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1. INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS 1 

Q. Please state your name, title, and employer. 2 

A. Woolf: My name is Tim Woolf. I am a Vice President at Synapse Energy Economics, 3 

located at 485 Massachusetts Avenue, Cambridge, MA 02139.  4 

A.  Whited: My name is Melissa Whited. I am a Principal Associate at Synapse Energy 5 

Economics, located at 485 Massachusetts Avenue, Cambridge, MA 02139. 6 

Q. Please describe Synapse Energy Economics. 7 

A. Synapse Energy Economics is a research and consulting firm specializing in electricity 8 

and gas industry regulation, planning, and analysis. Our work covers a range of issues, 9 

including economic and technical assessments of demand-side and supply-side energy 10 

resources; energy efficiency policies and programs; integrated resource planning; 11 

electricity market modeling and assessment; renewable resource technologies and 12 

policies; and climate change strategies. Synapse works for a wide range of clients, 13 

including state attorneys general, offices of consumer advocates, trade associations, 14 

public utility commissions, environmental advocates, the U.S. Environmental Protection 15 

Agency (EPA), U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), U.S. Department of Justice, the 16 

Federal Trade Commission, and the National Association of Regulatory Utility 17 

Commissioners. Synapse has over 25 professional staff with extensive experience in the 18 

electricity industry. 19 

Q. Please summarize your professional and educational experience.  20 

A. Woolf: Before joining Synapse Energy Economics, I was a commissioner at the 21 

Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities (DPU) from 2007 through 2011. In that 22 
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capacity, I was responsible for overseeing a substantial expansion of clean energy 23 

policies, including significantly increased ratepayer-funded energy efficiency programs; 24 

an update of the DPU energy efficiency guidelines; the implementation of decoupled 25 

rates for electric and gas companies; the promulgation of net metering regulations; review 26 

and approval of smart grid pilot programs; and review and approval of long-term 27 

contracts for renewable power. I was also responsible for overseeing a variety of other 28 

dockets before the Commission, including several electric and gas utility rate cases.   29 

Prior to being a commissioner at the Massachusetts DPU, I was employed as the Vice 30 

President at Synapse Energy Economics; a Manager at Tellus Institute; the Research 31 

Director at the Association for the Conservation of Energy; a Staff Economist at the 32 

Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities; and a Policy Analyst at the Massachusetts 33 

Executive Office of Energy Resources.   34 

I hold a Masters in Business Administration from Boston University, a Diploma in 35 

Economics from the London School of Economics, a BS in Mechanical Engineering and 36 

a BA in English from Tufts University. My resume, attached as Exhibit TW-MW-1, 37 

presents additional details of my professional and educational experience. 38 

A.  Whited: I have seven years of experience in economic research and consulting. At 39 

Synapse, I have worked extensively on issues related to utility regulatory models, rate 40 

design, policies to address distributed energy resources (DER), and market power. In 41 

2015, I was the lead author of a report titled “Utility Performance Incentive Mechanisms: 42 

A Handbook for Regulators,” and I have presented on performance incentive mechanisms 43 

to the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners, National Governor’s 44 

Association Learning Lab on New Utility Business Models, Midwest Governors’ 45 
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Association, and the Minnesota e21 Initiative working group. I have sponsored testimony 46 

before the Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities, the Hawaii Public Utilities 47 

Commission, the Public Utility Commission of Texas, the Public Service Commission of 48 

Utah, and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. 49 

I hold a Master of Arts in Agricultural and Applied Economics and a Master of Science 50 

in Environment and Resources, both from the University of Wisconsin-Madison. My 51 

resume is attached as Exhibit TW-MW-2.  52 

Q. Please summarize your professional experience regarding the New York Reforming 53 

the Energy Vision proceedings and earnings adjustment mechanisms in general. 54 

A. We have participated in the New York REV proceeding in several forums. We prepared a 55 

report for Advanced Energy Economy Institute on conducting benefit-cost analyses of 56 

distributed energy resources.1 We helped prepare multiple comments and reply comments 57 

on behalf of the Natural Resources Defense Council and others in the proceedings on the 58 

