resolved to assure a smooth transition.

(6) Benefit Cost Analysis (“BCA”) Framework: The BCA is a ctitical element of REV and
the Joint Utilities support the eatly establishment of a stakeholder consultation process to
develop the BCA framework. The BCA framework will evolve over time with changes in
technology and developments in othet elements of the REV policy agenda. The bat for
including externalities in this framework is high particularly because of customer bill impacts:
while the Joint Utilities support economic evaluations that reflect relevant quantifiable
externalities, such externalities should not be monetized in payments to DER providets.
Any BCA framework must include consideration of bill impacts and overall affordability
concerns.

(7) Microgrids: Microgrids may be approptiate, if propetly planned, to address tesiliency and
reliability needed for continuity of service (i.e., the ability to island). Microgtids setving a
single customer could be owned by a customer or a third party. However, when a microgtid
setves mote than one customer (in contrast to a campus-style microgtid serving only a single

customet) and operates within the surrounding electric distribution infrastructure, utilities
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are in the best position to own and propetly opetate such distribution infrastructure when it
involves systems within the utility franchise area. In addition, the Joint Utilities object to the
Straw Proposal’s recommendation to temove the requitement that a mictogrid be capable of
islanding, which is a distinguishing element of a microgrid as defined by the U.S.
Department of Energy (“DOE”). This fundamental change would infringe upon a utility’s

existing franchise rights.

As directed, our comments are organized by the section numbets in Staff’s Straw Proposal.
As can be seen throughout, the Joint Utilities have not offered specific comments in response to

many of the subheadings.
JOINT UTILITIES RESPONSE TO STAFF’S STRAW PROPOSAL

I. CONTEXT AND OVERVIEW

B. Summary of Findings and Recommendations
1. Critical Path Objectives
The Joint Utilities appreciate the need to begin implementing immediate and neat-term

actions that will lay the foundation for the full transition envisioned in REV. The Joint Utilities

address these actions as part of an overall proposal for implementation of REV in Section VII.

D. Suppott for a Track One Policy Decision by the Commission

1. Business as Usual

The Joint Utilities have concerns regarding the practical value of taking time away ftom REV
design and implementation to develop a state-wide high-level “business as usual” (“BAU”) case and

prefer to focus the effort on development of the BCA framewotk.
2. Drivers of Change

The Straw Proposal recognizes the need to replace aging infrastructure. REV will address
future system constraints through nontraditional approaches; the Joint Utilities will continue to face
significant replacement and refurbishment investment requitements during and aftet the transition

to REV.



3. Benefits of REV

The Joint Utilities agree that the potential benefits are significant enough to advance the
REV process. The Joint Utilities are concerned however, that the “illustrative examples” on pages
9-10 of the Straw Proposal have not been thoroughly vetted, depend on ctitical assumptions, and
might be misinterpreted. The Joint Utllities believe that the focus should be placed on the BCA

framework and how to deliver value to customers.
II. ESTABLISHING REV: DSP MARKET VISION

A. Distribution System Functions Required Under REV

The Joint Utilities agree with the Straw Proposal’s tecommendations that utilities should be
the DSP, and that the DSP should be tesponsible for facilitating the development of tretail markets.
The Joint Utilities believe that public safety, reliability, and customer benefit should be among the
primary objectives of the DSP. A phased approach to developing the DSP and tetail markets should
be adopted to allow for the evolution of technology, processes, standards, and protocols as retail
markets mature. Initially, utilities may focus on direct procutement of DER via projects such as
Con Edison’s Brooklyn-Queens Demand Management program. In time, such an apptoach could

transition to price signals and, ultimately, to functional opetating matkets.
1. Regulated Monopoly Functions

The Joint Utilities agree the three distribution level functions that must be petformed to
provide reliable electricity service and animate retail markets to achieve the REV policy goals ate: (1)
market operations; (2) grid operations; and (3) integrated system planning. The Joint Utilities do,
however, have a particular concern related to the Straw Proposal’s tecommendations that to achieve
a more open planning process significant access to granulat, operational planning data is required,’
and a platform for shating such data should be developed.”> Overall, the Joint Utilities believe that
many of the contemplated planning processes desctibed in the Disttibuted System Implementation
Plan (“DSIP”) coupled with immediate actions will address concetns tegarding information

transparency and open planning.

2 Straw Proposal, p. 75.
3 Straw Proposal, p. 24.




The Joint Utilities will be required to establish a structured and transparent planning process.
Under this planning process, it will be the DSP’s responsibility to identify when and whete such
DER participation provides the greatest benefit to the local distribution system. The utilities, as the
DSPs, will work with DER providers to develop a sufficiently transparent platform that
accommodates diverse technologies and products and setvices, and is standardized to the extent
possible to minimize participation costs that are ultimately borne by customets.

The Joint Utilities distinguish between two system planning citcumstances: (1) a neat-term
system need; and (2) a longer-term system need. The first circumstance relates to a near-term
distribution system need, where DERs could serve as an alternative to a more traditional utility-
identified investment. In the second case, the utility has not identified a specific future investment
or project but has identified a more general longet-term futute system need. In such case, the DSP
would provide a relatively simple price signal that DER providets can rely on to assess theit value to
the distribution system. Each circumstance is discussed below.

The first circumstance is likely to involve some aggregation of DER technologies that may
present a potentially lower cost alternative to a majot system investment and/ot utility-owned DER
solution. The need will involve a distribution constraint for reliability and resiliency putrposes. The
potential DER solution providers will need sufficient advance notice of such opportuniﬁes and will
be provided with adequate information to tailot proposed solutions that will maximize the value of
their offerings in response to competitive solicitations. Potential solutions will need to conform to
reliability and resiliency requirements consistent with utility petformance expectations and such
reliability and resiliency requirements would need to be cleatly identified. This type of need will be
provided in each utility’s No Regtrets Action Plan to identify capital projects likely to be deferred and
later as part of each utility’s filed DSIP.

As envisioned in the DSIP methodology stakeholdet process, stakeholdet consultations ate
appropriate to determine: (1) information needed by DER solution providets to ptepare a bid; (2)
information needed by the DSPs to evaluate the bids; and (3) the most efficient process for
exchanging such information. In this context, information secutity for the disttibution system and
customer data privacy concerns will need to be addressed and resolved.

In the second citcumstance, a potential need is based on long-term system forecasts that do
not require immediate action. The DSP should provide a “price” signal that reflects the value of
various DER attributes, products and setvices to the distribution system at various points along the

system. This price signal will be dynamic and change over time as the network needs change (e.g., as
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deployment of DERs on the netwotk grows, as netwotrk infrastructute capabilities are upgraded).
The price signals that the DSP should provide to DERs will need to be updated petiodically to
reflect such changes.

The Joint Utilities are committed to developing a standardized apptroach for implementing
information-sharing processes to address both of these citcumstances as patt of the DSIP

stakeholder consultation.

B. DSP Market Structure

Certain of the concepts desctibed in this section of the Straw Proposal have been addressed

in this Section II, as well as, Section III and Section V below.

C. Overview of Market Participants’ Roles and Interactions

The Straw Proposal envisions that the DSP will facilitate retail interactions with the
wholesale market in addition to the opetation of tetail DER markets. Cost-effective DERs can offer
value to both the distribution system and the wholesale markets. It is important to tecognize that
the value of DERs to the distribution system and the bulk power wholesale market are distinct
values that are not always aligned. They may be complementaty at times (when the dispatch of
DERs benefits both the distribution system and the wholesale market at the same time) or the
DERs may actually be constrained from being dispatched by ctitetia ot conditions in one market
even when it can provide value in the othetr matket.

The Straw Proposal identifies two potential matket model mechanisms to realize the full
value of DER whether to the distribution system ot to the bulk power system ot both. The first is a
supply aggregation model while the second is a load modifier model. The details of each ate very
complex and need to be considered thoroughly priot to selecting the most approptiate method. Any
model would need to consider rules for intetactions between the DSP and NYISO such that DSP
maintains the ability to dispatch and manage the DER resoutces for the putposes of maintaining
local reliability. Retail and wholesale market operations must be well cootdinated with the NYISO
to achieve effective and optimal interoperability. The Joint Utilities endotse the Straw Proposal’s
recommendation that this issue be addressed in a stakeholder consultation process. To the extent
current wholesale market rules need to be revised to interface approptiately with the DSP, the Joint

Utilities and the NYISO must work together to assure such cootdination.




III. ENABLING NEW ROLES FOR KEY PARTICIPANTS

A. Identity of the DSP Providet

The Joint Utilities agree with the Straw Proposal recommendation that they setve as the
DSP, and are prepared to assume this responsibility.

B. Customer Engagement

While opportunities to animate markets and engage customers exist, the challenges cannot
be underestimated. Achieving REV benefits depends ctitically on the willingness of customets to
engage in new product and service markets, and to make behavioral and financial commitments
when particular offerings meet their needs.