Commission’s Track One Straw Proposal, the Commission’s Benefit-Cost Analysis 59 

White Paper, the Commission’s Track Two White Paper, and the New York electric 60 

utilities’ Distribution System Implementation Plans. We also prepared a white paper for 61 

multiple parties on the potential for implementing greater amounts of cost-effective 62 

energy efficiency resources in New York.2 63 

                                                

1  Synapse Energy Economics, Benefit Cost Analysis for Distributed Energy Resources: A Framework for 
Accounting for All Relevant Costs and Benefits, prepared for Advanced Energy Economy Institute, October 
2014, available at: http://www.synapse-energy.com/project/benefit-cost-analysis-distributed-energy-resources  

2  Synapse Energy Economics, Aiming Higher: Realizing the Full Potential of Cost-Effective Energy Efficiency in 
New York, prepared for Natural Resources Defense Council, E4TheFuture, CLEAResult, Lime Energy, 
Association for Energy Affordability, and Alliance for Clean Energy New York, April 2016, available at: 
http://www.synapse-energy.com/project/support-ny-rev-track-2-changes-regulatory-designs-and-incentives-
structures  
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 We have been engaged in several other states in developing performance incentive 64 

mechanisms (i.e., earnings adjustment mechanisms), including Hawaii, Massachusetts, 65 

New Hampshire, and Rhode Island. We have also prepared a manual for regulators for 66 

how to design performance incentive mechanisms, which has been highly utilized 67 

throughout many states.3 68 

Q. On whose behalf are you testifying in this case? 69 

A. We are testifying on behalf of Advanced Energy Economy Institute. 70 

Q. Have you previously testified before the New York Public Service Commission? 71 

A. Woolf: No. 72 

A. Whited: No. 73 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 74 

A. The purpose of our testimony is to review and critique the Earnings Adjustment 75 

Mechanisms (EAMs) proposed by Niagara Mohawk (Niagara Mohawk or the Company). 76 

We discuss the rationale and logic supporting several of the EAMs, describe some of the 77 

challenges with setting baselines and measuring EAMs, and offer recommendations for 78 

how to prioritize the financial incentive offered to the Company through each EAM. 79 

                                                

3  Synapse Energy Economics, Performance Incentive Mechanisms: A Handbook for Regulators, prepared for the 
Western Interstate Energy Board, March 9, 2015, available at: http://www.synapse-
energy.com/project/performance-incentives-utilities  
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2. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 80 

Q. Please summarize your primary findings. 81 

A. We support many of the EAMs proposed by the Company. However, we identify several 82 

limitations and concerns about some of the EAMs, and we do not agree with the priorities 83 

that the Company has given to some of the EAMs as reflected in the basis points 84 

allocated to them. We also find that three important initiatives and resources are not 85 

sufficiently addressed by the EAMs proposed by Niagara Mohawk, and therefore warrant 86 

their own EAMs.   87 

Q. Please summarize your primary recommendations. 88 

A. Our recommendations are summarized as follows: 89 

• The Commission should reject the proposed Substation Load Factor EAM. 90 

• The Commission should require Niagara Mohawk to develop a new EAM to 91 

encourage the Company to achieve incremental demand savings from its Dynamic 92 

Load Management Programs. 93 

• The Commission should require Niagara Mohawk to develop a new EAM to 94 

encourage the Company to enroll customers with electric vehicles on new or 95 

revised time-varying rates. 96 

• The Commission should require Niagara Mohawk to develop a new EAM to 97 

encourage the Company to increase the efficiency savings from the NYSERDA 98 

energy efficiency programs. 99 
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• The Commission should require Niagara Mohawk to allocate fewer basis points to 100 

the Annual Peak Reduction, Customer Energy Intensity, Transactional 101 

Conversion Rate, and Customer Engagement Survey EAMs, while allocating 102 

more basis points to the Incremental Energy Efficiency, Customer Participation, 103 