As the Track 1 Straw Proposal has emphasized, the achievement of REV policy goals will be
determined in large measure by the degtee to which customers tespond to the oppottunities
introduced in new markets and by actions of the DSP, utilities, and third-party vendots. Customer
preferences and demand must be the driving motivation behind the design of matkets to suppott
new energy products and services accessible to customers. This requires understanding as much as
possible about customer behavior and interest in new products and setvices. There are many ways
to obtain this type of feedback from potential DER customers, including sutveys of the type cited in
the Straw Proposal. However, there is always uncertainty regarding whether a survey of customets
in one market is a reliable representation of customer attitudes in another matket, and indeed New
York has significant demographic variation even within the state. Nevettheless, evety expetience
provides insight. The Joint Utilities plan to explore additional methods of measuting customer
engagement, including demonstration projects to gauge customer interest in DER and to identify
concerns that must be addressed to engage customers in REV matket products and setvices.
Encouraging utility innovation, research, and practical experience over the next few yeats will
advance information and identify best practices that can be shared.*

1. Data Access and Privacy

A thoughtful approach to these issues is necessaty to provide customers with the confidence
that they require to accept REV and for both customers and DER providets to participate in REV
programs and markets. The Joint Utilities emphasize that customer privacy and data security are of

paramount concetn to theit customets and must be safeguarded throughout the implementation of

4 'This concept was introduced on pages 28-29 of the Comments of the Joint Utilities on Track 1 Policy Issues, July
18, 2014.



REV policy goals. Third-party sellers seek access to customer specific information to contribute to

the success of marketing and sales campaigns. The utilities support the Straw Proposal’s objective

to advance data access to enable matkets while meeting reasonable privacy and secutity expectations.
i. Data Exchange

The Joint Utilities propose an efficient approach to achieve the Commission’s information
goals that reflects the different categories of information that need to be communicated (customer
usage data, DER data, network operational data, and network planning data) while preserving
distribution network secutity and customer ptivacy concetns. This approach leverages existing
system capabilities and should provide parties with the information that they need in a form that is
useful.

The Straw Proposal suggests that ownership and management of a Data Exchange could be
opened to a competitive procurement process, which implies the need for a new, centralized system.
While the Joint Utilities understand that certain information will be helpful to DER providets for a
variety of reasons, including marketing and sales campaigns, the utilities do not believe that it is
necessary or efficient to create a new and separate system for data sharing at this time. It would be
more timely and cost-effective to leverage existing utility systems that alteady provide much of the
functionality envisioned in the Straw Proposal.

The Joint Utilities believe that system solutions, privacy, and secutity concerns need to be
considered for each of the four types of data under consideration for inclusion in a Data Exchange:
customer data, DER data, operations data, and planning data. Customer data includes Personally
Identifiable Information (“PII”), defined as information that can be used to identify, contact ot
locate an individual. Because it is so closely associated with a customet’s PII, individual customet
usage profile data are generally considered protected information as well. Moteovet, customets
should have the opportunity to opt-in to sharing their information with providers. DER data
pertains to the asset and commitment information of DERs that exist on different segments of the
distribution system. Operations data pertains to a patticular location on the distribution system, and
includes load profiles, asset performance, and othet information desctibing the dynamic state of the
system. Planning data pertains to anticipated demand growth, existing asset conditions, distribution
capital investment requirements, and other planning metrics. Each of these types of information has

unique features that raise different considerations; which must be addressed in order to ensute

®  The Commission is currently reviewing PII in Case 13-M-0178,
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appropriate protection for critical infrastructure and customer confidence and engagement as REV
evolves.

The privacy of customer data is a setious concetn shated actoss many industries. Utilities
have a responsibility to protect a large volume of PII that pertains not only to customer names and
addresses, but also to consumption, financial data, credit information, and payment histoties. The
Commission needs to reaffirm or establish new data privacy policies and guidelines that utilities and
customets can tely on to adequately protect sensitive customer information.® This is critical to
utility efforts to comply with the law and rules governing the ptrivacy of customer information. The
current practice is that no PII (including name, address, usage, and payment histoty) be provided to
a third party without receiving prior customer authorization.” The Joint Utilities understand that this
issue will be one of the topics of a REV-related forum to be held in November at New Yotk
University School of Law and look forward to patticipating in that discussion to learn mote about
issues that are of concern to customers.

The Straw Proposal suggests a significant shift in policy from curtent data privacy trends.”
This proposed shift is inconsistent with the apptroach in other states and with proposed fedetal
guidelines,” all of which raises the importance of gathering the perspectives of different parties,
patticulatly customers. If customers have concerns with data access and ptivacy rules, they will be
hesitant to engage in the market.

The Joint Utilities disagree with the Straw Proposal’s suggestion that “DER providets
require standardized, time-stamped customer energy usage information whete technically available to
develop business cases, attract investment, and quickly bting DER products and setvices to
matket.”'° Competitive setvice providers across a wide spectrum of industties find ways to matket

to and attract customers without customer-specific information. As an altetnative, the Joint Utilities

See Case 07-M-0458, et al., Proceeding on Motion of the Commission Regarding an Energy Efficiency Portfolio Standard, Otder
on Rehearing Granting Petition for Rehearing, issued December 3, 2010, at p. 17, desctibing cutrent policy on
disclosure of customer enetgy usage data.

T Id

®  Se, California Public Utilities Code, P.U. Code Sec. 8380(b)(1); see also, Colotado Regulations governing customers’
data, 4 Colorado Code Regs. § 723-1-1104; see also, 79 F.R. 54965, desctibing the proposed federal guidelines.

The Department of Enetgy (DOE) issued a Notice seeking comments on September 11, 2014 on a proposed Draft
“Data Privacy and the Smart Grid: A Voluntary Code of Conduct (VCC).” (79 F.R. 54695) DOE suggests the VCC
should be adopted by electric utilities and any third parties handling smart grid-related data. The DOE’s initial
position would have utilities restrict access to customer data for anything beyond the provision of utility service.
Other uses of data would require express customer consent. While this is a voluntary code, the Public Service
Commission may find the proceeding relevant and useful in the context of consumer cyber secutity protections.

' Straw Proposal, p. 24.

10



suggest that providing aggregated load information for various customer market segments would
assist in the development of product offerings while maintaining protections on PII. DER
providets could use this information to engage potential customers and secure individual customer
authotization to access additional usage information. As discussed further below, this capability may
be accommodated by making trevisions to the existing Electronic Data Interchange (“EDI”)

infrastructure. DER providets could use this aggregated and segmented customer information

system to refine proposals they make to aggregate customers and DER loads (including load
reduction, enetgy efficiency, storage, and distributed generation), or to address a distribution system
issue in a situation in which the DSP has requested bids from DER providers.

The Straw Proposal provides a list of customer information that should be made available to
registered DER providers through the Data Exchange."" A considerable amount of this information
is alteady available today and is communicated in a standardized format via EDI. This platform can
be leveraged in a robust and coopetative process as the matkets evolve. The Joint Utilities believe
that until the DSIPs and DSP data sharing processes become more fully developed, it would be
more cost effective to enhance the existing standardized platform and use EDI as the system to
exchange those data. This would permit stakeholders to investigate new or enhanced interfaces and
communications infrastructure that will align with the DSIP over the long term.

The Straw Proposal also suggests that additional customer data not available through EDI
should be made accessible to DER providers. The utilities are open to providing certain of this
information subject to appropriate authotization and protection considerations. As requirements
for customer data evolve over time, so will the systems used to communicate those data.

The Joint Utilities agree that the DSP requites DER asset and commitment data and a
process must be in place to complete effective measurement and verification of performance
associated with DER setvices. This asset information is generally compiled both when facilities are
being connected to the distribution system and when customers sign up to specific programs. The
Joint Utilities believe that separate DSP operational systems will need to be developed to manage
data'? to petform tasks in the marketplace, rather than using an independent data exchange. In the
same mannet, the DSP will need to compile adequate interval data to create predicted baselines for

load ptojections to verify load reduction petformance of a DER provider. Since these data are

1 See the Straw Proposal, pp 24-25.
2 Con Edison is already developing a Demand Response Management System.
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alteady required for real-time grid operations, the DSP will alteady have the data to perform
measurement and verification of the DER provided resoutce. By maintaining this critical
information within the DSP operational systems, the data will be subject to ptivacy and security
measures consistent with existing utility systems.

The Straw Proposal recommends that planning and opetational data be provided as part of
the proposed information exchange to address information asymmetty and to suppott open
planning. The Straw Proposal seeks patty comment on the “types of system data will be most useful
for developing DER setvices and making investments of highest value.”” The Straw Proposal
further provides that prior to submitting their DSIPs, utilities should develop mote structured, open,
and transparent planning processes. These processes atre expected to include, among other things,
the necessary data elements to assist third-party matket participants in determining when and where
DER development is most valuable. However, the Joint Utilities believe that advanced means of
data access should be established as patt of the DSP functional tequitements only after technology-
platform defined interfaces and standards, as well as the DSIP planning process and the DSP market
mechanisms, have been established. Expetience gained from the commencement of neat-term
actions, demonstration projects, standards, interfaces, and DSIP development should be captured
and used to inform the development of data shating processes. Finally, the Joint Utilities do not
agtee that utility supetvisory control and real-time data should be provided to thitd-party providers
out of concern for cyber security, critical infrastructure, public safety, and teliability. Such raw data
has limited use to parties that are not cognizant of disttibution connectivity, real time equipment
status at the time of a reading, asset ratings and design patameters in addition to load flow
capabilities. The Joint Utilities suggest that adequate system information should be provided with a
competitive procurement of alternative solutions for utility infrastructure projects. The tequired
system information should be discussed during the stakeholder process for the DSIP.

ii. Access by Customers to Their Own Data and to Compatative Product Offerings

The Straw Proposal recommends that customets should have access to their usage data in a
secure and standard format. In addition, customets should be able to authotize provision of their
energy usage data to non-utility entities such as DER providets. The Joint Utilities believe that the
Federal Green Button standard and a customer information pottal will make it easier for customers

to access their data while increasing their awareness of DER offerings and othet enetgy-related,

B Straw Proposal, p. 76.
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value-added setvices. The Joint Utilities endotse the Federal Green Button standard and are
prepared to make investments in the development of websites, mobile apps, and other channels to
communicate with customers using the Green Button Application Programming Interface (“API”).