and new EAMs. 104 

3. COMPANY INITIATIVES RELATED TO EAMS 105 

Q. Please summarize the initiatives that the Company is undertaking that will affect 106 

their EAMs. 107 

A. The Company is proposing to undertake a variety of initiatives that will affect their 108 

ability to earn incentives through the EAMs. These include the following: 109 

• Energy Storage Projects. The Company will install at least two storage projects to 110 

test the effects of battery storage on substation and system peak load.4  111 

• Residential Solar Marketplace. Niagara Mohawk will operate an online 112 

marketplace where its customers can obtain information about solar technology 113 

and access to a network of local solar providers.5  114 

• Current Demonstration Projects. The Company is currently engaged in four 115 

demonstration projects, including Fruit Belt Neighborhood Solar (targeting low- 116 

to moderate-income residential customers); the Potsdam Community Resilience 117 

projects (testing a community microgrid); the Distributed System Platform project 118 

                                                

4  Direct Testimony of the Electric Customer Panel, pages 9-10. 
5  Direct Testimony of the Electric Customer Panel, pages 12-13. 
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(testing how to engage customer-owned energy resources to manage customer 119 

demand); and the Clifton Park Demand Reduction project (seeking to reduce bills 120 

and peak demand through infrastructure upgrades and customer engagement).6 121 

• New Demonstration Projects. Niagara Mohawk is planning to replace 122 

Schenectady’s existing street lights with LED streetlights, along with the 123 

capability to provide internet access and other communication capabilities.7 124 

• Dynamic Load Management (DLM) Programs. These include: the Direct Load 125 

Control Program (which allows the Company to remotely adjust participating 126 

residential and small business customers’ thermostat and/or appliance settings); 127 

the Distribution Load Relief Program (which allows the Company to call for load 128 

relief from participating commercial customers to maintain reliability during 129 

contingencies and emergencies); and the Commercial System Relief Program 130 

(which allows participating commercial customers to contract to provide load 131 

relief during declared demand response events).8 132 

• Potential Future Offerings. Niagara Mohawk has investigated several initiatives 133 

that were not included in the revenue requirement in this rate case, but might be 134 

explored or implemented later. This includes three programs to increase the 135 

adoption of electric vehicles (EVs) and support New York’s zero emission 136 

vehicles and greenhouse gas emission goals: an EV Charging Host program; a 137 

Consumer EV Education program; and an EV Grid Integration program. In 138 

                                                

6  Direct Testimony of the Electric Customer Panel, pages 16-20. 
7  Direct Testimony of the Electric Customer Panel, page 21. 
8  Direct Testimony of the Electric Customer Panel, page 24. 
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addition, the Company is investigating an Electric Heat initiative encouraging 139 

customers to convert to efficient electric heating technologies and the eThink 140 

Innovation Center designed to increase customer awareness of energy savings and 141 

promote the development of strategic third-party partnerships.9 142 

• Energy Efficiency. The Company offers a portfolio of efficiency programs to 143 

residential, small business, commercial, and industrial customers through its 144 

Electric and Gas Transition Implementation Plans (ETIP). The Company’s current 145 

annual budget is $51.5 million, and it is requesting another $10.8 million for 146 

additional energy efficiency programs and to replace the funding for some 147 

efficiency costs that are being moved into base rates. The ETIP programs include 148 

the E-Commerce Platform project, which is an online marketplace where 149 

customers can shop for energy efficiency and demand response products. The 150 

Company is also proposing to add an LED street lighting program to its portfolio 151 

of current ETIP efficiency programs.10  152 

Q. Why is it useful to summarize these initiatives at the outset of this discussion of 153 

EAMs. 154 

A. The primary goal of EAMs is to encourage a utility to achieve certain outcomes (e.g., 155 

enhanced customer empowerment, market animation, system-wide efficiency, fuel and 156 

resource diversity, system reliability and resiliency, and reduction of carbon emissions). 157 

When designing and evaluating EAMs, it is useful to keep in mind how the utility will be 158 