The Joint Utilities support the Straw Proposal recommendation that the utilities should
jointly design and develop web-based tools to enable customets to shop for and purchase DERs and
other energy-related, value-added services. Studies conducted by Accenture and Deloitte indicate
that utilities have established trust and strong brand recognition with their mass market customers.'*
This relationship may offer the most effective channel for providing trusted information to
customers on value-added setvices using the utilities’ websites.

The Joint Utilities recognize that standardization and consistency among electric disttibution
utilities are important and are committed to working alongside stakeholders to accomplish this over
the long term to the extent reasonable and practicable, and in a manner that recognizes
distinguishing charactetistics among utilities and their setvice tettitoties.

2. Customer Acceptance

Customers will benefit from the introduction of new and innovative products and setvices to
the extent that those customers are aware of and perceive value from the setvices matketed by DER
providers. Customers must also decide that the benefits are sufficient to warrant their participation
in the program. This implies that the animation of markets for third-party setvices must take place
in a manner that prevents unnecessary barriers to market entry, but also establishes propet customer
protections are in place. A constructive Commission ovetsight framework is requited to ensute that
protective measures are implemented, including cybet secutity protections.

New York has regulatory mechanisms that were put in place to accommodate tetail access
and that can be modified to address the oversight of DER providers. The lessons leatned from
New York’s experience with the oversight of retail competition can also be used to develop a
regulatory model that strikes an appropriate balance between customer protections and encouraging
third parties to enter the market and offer innovative products and setvices. The goal of optimizing
economic participation by customets can be realized in the context of a tegulatory framework that is

flexible to account for experience gained as programs mature.

“  The New Energy Consumer Architecting for the Future, Accenture, 2014. Informed and In Charge:

Knowledgeable Electricity Customers Seek Greater Choice and More Control of Energy value Chain. Deloitte
Center for Energy Solutions, 2014,
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The Straw Proposal suggests enhancements to the consolidated utility bill currently utilized
by utilities and ESCOs. Specifically, Staff proposes that utilities make available approximately 1,000
characters on their bills for ESCO bill messages concetning DERs ot other related value-added
products. In addition, the Straw Proposal suggests ESCOs could conceptually develop customet-
specific messages based on the energy usage of their customer, and use EDI to transmit that
information to utilities for printing on a consolidated bill.  Staff specifically trequested
implementation information from the utilities, including cost recovety.

The Joint Utilities have four principle concerns with this approach: (1) it is not cleat that
providing an incumbent ESCO the ability to use 1,000 charactets on a papet bill would be effective
in animating the market; (2) messages on the consolidated utility bill must be limited to the ESCO
that is actively serving the customer; (3) utilities must have oversight of messages to determine
whether each specific message is for energy-related value-added setvices; and (4) the Commission
and stakeholders need to consider the prospect of increased federal regulation of utility
communications. ~ With respect to this last concern, any proposed expansion of utility
communications as a vehicle to market to customers should occur only after a thotough review of
potentially applicable federal statutes and guidelines (e.g., CAN-SPAM," Stored Communications
Act,”®) to evaluate potential adverse impacts on existing utility communications and compliance
costs. For example, mixing commercial messages (e.g.,, DER advertisements or matketing
promotions) with the content of customer bills, could trigget CAN-SPAM regulation, and thus,
could impair a utility’s ability to communicate with customets via electronic billing or other email
messaging, particulatly when a customer reacts to the message by objecting to teceiving further
electronic communications from the utility (e.g., by “unsubsctibing”).

In addition to costs for system changes, providing ESCOs with up to 1,000 characters on
consolidated bills would entail extra expense for papet and postage when messages extend to
additional pages. Estimates for the integration effort and cost by the Joint Utilities are provided in
Table 1 below. These estimates are conceptual in nature, and may need significant revisions
depending on final specification and requirements. In response to Staff’s request on page 29 of the
Straw Proposal, the following is a schedule of the Joint Utilities’ conceptual estimates of time and

cost to accommodate customer specific ESCO bill messages of up to 1,000 charactets.

1515 US.C. 7701-7713, Controlling the Assault of Non-Solicited Potnography and Marketing Act of 2003 (“CAN-
SPAM”).
16 18 U.S.C. § 2701, et seq., Unlawful Access to Stored Communications.
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Table 1:7

Company Time to Complete Conceptual Estimates

Central Hudson 4-6 Months $55,000
Con Edison 7 Months $300,000
National Grid - Niagara Mohawk 3-4 Months $120,000
NYSEG/RG&E 2-3 months $45,000
O&R 7 Months $300,000

3. Affordability

The Straw Proposal’s discussion regarding affordability centers on low- and moderate-
income customers as well as high usage customers. In keeping with the discussion of the Straw
Proposal, the Joint Utilities are aligned with the Commission and Staff with regard to the importance
of engaging all customers with value-added setvices. To that end, the utilities will continue to
facilitate and promote existing programs ditected to low-income customers. The question of how
best enable low- and moderate-income customers to benefit from REV is worthy of considetation
as the REV and Clean Energy Fund design and implementation becomes further tefined.

With respect to high-usage customers, the Joint Utilities agree that engagement of large
customers offers potential to add to New York’s DER base. It is important that high-usage
customers have the opportunity to benefit from REV, including as DER providets. REV should
facilitate this outcome, informed by reliable intelligence regarding curtent customer needs. All

customers, but particulatly the largest customers, are motivated to spend less on energy.

17 Time to complete is an estimate and is defined as the amount of time fot completion after a2 Commission Order is
issued. Orange and Rockland Utilities, Inc. requires more than six months to implement the bill message changes
due to the time required to develop and implement a new EDI transaction to be used to transmit the ESCO’s
customer-specific bill message, to make code changes to the company’s billing system to accept and process the
message, to make changes to the company’s bill print software, and to test all of the required changes. The Joint
Utilities had to make numerous simplifying assumptions to detive the estimates. The assumptions include, but are
not limited to: (a) the account-level DER bill message will be available only to the customer’s incumbent ESCO (i.e.,
other prospective ESCOs will not be able to provide bill messages); and (b) the necessary EDI transactions and
segments will have been decided and agreed upon by the utilities. For Central Hudson this will require a new EDI
transaction and the estimate does not include testing with EDI vendots and/ot matketets.
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C. DER Providers and ESCOs

The Joint Utilities agree with the Straw Proposal that all DER providers, be they utilities,
ESCOs, or third parties, must be subject to Commission oversight, including requirements for
registration as a DER provider, and compliance with any business rules under which a DER
provider must operate. In order to apply a standard set of rules to functionally similar entities, the
utilities suggest that the Uniform Business Practices that cutrently apply to ESCOs be amended as
necessary and applied to DER providers. In addition, the Commission should ensure that cybet
security rules are consistent with emerging industry-wide codes, and appropriate for the degree of

data exchange that is required by REV.

D. Wholesale Market Interactions

2. Coordination between DSPs and the NYISO

As previously discussed in Section II, the Joint Utilities support well-coordinated wholesale
and retail operations to improve system safety and efficiencies, maintain reliability, and enhance the
visibility and flexibility of a modernized distribution system. Staff identified two potential
approaches to a market operations model; a supply aggregation model and a load modifier model.
The details of each are very complex and need to be considered more thoroughly priot to selecting
the most appropriate method. Among other things, any model would need to considet the
interaction rules between DSP and NYISO such that DSP maintains the ability to dispatch and
manage the DER resources for the purposes of maintaining local reliability. As is discussed in
Section II, the Joint Utilities endorse the Straw Proposal’s tecommendation that this issue be
addressed in a stakeholder consultation process.