                                                

9  Direct Testimony of the Electric Customer Panel, pages 28-32. 
10  Direct Testimony of the Electric Customer Panel, pages 33-40. 
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able to achieve those outcomes. Understanding the utility actions, programs, or initiatives 159 

that can achieve the desired EAM outcomes can help answer important questions such as: 160 

How much control does the utility have over a particular EAM? Which utility initiatives 161 

can the utility use to achieve which EAMs? Are there some initiatives that are 162 

encouraged by multiple EAMs? Are there some EAMs that can be achieved by multiple 163 

initiatives? We will return to some of these questions later in our testimony. 164 

4. SYSTEM EFFICIENCY EAMS 165 

Annual Peak Reduction 166 

Q. Please summarize the Annual Peak Reduction EAM proposed by the Company. 167 

A. The Annual Peak Reduction EAM is designed to encourage the Company to reduce 168 

annual distribution system peak demand through a variety of initiatives, including the 169 

ETIP efficiency programs, the DLM programs, incremental energy efficiency driven by 170 

the E-Commerce Platform, the energy storage projects, grid modernization efforts like 171 

the deployment of volt-var optimization (“VVO”) technology, and increased penetration 172 

of DER.11  173 

 The proposed baseline for this EAM is the Company’s 2016 weather-normalized system-174 

peak of 6,846 MW.12 The Company used its energy efficiency, demand response, solar 175 

PV, energy storage, and VVO forecasts as a starting point for the target for this EAM, 176 

                                                

11  Direct Testimony of the Electric Customer Panel, page 46, lines 1-5. 
12  Corrected baseline provided in response to DPS-022 MZS-3.  



 

Direct Testimony of Tim Woolf and Melissa Whited   Page 10 

and the minimum, mid-point, and maximum targets were designed to exceed the historic 177 

performance of the Company in these areas.13 178 

Q. Do you have any concerns about the Annual Peak Reduction EAM? 179 

A. I have two primary concerns with this EAM. First, there are many factors outside the 180 

control of the Company that can affect peak demand. These include, for example, federal 181 

efficiency standards; changing consumer preferences for electronic devices; changing 182 

adoption rates for distributed solar technologies, electric vehicles, and electric heat 183 

pumps; naturally occurring improved efficiency in electronic equipment; and increased 184 

customer interest in mitigating carbon emissions. These external factors might make it 185 

especially easy, or especially difficult, for the Company to earn financial awards for this 186 

EAM. 187 

 Second, there are several other EAMs being proposed by the Company that will likely 188 

reduce annual peak demand, including the DER Utilization, Incremental Energy 189 

Efficiency, Energy Intensity, Demand Response Retention, and Customer Participation 190 

EAMs. Since all of these will influence the Annual Peak Reduction EAM, the Company 191 

may earn excessive financial awards for certain activities as a result of double-recovery 192 

from the EAMs. 193 

                                                

13  Direct Testimony of the Electric Customer Panel, page 47, lines 8-13. 
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Q. Does the fact that the peak demand is influenced by many external factors mean 194 

that it is inappropriate as an EAM? 195 

A. No, not necessarily. An outcome-based, system-wide efficiency EAM such as the Annual 196 

Peak Reduction EAM could lead to benefits that are not offered by the other EAMs 197 

proposed by the Company. For example, the Annual Peak Reduction EAM could 198 

encourage the Company to support initiatives other than those covered by the EAMs, 199 

such as through support for third-party DER developers whose products reduce annual 200 

peak demand – an action that might not be directly rewarded by the other EAMs. 201 

 However, the fact that Annual Peak Reduction EAM is influenced by many external 202 

factors does mean that the Commission should be cautious about how many basis points 203 

to allocate to it. If this EAM is allocated too large a portion of the basis points, then the 204 

Company might be (a) over-rewarded for events and impacts that it was not responsible 205 

for, or (b) under-rewarded despite successful actions that it took to address peak demand 206 

outside of the other initiatives. Either outcome is inconsistent with the goal of EAMs, and 207 

the ultimate REV goals. 208 

Q. Does the fact that the Annual Peak Reduction EAM rewards the Company for 209 

activities that are covered by other EAMs mean that it is an inappropriate as an 210 