As Staff has recognized in the Straw Proposal, either option would requite complex changes
to the current wholesale market rules that would require collaboration among the NYISO, the
distribution utilities, and market participants to establish well-articulated market principles in

advance of full implementation.
3. Coordination Impacts Resulting From FERC Otrder 745 Being Vacated

Staff states that uncertainty related to court challenges to FERC Order 745 requires a
process under which “stakeholders work with distribution utilities, Staff, and the NYISO to

immediately develop programs that allow demand response providers, intetfacing with the
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distribution utilities, to respond to bulk power system needs cuttently addressed by the NYISO’s
Special Case Resoutce (“SCR”) and Emetgency Demand Response Programs (“EDRP”).”"®

The Joint Utilities support a process to develop a transition plan in the event that DR is no
longer able to participate in wholesale markets. While discussions wete recently initiated by Staff
with individual stakeholder groups, the Joint Utlities recommend that any process with stakeholders
discussing this subject matter should engage all interested parties including the N'YISO, Staff, Joint
Utilities, and as appropriate, FERC. This process should focus on identifying and analyzing
potential alternative approaches that avoid adding unnecessary costs, have minimal impact on
wholesale markets, provide for an alternative mechanism to tecover telated costs as they occut, and
have cleatly defined rules. The process should involve a detailed review of existing NYISO and
New Yotk State Reliability Council rules and procedures, and will likely lead to changes that go
beyond the elimination of the NYISO SCR and EDRP progtams. A successful approach must be
coordinated among all affected parties to avoid adding confusion in the matketplace and to ensure

these valuable resources continue to be available when needed during operating tesetve shottages.
IV. GAUGING FEASIBILITY

A. Platform Technology

Platform technology decisions will drive major capital investments necessaty to provide the
many new functionalities contemplated by REV, most of which are identified in the Straw Proposal.
These investments will occur over many years as REV is implemented. The Joint Utilities support a
stakeholder process that meets market and system opetational needs and ensures that the decision-

making approach retains sufficient flexibility to respond to the evolution of REV.
1. DSP Functional Requirements

The Straw Proposal documents a set of DSP functional tequitements otganized in three
categories (Grid, Customer/DER/Microgrids, and Matket) closely aligned with the capabilities
identified and described by the Platform Technologies Wortking Gtoup. The introduction of many
of these features will not only improve the system’s flexibility, they will also make it both more
secutre and resilient than the current distribution system. The DSP functions will also facilitate the
patticipation of an array of DER technologies as determined by demand for these products by

consumets.

18 Straw Proposal, p. 63.
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As discussed in the Joint Utilities” July 18, 2014 Track 1 comments, the Joint Utilities believe
the following foundational investments will be necessaty to support key functionality for the DSP

and the goals and objectives of the REV. Foundational investments fall into five major categories:

e Communications;

e Grid automation;

e Grid edge monitoring;

e DER control/management; and

e Market operations/administration.

The Joint Utilities highlight that the Straw Proposal pottrays equipment monitoting as
foundational to the DSP, without highlighting the impozrtance of control. The Technology Platform
Working Group was very specific in discussing the control of assets as critical to the evolution of the
DSP functionality. The Straw Proposal lists several aspects of equipment control including teal-time
load transfer, power flow control, automated islanding and teconnection of microgtids, direct load
control, DER power control and DER power factor control. The Joint Utllities suppotrt the
Working Group position. Control of utility assets and DERs will be ctitical to both Grid
Operations and Market Operations.

As the Straw Proposal states, each of the Joint Utilities is already “making ongoing
improvements to distribution systems to enable functions consistent with the level of visibility,
control and communications netwotk that would be adequate to suppott the ‘end-state’ DSP.”"
Substantial additional capital investments will need to be made to enhance communications, gtid
automation, grid-edge monitoring, DER management and control, and market opetrations and
administration. These investments will be required to support disttibution network solutions that
are provided by the utility or alternative DER providers. The Joint Utilities expect to wotk with
Staff to determine what needs to be accomplished to provide a sufficient level of standardization

both to achieve interoperability and reduce transaction costs for third-party providets.
3. Technology Evaluation

The Joint Utilities agree that the integration of the vast atray of new data streams (e.g., data

from customer information systems, meter data management systems, outage management systems,

19 Straw Proposal, p. 84.
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billing systems) will be of considerable value when that integration is achieved. However, the Joint
Utilities emphasize that this is an exceptionally challenging technical problem that will take time to
complete. While the Joint Utilities will begin initial integration efforts in the near-term, full
integration will be achieved over the course of a multi-year timeframe.

ii. Customer Facing Technologies

The Joint Utilities welcome the opportunity to facilitate a market that will make value-added
services available to customers. However, while these setvices hold gteat promise, thete is a
corresponding risk related to cyber security that must be managed in otdet to maintain reliability,
and ensure data and infrastructure assets are protected from secutity breaches. As noted above, a
constructive Commission oversight framework is requited to ensure that protective measures are
implemented.

iii. Technology Platform Policy Mapping

The Joint Utilities agree with Staff that technology modetnization efforts and investments
must be alighed with the high-level policy goals of REV. A methodology should be developed to
ensure that investments are directed by policy goals. The BCA framework discussed in Section IV.B
will help ensure that policy goals and modernization effotts ate “harmonized” as envisioned in the
Straw Proposal.

The Joint Utilities will be making substantial, long-tetm investments (and in some cases
already are) and technology will continue to evolve in response to REV and similar industry
developments. It is important to evaluate the evolving technology environment so that specific
technology mapping tools reflect the changing technology market ptior to committing latge sums to
specific investments. Nevertheless, the Technology Platform Technology Mapping exetcise is
valuable and will help inform the consideration of new technologies and investments, and identify
crucial interdependencies to reflect in technology commitment decisions.

iv. Technology Standardization

It is recommended that the New York State Smart Grid Consottium, in conjunction with the
distribution utilities, initiate and lead a stakeholder process to develop the DSP technical
architecture, including standards and protocols, necessaty to achieve the Commission’s REV goals.
The objective of this effort is to provide advice to the Commission, Staff, the disttibution utilities,
technology vendors, and other key stakeholders in the technical areas most critical to successful DSP

implementation.
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B. Benefit Cost Analysis Framework

The Joint Utilities believe specific BCA tests should be defined by the BCA stakeholder
process. Development of the BCA framework is clearly on the critical path for REV design. In
general, the Joint Utilities do not support including monetized externalities in payments to DER
providers for the reason that all customers should receive some of the environmental value and
economic savings provided by DERs and such value streams should not be exclusively awarded to
DER providets.

As discussed in Section 1D, the Joint Utilities have concerns tegarding the practical value of
taking time away from REV design and implementation to develop/tefine a high-level BAU case.
Rather, the Joint Utilities believe that stakeholder resoutces are better directed to defining the BCA
framework that will estimate customer costs on a project-specific basis. The BCA framework will be
used to identify economic DER programs that could collectively produce state-wide savings for
New Yorkers. The Joint Utilities are committed to moving the REV initiative forward expeditiously
and the resolution of BCA issues is a critical path element.

Many subsequent REV policy and implementation decisions depend on the development of
the BCA framework. Staff has recognized the importance of a sound BCA approach because it will
be applied at many levels within REV. The Straw Proposal establishes: (1) proposed principles to
guide development of the BCA; (2) guidance on parametets in the BCA; and (3) a process fot
developing the BCA framework. The Joint Utilities suppott the establishment of a stakeholdet
consultation process to develop the BCA framework.

The REV implementation will evolve over time with changes in technology and
developments in other elements of the State’s enetgy policy agenda. As a consequence, the BCA
framework should be revisited periodically to ensure that the BCA methodology continues to align
with REV objectives. Likewise, the BCA framework must be designed with flexibility so that it can
evolve over time and be used in the context of each utility’s unique citcumstances. An ovetly
prescriptive approach may hamper the ability of the utilities to innovate. Given these
considerations, the Joint Utilities believe it would be premature to define specific BCA tests in
advance of the stakeholder consultation process.

Recognizing that additional wotk will be undertaken soon, the Joint Utilities offer the
following general observations regarding the BCA framework. The ultimate objective of the
framework should be to help New York achieve its energy policy objectives in the most efficient and

cost-effective manner. A foundational premise of the BCA is that it must create a level playing field
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for the evaluation of DER products, bulk energy resources, and transmission and distribution
(“T&D”) options. To accomplish this, the BCA framework should primarily focus on the costs and
benefits that are directly linked to aggregate customer bills, including: (1) the net impacts on T&D
operations and costs; and (2) the net impacts on wholesale enetgy and capacity costs, and (3)
consideration of certain directly relevant and quantifiable externalities. While the Joint Utilities
support economic evaluations that reflect relevant quantifiable externalities, such externalities should
not be monetized in payments to DER providets.

Further, the Joint Utilities are not fully in agreement with every element of the very detailed
list of benefits, costs and input assumptions in Straw Proposal Tables 3-6.  Rather than focusing on
every element of these tables in these initial comments, the Joint Utilities believe that the most
efficient approach will be to catefully consider this information as patt of the stakeholdet

consultation process.

V. BUILDING THE DSP MARKET

A. Clean Energy

The Joint Utilities are committed to working towatrds uninterrupted continuation of New
York’s energy efficiency programs. Toward that end, the Joint Utilities propose to use the existing
E? Wotking Group to identify the content of the initial ETTP filings.

The modernization of enetgy systems within New York requires the development of a
variety of products and setvices in existing and new matkets. The EEPS and RPS progtams have
been the primary tools for delivering clean energy to New Yotkers for almost a decade. The Straw
Proposal references the Clean Energy Fund Order, notes the importance of continuing clean energy
programs after their cutrent funding expires at the end of 2015, and introduces a numbet of new
concepts including: (1) the overall transition of New York’s clean energy programs away from a
heavy reliance on one-time incentives to a REV-based model; (2) modifications to the process
currently employed to obtain supply-side renewable resources; and (3) changes to the way New

York’s energy efficiency programs are deliveted to the public.
1. Transition

The Joint Utilities believe that the acquisition of clean energy tresources should occutr
through processes designed to meet long-term targets in the most efficient and cost-effective

manner. These processes should be established to best determine how to achieve this result. The
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availability of increasing amounts of clean energy options to New Yorkers is an important element
of the State’s energy policy. Clean energy DERs should be integrated into distribution system
planning and operations. Howevet, until numerous issues related to performance metrics, cost
recognition and recovery and incentive provisions are better defined as part of Track 2, the
integration of clean energy DERs with system planning cannot be precisely defined.

The specific Clean Energy program design will be driven by the Commission’s REV policy
goals. Targets should be statewide and applied to both energy efficiency and renewable resoutces.
Ultimately, the challenges for New York’s clean energy programs ate how best to use a limited
amount of clean energy funds to obtain the most value for the public and whether the focus should
be on demand (MW), enetgy (MWh), and/ot emissions reduction (Ib CO,e). It is also impottant to
recognize that it is not possible to maintain the current energy goals, add new demand and emissions
reduction goals, and achieve the desited outcomes within a trevised and uncettain tegulatoty
framework without increasing funding levels.

Funding for new projects and programs in both the RPS and the utility-administeted EEPS
is scheduled to expire at the end of 2015. Renewable resources and enetgy efficiency measutes ate
essential components of New York’s energy mix and the Joint Utilities support the Commission’s
intent to avoid any interruption in these programs as REV is being implemented. Staff envisions
that responsibility for most clean energy programs administered by NYSERDA will be transferred
to the utilities over a transition period and that the plans governing the transition and the funding of
these initiatives will be in place prior to December 31, 2015. The timeline to accomplish this
objective is uncertain because it requires: (1) distinct, staged approaches to manage the transition of
the efficiency and renewable resources programs; (2) approval of transition proposals and future
programs; (3) establishment of new clean energy goals with potential Track 2 petformance
incentives; and (4) identification in Track 2 of clean enetgy funding soutces and petformance
mettics.

The Joint Utilities propose that the Commission make unencumbeted clean enetgy funds
(along with any incremental clean energy cost recoveties) available to suppott the utilities adoption
of incremental clean energy programs.

2. Supply-Side Renewable Resources

As noted on page 53 of the Straw Proposal, the issue of RPS Main Tier renewables has not

heretofore appeared in this proceeding. The Joint Utilities intend to address the series of questions

posited by Staff regarding the future solicitation of supply-side renewable resources through
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comments in response to the notice issued under the State Administrative Procedures Act (“SAPA”)
appearing in the September 10, 2014 NYS Register in the REV proceeding.”’

There ate many factots to consider in the proposed procurement shift from NYSERDA to
the utilities that will requite mote extensive discussion and analysis. In particular, it is not clear
whether bundled utility PPAs could or could not be used to meet the statewide RPS Main Tier
program requirement. Additionally, thete are concerns that long-tetm PPAs could create higher
costs for customers and contribute to higher costs of capital. It is also possible that long term
contracts could limit flexibility with respect to the development of renewable technologies. These
are a few examples of many factors that lead the Joint Utilities to recommend that Staff establish a
separate process. This process should provide for careful consideration of the issues and possible
development of alternative approaches for procurement of renewable resources to meet the State’s
goals. The process employed should also take into consideration any potential lessons learned from
the NYSERDA Main Tier procurement expetience as it may provide insight into a post-2015

approach.
3. Energy Efficiency with Load Management Controls

The Straw Proposal recommends that utilities develop and file ETIPs by Match 31, 2015 to
become effective on January 1, 2016. The Joint Utilities support filing ETIPs by this date, and
further recommend that the existing E*> Working Group be used to develop guidelines for the
content of initial ETTP filings. The Joint Utilities envision the ETIPs, while high-level, will include a
more holistic customer approach than has been the case to date. The ETIPs will largely be a
transition or recalibration of existing plans with future program proposals including enhancements
related to demand management and demand response activities. Because it will not be possible to
make significant changes to the programs at the outset, the ETIPs are likely to define 2016 programs
as similar to programs being implemented today in the EEPS program portfolio.  Higher-level
identification of REV concepts may be worked into the plans over time, some in the near-term, and
some in the longer-term. The initial ETTP will have less definition for program activities beyond
2016 in order to provide the flexibility to align program design with REV implementation specifics.

ETIPs will also specify the tools that will be employed to assess and monitor the

effectiveness of the efficiency program. These tools would include: (1) a form of BCA; (2) program

? NYS Register Volume XXXVI, Issue 36 (September 10, 2014), LD. No. PSC-36-14-00010-P- Procurement of Main

Tier Renewable Resonrces Will Become the Responsibility of the State’s Electric Utilities (Case 14-M-0101).
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cycle and evaluation planning; and (3) a Technical Resoutce Manual (“TRM”). The Joint Utilities
support the use of these tools and will work within the E* Working Group to develop frameworks
that are consistent throughout the State while also accommodating individual utility-specific inputs
that recognize regional differences in costs, climate, and other factors that will vary by utility. The
Joint Utilities suppott the petiodic reevaluation of the rules as motre expetience is gained with DER
applications. Program rules must evolve as markets, technologies, and customer preferences change.
The Joint Utilities support the Straw Proposal’s suggestion to develop a statewide data
management system to monitor and track the progress of clean energy programs. However,
embarking on such an undertaking will necessitate considerable effort and resources by both the
utilities and NYSERDA. While the timeline presented in the Straw Proposal for benchmarking of
existing practices may be appropriate, full development of a Request for Proposals (“RFP”) to
provide statewide data-management services would need to include the scope of proposals
developed for program years 2017 and 2018. Therefore, the timeline should be pushed back to
ensure that post-REV program designs are incorporated into the data tracking needs RFP. Until
these issues are resolved, the utilities will continue to rely on the existing EEPS reporting scorecatd.
Staff also suggests that future efficiency progtams should have a broadet scope and scale.
The Joint Utilities agree. Overall, these changes, coupled with increases in and changes to efficiency
targets, will impact the size and cost of the energy efficiency program and the target markets.

Further analysis is required after the ETIP filing to fully identify the implications of these changes.

B. Demonstration Projects

Demonstration projects are essential to provide the information necessary to finalize the
design of REV and to guide the development of DSIPs, whete capital investment decisions will be
made. An approptiate set of flexible guidelines with funding ptrovisions is needed to achieve the
desired level of knowledge and innovation.

The Joint Utilities endorse the Straw Proposal’s discussion of demonstration projects
because they provide valuable information to DSPs, DER providets, and ESCOs about a vatiety of
factors. Demonstration projects involve the deployment of technologies, products, and customer
engagement strategies in real world settings at a scale that provides reliable information to evaluate
their potential effectiveness in larger scale applications. Innovation will be promoted through
demonstration projects that provide the opportunity to leatn more about customer behavior,

technological capabilities and the integration of DER in the electrical network.
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The Straw Proposal lists nine criteria that “should guide utility investments in DSP system

> 2! While it is useful to have a set of transparent guidelines for demonstration projects,

technologies.
the Straw Proposal’s criteria, if applied uniformly and collectively to all projects, could be ovetly
restrictive and discourage innovation. A more flexible approach will create the environment needed
to encourage demonstration projects that produce the desited information and subsequent
innovation.

The Joint Utilities will work with stakeholders to develop the process for demonstration
projects. Utilities should have the flexibility to propose theit own demonsttation projects, jointly
propose demonstration projects with third parties, or seek proposals for demonstration projects
from third parties at any time as opportunities develop. The Commission should adopt a
streamlined review process for demonstration projects that allows these projects to keep pace with
changes in technology and consumer expectations/requitements.  Expedited Commission
consideration of these projects, as well as their soutce and timing of funding, should be integtal to

the revised process. In a regulated context, a well-conceived and executed demonstration project

should receive cost-recovery irrespective of the results of the project.

C. Interconnection Procedutes

The Joint Utilities are committed to continuing ongoing wotk with disttibuted generation
(“DG”) providers to streamline the interconnection process, while maintaining trequitements
designed to maintain public safety and reliability.

The Straw Proposal: (1) states the current interconnection practices ate likely to be a bartiet
to increased DER penetration; (2) tecommends standatrdized interconnection tequitements for most
new DG and other DERSs; (3) supports greater transparency in utility repotting regarding responses
to interconnection requests; (4) recognizes future technologies may not need to be subject to
interconnection rules; and (5) envisions a petiodic intetconnection teform process. The Joint
Utilities acknowledge that the interconnection process takes more time than many applicants would
like, but adherence to such procedures, including a determination of whether additional suppotting
infrastructure is needed, is fundamental to maintaining safety and reliability. Size alone of a
proposed DG installation is not necessatily the driver for the rigor of the interconnection study ot

the system upgrades needed. For example, a proposed 300 kW DG installation behind-the-meter

2t Straw Proposal, p. 56.
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for a 2 MW customer load may require no system upgrades, wheteas clusteting of many 10 kW DG
installations served by the same distribution feedetr may result in a need fot setvice, transformer, ot
feeder upgrade due to thermal concerns, unacceptable voltage rises, ot tevetse power flow. One of
the more common challenges in performing interconnection studies is having the necessary
information from the applicant to analyze the impacts of the proposed DG installation.

With that said, the Joint Utilities are: (1) ready to work with the DER community to imptove
the interconnection process for both applicants and the utilities; and (2) suppottive of petiodic
reviews of the Standardized Interconnection Requitements (“SIR”) to identify oppottunities for cost
reductions and process improvements through standatdization where apptoptiate without
compromising safety and reliability. The Joint Utilities would additionally be willing to consider the
expansion of the SIR to DG installations greater than 2 MW in capacity, inclusive of combined heat
and power (“CHP”) technologies,” provided timelines for accomplishing interconnection
milestones are commensurate with the complexity of the generator and its location on the
distribution system. In contrast, the inherently complex natute of microgrids watrants an
interconnection process that is distinct and separate from a SIR. In all cases, the publication of
certain types of information upon denial of an interconnection application (as ptoposed in the Straw
Proposal) raises public disclosure issues relative to confidential customer data and utility system data.

Plug-and-play technologies should not be allowed to bypass the intetconnection process as
the potential risks to such customers and the distribution system are not dissimilar to that which
exists for other DERs. Appropriate review is needed to ensutre plug-and-play technologies comply
with safety codes and standards, and ate compatible with premises witing. Utilities also need to
know whete on the distribution system such technologies treside. The Joint Utilities tecommend
against allowing technologies to bypass the interconnection process as they may jeopatdize safety
and reliability, unless and until necessary protections ate in place.

The Joint Utilities caution that screening is not a substitute for analysis and screening does
not eliminate the need for an impact evaluation of the proposed DG intetconnection to identify
safety and reliability issues. However, screening as a tool for proposed smallet DG projects (e.g.,

less than 100 kW capacity) may be appropriate.

2 Howevet, the Joint Utilities do not suppozt the inclusion of CHP as an eligible net metering technology.
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D. Microgtrids

Microgrids can meet certain REV objectives and provide benefits for a single customer (e.g.,
educational institution) or a group of customers if propetly planned as patt of an existing electric
distribution system. The Joint Utilities believe mictogrids can be particulatly approptiate to address
resiliency and reliability needs to ensutre continuity of service (i.e., ability to island). Fot customets
seeking enhanced reliability benefits at a higher cost, microgtids may also be apptoptiate for
localized areas or groups of customers with: (1) greater susceptibility to reliability issues ot (2) ctitical
infrastructure needs.

As noted in the Straw Proposal, there are various ownership models for the electtic
generation and distribution infrastructure components that comptise a mictogtid. The Joint Utilities
agree that DG facilities within a microgrid could be owned by a customer, a third party, or the
utility. Further, utility-owned DG could be fixed or mobile, and when coupled with existing utility
distribution infrastructure, could provide redundancy for critical customers or create “islands of
reliability.” However, when a microgrid serves more than one customer (in contrast to a campus-
style microgrid serving only a single customer) and operates within the sutrounding electtic
distribution infrastructure, utilities are in the best position to own and propetly opetrate such
distribution infrastructure when it involves systems within the utility franchise atea. Each utility
employs a skilled workforce and has robust work procedures and processes in place which are
critical to the safe and reliable operation of a microgtid and the sutrounding distribution
infrastructure. Further, utilities have emergency response plans, practices, and procedutes, including
drills with local authorities, to effectively operate local distribution systems that ate pertinent to
microgrids. Utilities additionally have the obligation to supply customers as providets of last tesott,
which necessarily has evolved, and must continue to evolve, as the regulatory framework is changed.
The Joint Utilities do not believe that the Straw Proposal has given full consideration to these
fundamental requirements when it suggests that microgrid developers could own theit own
distribution infrastructure and billing systems.

The Straw Proposal also recommends a significant change to the industry standard definition
of a microgrid as established by the DOE. The DOE defines a microgtid as a group of
interconnected loads and distributed energy resources within clearly defined electrical boundaties
that act as a single controllable entity with respect to the grid with the ability to operate in both a
grid-connected and island mode. However, the Straw Proposal suggests that the ability of a

microgtid to island from the grid and operate off-grid is not a fundamental requirement. The Joint
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Utilities oppose this departure from the industry definition of a microgrid. The ability to island and
re-connect to the grid is a fundamental requirement of a microgrid and the proposed definitional
change disregards the fact that the ability to island is a distinguishing and principal benefit of a
microgrid—enabling the ability to meet customer load with little ot no interruption in setvice. The
Joint Utilities agree that integrating DERs into distribution system operations, with or without
islanding capability, has the potential to provide system benefits within the REV framework and
should be valued appropriately across the distribution system. However, the proposed definitional
change would allow microgrid developers to aggregate certain loads and DERs that are always
connected to the distribution system and in so doing effectively authorize such microgrids to
encroach on a utility’s franchise rights and operate as a utility selectively, without the broader
responsibilities of a regulated utility, such as serving as the provider of last resort. Altering the
microgrid definition should not be the means to affect such a substantial regulatory change.

The Joint Utilities believe that where a utility-owned microgrid provides a lower cost
alternative to a traditional utility solution or where extraordinary public benefits are provided such as
continuity of public services during times of natural disaster, such microgrid costs should be
recovered through rates. Microgrids that are proposed to be owned, operated, and maintained by
the utility should be suppozrted by an effective BCA process.

Finally, while the Straw Proposal indicates that the Commission will addtess needed
regulatory reforms to enable the development of microgrids, the Straw Proposal does not addtess
the process itself or the corresponding timeline. The Straw Proposal further suggests that
consideration should be given to a new tariff structure that allows groups of customets to sign up to
receive microgrid delivery service from the incumbent utility so as to be able to implement
Commission regulatory policies through such a tariff and theteby eliminate the need for qualifying
applicants to obtain direct Commission approval. The Joint Utilities caution that befote such a tariff
can be developed, the application of standby tariffs, demand charges and net meteting relative to
microgrids needs to be determined. Given that these issues have been deferred to Ttrack 2 of the
REV proceeding, it is unclear how a policy on microgrids, let alone a tatiff, can be forthcoming until
an order from the Commission is issued on Track 2 addressing mictogrid standby tariffs, demand

charges, and net metering.
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E. Demand Response Tariffs

The Straw Proposal states that utilities should “be directed to revise reliability-oriented DR
programs, as needed, to use DR as an economic system resource and provide a platform on which
DSPs can ultimately utilize (DR) as a component of their supply portfolio along with purchases
from the bulk power system.”” Staff also notes that currently Con Edison is the only New York
State utility with retail demand response programs. The Joint Utilities fully support moving forward
with the process to address new and expanded DR programs (including the filing of appropriate DR
tariffs) consistent with timetables and approaches to be discussed with Staff and other stakeholdets.

Staff’s proposal recommends the development of new and expanded DR programs that
could be treated as DERs. Individual utility programs address specific reliability and ot economic
needs, which are different on the distribution and bulk power systems and do not necessatily
coincide. Considerations including the timing, frequency, location, and duration of specific needs
must be evaluated when designing program requirements and levels of compensation. To the extent
the Commission expects utility DR programs to go beyond distribution system teliability needs and
simultaneously or additionally address bulk power system needs (either reliability or economic), a
mote comprehensive evaluation of the various needs and intet-telationships between programs will
be required. The Joint Utilities support interim measures to address the Commission’s concetns,
which may include demonstration projects that would use DR to address specific distribution system
needs.

A DR program designed to relieve a reliability constraint on a night-peaking residential
distribution circuit may rely on a different set of technologies and customers than a program
designed to relieve transmission or resoutce capacity constraints at the bulk system level, which
generally occur during summertime afternoon peaks. Depending on system conditions, the
distribution-level reductions may be needed over longer time petiods which may lead to a strategy
that develops more permanent load shape modifications as opposed to the dispatchable strategies
more appropriate to a bulk power system need. The two programs offset different costs and
therefore create different value streams.

Resolution of the interdependencies between these two distinct programs will have

significant implications for the overall value of a specific DR program, and will inform the

2 Straw Proposal, p. 64.
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appropriate funding mechanisms for these investments. As these programs will reptresent a new
initiative for utilities, incremental funding will be needed for both progtam development and
operation. Cost recognition and recovety, as well as performance mettics, must be addtessed by the
Commission in Track 2 of this proceeding.

F. Planning REV Implementation

REV implementation matters ate addressed in Section VII.

VI. MITIGATING MARKET POWER

A. Utility Engagement in Distributed Energy Resources and Vertical Market Power

Concerns

Utility Ownership of DER

The Joint Utilities support a pragmatic approach to utility DER patticipation. Utilities have
an integral role to play in deployment of DERs. Because of the Joint Utilities’ existing relationship
with customers, they will be able to add significant value in catalyzing the DER market in theit
service tetritories. Thus, a balanced ownetship structure will best deliver on the Commission’s
critical path objectives of increasing DER penetration and catalyzing the DER market in New York
as quickly and successfully as possible. The Straw Proposal notes that othet jutisdictions have
permitted ownership of DERs and ultimately concludes that market powet concetns can be
addressed through regulatory requirements and limitations subject to apptoptiate oversight.

Customers should be able to choose their DER provider and should be provided the option
to meet all their energy needs through their utility should they choose to do so. Enabling
convenience for customers and expanding customet access to DER solutions should be central to all
REV initiatives.

The Joint Utilities recommend expanding utility DER patticipation to the customer side of
the meter. Utilities seek to partner with third-party providets to provide these setvices to customers,
which will provide a pathway to a competitive marketplace. This apptroach will provide double
benefits to customers—those that accrue from the price-limiting effects of tobust markets and the
convenience of managing their energy profile in one place. A utility DER progtam provides the
opportunity to deliver broader customer engagement across all market sectots, including customets
with limiting circumstances (space, propetty ownership, financial), or for customets that simply want

their utility to manage these resources for them. The Joint Utilities also believe that it would be
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beneficial to propose DER programs ahead of and outside of the formal DSIP filing through
separate filings with the Commission to support the growth of new technologies and meet system
needs. This would allow utilities to mote expeditiously implement aspects of REV.

The Joint Utilities agree with the Straw Proposal that mitigation mmeasures govetning
regulated utility DER activities can be developed to adequately address any potential for market
power and thereby support the utility ownership of DG and othet forms of DER. These measures
could include: (1) regulated cost of setvice recovety mechanisms for utility owned DER, as the
Straw Proposal suggests, which would eliminate any incentive for a utility to favor ot dispatch its
own DERs over DER owned by a third-party (incentive mechanisms can be developed in Track 2 to
make the utility indifferent as to whether third-party ot utility-owned assets ate dispatched to meet
system needs); and (2) leveraging existing organization sttuctures to isolate the DER matket
function from the DER ownership functions. The Joint Utilities also agree with the Sttaw Proposal
that market power concetns also apply to third party owners of DERs* and will need to be
monitored and managed by the Commission. Regulated utility ownership of DERs by its nature
provides regulators with an added degtee of control.

Additionally, regarding utility affiliate ownership of DERs, a code of conduct govetning
interactions with the utility DSP combined with existing cost allocation and affiliate transaction rules
should effectively address concetns related to self-dealing. The Joint Utilities ate also open to
considering establishment of a DER ombudsman.

While competitive energy affiliates should have the ability to patticipate with other third
parties for behind-the-meter products and setvices, the Joint Utilities acknowledge the impottance
of public confidence in the transparency and efficiency of the DSP functions and confidence that all
DERs will be treated on a level playing field. The Joint Utllities suppott the Sttaw proposal
suggestion that an independent evaluator be used when utility competitive affiliates are
participating. More specific rules should be developed around the independent evaluation process.
For example, the utility should still add value by providing technical teview and input to the
independent evaluator, and therefore a process should be adopted by which the proposals are
masked with the utility providing technical evaluation information on all proposals to the evaluator.
The Joint Utilities will work with Staff and other stakeholders to put the approptiate tules and

protections in place to support public confidence.

2 Straw Proposal, footnote 39.
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Ownership of DER by Utility and Utility Affiliates

Staff cites the Commission’s 1998 Vertical Matket Power Policy Statement (“VMP Policy
Statement”) asking whether a policy intended to addtess market powet at the bulk system level is
applicable to utility ownership issues at the distribution level. Howevet, the Commission’s VMP
Policy was never intended to apply to and is not applicable in the context of distribution utilities
who may own distributed generation or energy storage. The Commission’s VMP Policy Statement
was developed under circumstances and for objectives unrelated to those in the REV Proceeding.
At the time the policy was adopted, New York’s electricity requitements wete satisfied almost
entirely by large central station generation units owned primatily by utilities. The VMP Policy
Statement addressed the ownership of major power plants and other large sources of centralized
generation by affiliates of utilities. The policy, howevet, did not envision not was it ever intended to
apply to the more complicated effort to increase the utilization of DERs and to develop a retail
market for DERs by allowing utilities to own distributed generation. Rathet, it cteated a rebuttable
presumption that the ownership of generation by an affiliate of a utility would unacceptably
exacetbate the potential for market power. The Commission, howevet, cteated adequate controls to
rebut such a presumption when it allowed affiliates of utilities such as Con Edison to own solat-
powered generation notwithstanding the VMP Policy. It can do so again in the REV proceeding to
address ownership of DER by utility affiliates.

In sum, the REV Proceeding is directly addressing issues telated to the ownetship of DERs
and the application of a policy adopted outside the proceeding for unrelated reasons and objectives
is not appropriate. Specific concerns regatding the potential for unfair treatment of market
patticipants can be effectively addressed by approptiate rules and Commission oversight. Furthet,
the application of the policy to the REV Proceeding would result in the unnecessaty expenditure of
time and resources to address a tebuttable presumption against utility or utility affiliate ownership of
DER that is not justified.

Consequently, the Joint Utilities respectfully recommend that the VMP Policy Statement not
be applied in the REV Proceeding with regard to utility ownetship of DER.

VII. IMPLEMENTING REV: FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Joint Utilities believe that a phased approach, along the lines envisioned by Staff in the

Straw Proposal, is required to successfully implement REV.
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The conclusions and recommendations in the Straw Proposal reflect a completely new vision
for the structure of electricity markets in New York that requites significant effort and careful
planning to implement. Based on our understanding of the Straw Proposal, Joint Utilities have
identified twenty processes, initiatives, and/or actions that they are required to petform in otrdet to
introduce, develop, and mature the REV vision. The Sttaw Proposal does not, howevet, provide a
complete vision regarding how this significant work can be accomplished in an ordetly and efficient
manner. To move the REV development process forward, the Joint Utilities have considered these
twenty items and developed an initial framework describing how this work could be accomplished.
As background, Attachment A provides a matrix showing: (1) each of the twenty areas of wotk; (2)
Staff’s proposed timing; (3) the Joint Utilities proposed timing; (4) interdependencies of each work
activity with the other work requirements identified in the matrix; (5) the Straw Proposal’s
recommendations; and (6) the Joint Utilities’ comments on Staff’s proposed schedule. In
Attachment A, the Joint Utilities have categorized the timing of these work activities into three
phases: immediate actions, neat-term actions (dependent in part on the Commission’s Order), and
longer-term actions.

A number of initiatives in Attachment A are tequired to begin the transition to REV and are
either currently underway or should be started shortly. The Joint Utilities ate committed to move
forward on these items and have identified the following activities as immediate actions:

(1) REV Proceeding: Track 2 (already underway);

(2) No Regrets Action Plan: Capital Projects (subject to limitations addressed eatliet);

(3) No Regtrets Action Plan: ETIP;

(4) Demand Response Tariff; and

(5) 1,000 Character Bill Message Evaluation.

Regarding item 2, No Regrets Action Plan, utilities may focus on ditect procutement of
DER via projects such as Con Edison’s Brooklyn-Queens Demand Management progtam. In time,
such an approach could transition to ptrice signals and, ultimately, to functional operating markets.
As these immediate actions proceed, it will be necessaty to plan for and begin work on neat-term
actions in the following areas:

(7) Customer Web-Based Tools;

(11) Information Data Exchange (subject to limitations addressed eatlier);

(10) Proposals for Interim Actions;

(13) Demonstration Project Proposals;
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(14) BCA Stakeholder Process;

(8) 1,000 Character Bill Message Implementation; and

(6) Demand Response Promotion.

It will be critical that the BCA Stakeholder Process commence and make significant progress
because this process is required to inform at least six future work activities including: (15) Technical
Platform Design Stakeholder Process; (16) Market Design Stakeholdetr Process; (17) DSIP
Methodology Stakeholder Process; (18) DSIP Plan; (19) Uniform DSP Plan; and (20) Market
Opversight and Auditing. Moreover, while the Straw Proposal envisions the NYSERDA Energy
Efficiency Data Management Stakeholder Process (9) as something that should start duting the first
quatter, the Joint Utilities for reasons noted earlier in Section V, recommend defetral of that project
and the continued use of the EEPS scorecard for reporting enetgy efficiency results.

Once the immediate and near-term actions are undetway, it will become possible to begin
certain implementation activities that were dependent on eatliet actions and other transitional work
(longer-term actions):

(9) NYSERDA Energy Efficiency Data Management Stakeholder Process;

(12) Main Tier Renewable Resoutce Procutement;

(15) Technical Platform Design Stakeholder Prdcess;

(16) Market Design Stakeholder Process;

(17) DSIP Methodology Stakeholder Process;

(18) DSIP Plan;

(19) Uniform DSP Plan; and

(20) Market Oversight and Auditing.

The dependent items listed in the mattix also highlight the impottance of three actions
which will have a direct impact on the ability to move subsequent work items forward: (1) timely
Commission orders on Track 1 and Track 2; (2) progtess of the initial BCA wotk; and (3)
completion of the DSIP Methodology Stakeholdet Process.
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CONCLUSION

The Joint Utilities appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments on the Straw
Proposal and look forward to continuing collaboration with Staff, the Commission, and stakeholders

on this important reform.
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Attachment A: Utility Initiatives Outlined in the Straw Proposal

Work Item Staff | The Joint Dependencies Staff Straw Proposal The Joint Utilities Preliminary
Phase | Utilities Comments on Staff’'s Proposed
Phase Timeline
REV NA I None Track 2 Schedule e  Track 1 and Track 2 must be more
Proceeding: closely tied together as the
Track 2 implementation of various initiatives
contemplated in Track 1 are
contingent upon approptate
funding mechanisms being
developed in Track 2.
No Regrets I I Track 1 Order ® Identify significant capital projects most | ®  The identification of initial capital
Action Plan: likely to be deferred or avoided through projects that are deferred through
Capital projects the procurement of DER alternatives. (p. DER will be pursued through a
likely to be 79) phased approach.
deferred o The plan should also include 2 *  The Joint Udlities will benefit from
competitive DER procurement process the lessor.ls learned and expem.ance,s
: - from projects such as Con Edison’s
and for making available customer usage Brooklyn-Q D P
data sufficient to allow potential DER ypTieueens Leman
providers to effectively participate and Management program.
offer viable solutions. (p.79)
No Regrets I I BCA analysis will be e The ETIP will put in place 2 plan for
Action Plan: required for the ETTP how the utility will procure energy
ETIP but will not be efficiency starting in 2016, as a transition
dependent upon the from procurement via the Clean Energy
BCA stakeholder Fund. (p. 64-65)
process.

e ETIP plans need to be submitted no later
than March 31, 2015. (p. 51)

e ETIP implementation would begin
January 1, 2016. (p. 53)

e Implementation of the ETIP plan will
occur until the DSIP plan is in place. (p.
53)




Work Item Staff | The Joint Dependencies Staff Straw Proposal The Joint Utilities Preliminary
Phase | Utilities Comments on Staff’s Proposed
Phase Timeline
Demand I I NYISO rules will o Staff recommends a statewide expansion | ® The Joint Utilities support an initiation
Response Tariff requite change, cost of existing utility-offered demand of a joint process with NYISO,
recovery mechanisms response programs in the near term. (p. Utilities, DR participants, and, as
will need to be 64) necessary, FERC to determine the
identified. .. most appropriate transition plan in
° St{ay proposal recc_xnmends requiring consideration of court decision on
Utlities to file a tariff. (p. 80) FERC Order 745.
1K Character I I Track 1 Order o Staff proposes that utilities make
Bill Message available approximately 1,000 characters
on their bills for ESCO bill messages
concerning DER or other enetgy-related
value-added products. (p. 29)
e Conceptually, ESCOs could develop
customer-specific messages based on the
energy usage of their customers, and use
EDI to transmit that information to
utilities for printing on CUB. (p. 29)
Demand I I Demand response e Staff recommends Utilities file a proposal
Response tariff to inform customers of new or expanded
Promotion DR programs using state—of-the-art
marketing tools and methods to increase
DR options. (p. 64)
Customer Web- I II Track 1 and Track 2 e Staff recommends utilities should jomﬂy
based Tools Order

May require JU
governance/ cotporate
structure for jointly-
owned infrastructure

design and develop web-based tools to
enable customers to shop for, and
purchase, DERs and other energy-related
value-added services. (p. 80)




Work Item Staff | The Joint Dependencies Staff Straw Proposal The Joint Utlities Preliminary
Phase | Utilities Comments on Staff’s Proposed
Phase Timeline

8 1k Character I II Track 1 Order e Staff proposes that utilities make
Bill available approximately 1,000 characters
Development on their bills for ESCO bill messages
Implementation concerning DER or other energy-related

value-added products. (p. 29)

e Changes should be implemented within
six months after issuance of 2
Commission Order ditecting such
actions. (p. 29)

9 | NYSERDA I I ETIP Plans e Staff recommends that a joint utility- e Full development of a RFP to provide
Energy NYSERDA effort, in consultation with statewide data-management services
Efficiency Data Staff, be formed to research “off-the- would need to include the scope of
Management shelf” systems that may be available, proposals developed for program years
Stakeholder identify the pros and cons of each, 2017 and 2018, therefore, this initiative
Process develop specifications for an adaptable should be deferred.

system, and have NYSERDA issue a
RFP by the third quarter 2015 to procure
this system. (p. 55)

10 | Proposal for /T I Track 1 and Track 2 o Staff proposes utilities file Proposals for

Interim Actions Otrders Interim Actions that summarize how the
Individual rate case utility intends to achieve near-term and
timing transitional recommendations. (p. 65)

11 | Information T I Track 1 e The Commission should require the ® The Joint Utilities support deferring
Data Exchange Adoption of rules utilities to develop and expand universal impl;ment_atiop with further

toward making and transparent access to system data consideration in regards to scope,

distribution system
data and customer
usage data available to
market participants

through information exchange. (p. 76)

® DSP market information exchange be
designed and established in 2015. (p. 26)

customer data privacy and system
secutity. Activities envisioned in the
Immediate and DSIP plan would
address the Commission’s objectives of
giving DER Providers the information
they need to target investments in areas
and ways that will increase overall
system efficiency.




Work Item Staff | The Joint Dependencies Staff Straw Proposal The Joint Utilities Preliminary
Phase | Utilities Comments on Staff’s Proposed
Phase Timeline

12 | Main Tier T 111 Completion of ® Staff recommends that procurement of | e The Joint Utilities recommend a
Renewables separate track supply-side large scale renewable separate track for the Main Tier
Resources resources become the responsibility of comments and plan to submit further

the utilities. (p. 51) comments on this topic by the
¢ Staff recommends that the REC-only c(;:a d]jnesslon s October 26, 2014
program approach should transition to ’
bundled contracts for energy and RECs
between the utilities and competitively
selected projects. (p.53)
® A new mechanism for procuring these
resources must be in place by eatly 2016
with Main Tier contracts in place by
2016. (p. 52)

13 | Demonstration | T I Timing of review in ¢ Demonstration project plans should be ® The Joint Utilities recommend
Project rate cases oOr separate filed with the Commission and initially Utilities should be allowed to
Proposal filings include a patt of Proposal for Interim propose demonstration projects at

Action. (p. 80). any time as technologies, system
conditions, and customer needs
evolve.

14 | BCA T II Track 1 Order e Staff proposes a stakeholder process be e  The Joint Utilities recommend this
Stakeholder established to design the BCA effort become one of the first REV-
Process

framewotk. (p. 65)

@ Such a process should include an
appropriate number of technical
conferences to solicit stakeholder input,
and may require utility or thitd-party
support to create an initial straw proposal
and subsequent iterations. (p. 65)

related stakeholder process to begin,
and anticipate use of a phased
approach which considers the
timing and progress of other REV
activities.




Work Item Staff | The Joint Dependencies Staff Straw Proposal The Joint Utilities Preliminary
Phase | Utllides Comments on Staff’s Proposed
Timeline
Phase
15 | Technical M 1 Track 1 Order © A Technical Platform Design e  The Joint Utlities recommend a
Platform Preliminary BCA Stakeholder Proces§ §hould be. designed phgsed applroach to t}ns effort
Design rocess has been and launched to facilitate multi- which considers the timing and
Stakeholder P takehold t and ¥ f other REV activities
initiated stakeholder engagement an - progress of o c 3
Process recommendation creation for design
parameters and standardization. (p. 66)
16 | Market Design | M 1T Track 1 Order e A Market Design Stakeholder Process e The Joint Utilities recommend a
1S)takeholdet Preliminary BCA shqu_ld be des'igned and launched to phgsed approa.ch to tbis efforF, and
rocess process has been facilitate mulu—sta]f:eholder engagement a shght.smggenng which considers
initiated and recommendation foxf mgrket design the tlmmgand progress of other
parameters and standardization. (p. 66) REV activities.
Technology Platform
Design Process
17 | DSIP T I Track 1 and Track 2 e DSIP methodology should include the e  The Joint Utilities recommend this
Methodology Otders BCA framework, a list of what effort begin several months after the
Stakeholder BCA framework components must be included 1n the Technology Platform Design
Process process DSIP, and any guidance on specific stakeholder process so initial
approaches or inputs to be used. (p. 65) findings can inform the DSIP
Technology Platform methodology development.
Design Process
18 | DSIP Plan T mI Track 1 and Track 2

Otders
DSIP methodology

© The DSIP should indicate how the utility
proposes to implement REV actions
over the next five years. (p. 65)

@ The plan should reflect the utility’s entire
system plan. (p. 65)

®  The Joint Utilities recommend
allowing flexibility for an initial
DSIP that would cover a two to
three year time frame following the
Proposal for Interim Action. This
would allow sufficient time for
Stakeholder Processes to be
completed and for learning to be
incorporated into future plans more
efficiently.




Work Item Staff | The Joint Dependencies Staff Straw Proposal The Joint Utilities Preliminary
Phase | Utilities Comments on Staff’s Proposed
Phase Timeline

19 | Uniform DSP M It Track 1 and Track 2 e Jointly filed Uniform DSP Plan that

Plan Orders describes the system and technologies to
BCA Framewotk be deployed that will allovir for the

desired functionalities envisioned under

Technology ) and REV, with the standardization needed to
Market Design enable a statewide market. (p. 66)
DSIP Methodology | ¢ T, Uniform DSP Plan should
Individual DSIP Plans encompass both technology platform
Filed and market design issues. (p. 66)

20 | Market M m Track 1 and Track 2 ® A market oversight and auditing strategy | ©  The Joint Utilities recommend a
Oversight and Orders for providing process and timeline for a phased which considets the timing
Auditing BCA Framework comprehensive review of progress and progress of other REV
Strategy toward REV should be established by the activities.

Technology and Commission. (p. 66)
Market Design

Staff Phase: Immediate (I), Transition (T), Mature (M)

Joint Utility Phase: Immediate (I), Near Term (II), Longer Term (III)

Please note that the information in the table represents the Joint Utilities’ summary and compilation of the initiatives included in the Straw Proposal and represents the

Joint Utilities’ interpretation of this information. The table also includes the Joint Utilities’ preliminary recommendations for some of the initiatives. This is a first

review of the information and therefore is not comprehensive. Based on further review and comments from key stakeholders, the Joint Utilities plan to present further

recommendations to Staff regarding the timeline and dependencies of various initiatives.