EAM? 211 

A. No, not necessarily. There may be benefits from allowing the Company to earn multiple 212 

rewards for a certain initiative. This is especially true if the initiative provides multiple 213 

benefits to customers. For example, the incremental ETIP programs will result in both 214 

energy (MWh) and peak demand (MW) savings, but the Incremental Energy Efficiency 215 
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EAM will award the Company for only the energy (MWh) savings. In such a case, it may 216 

be appropriate to reward the Company under both the Annual Peak Reduction and the 217 

Incremental Energy Efficiency EAMs.  218 

 However, the fact that the Annual Peak Reduction EAM rewards the Company for 219 

activities that are covered by other EAMs is another reason that the Commission should 220 

be cautious about how many basis points to allocate to it. If this EAM is allocated too 221 

large portion of the basis points, then the Company might be over-rewarded for certain 222 

initiatives. Such an outcome would not only be unfair to customers, it also dilutes the 223 

total impacts of the EAMs by reducing the rewards available for other utility initiatives 224 

and EAMs.  225 

Q. What do you recommend regarding the Annual Peak Reduction EAM? 226 

A. We recommend that the Commission allocate a smaller portion of the basis points to this 227 

EAM. Niagara Mohawk currently allocates 30 basis points for this EAM for 2020, which 228 

one-third of the total basis points for 2020. The Company has allocated this EAM many 229 

more basis points than any of the other EAMs. The EAMs with the closest basis points to 230 

this are the DER Utilization and Customer Intensity EAMs, which are allocated 10 basis 231 

points each.  232 

 Both of our concerns described above, the impact of external factors and the potential for 233 

double-recovery, suggest that the Commission should use caution when allocating basis 234 

points for this EAM. We recommend allocating a smaller number of basis points for this 235 

EAM than the 30 proposed by the Company. We address this recommendation in the 236 

context of the other EAMs in section 8 of our testimony. 237 
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 We also recommend that the Commission require Niagara Mohawk to establish a new 238 

EAM focused on achieving incremental peak demand savings from its current DLM 239 

programs. A new DLM EAM would represent a more direct way to provide the Company 240 

with financial incentives for specific programs to achieve the ultimate goal of the Annual 241 

Peak Reduction EAM: to reduce peak demand. This new EAM is described below. 242 

New: Incremental Demand Response 243 

Q. Why do you recommend that the Commission require the Company to establish a 244 

new EAM focused on Incremental Demand Response? 245 

A. This new EAM would be a program-based EAM to complement the system-wide Annual 246 

Peak Reduction EAM. It would provide a direct financial incentive to maximize the 247 

benefits of the DLM programs, in the same way that the Incremental Energy Efficiency 248 

EAM is designed to maximize the benefits of the ETIP programs. It would be designed to 249 

address some of the concerns with the Annual Peak Reduction EAM discussed above, by 250 

focusing on specific company actions and initiatives, relying on a baseline that is less 251 

uncertain and easier to measure and verify, and mitigating some of the risks of the 252 

Company over- or under-collecting financial incentives. 253 

Q. How would the baseline and the targets for this new EAM be designed? 254 

A. Ideally, the baseline for this EAM would include the demand savings (in MW) forecasted 255 

for the Company’s DLM programs. The targets would then be based on reasonable 256 

increases in demand savings beyond those forecasts. 257 
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 We recommend that the baseline and targets for this EAM be developed by the Company 258 

in consultation with NYSERDA and other relevant stakeholders. The Company could 259 

then provide the Commission with a detailed proposal for an EAM to begin mid-2018. 260 

Substation Load Factor 261 

Q. Please summarize the Substation Load Factor EAM proposed by the Company. 262 

A. The Substation Load Factor EAM is designed to encourage the Company to improve the 263 

load factor at seven substations that (a) are currently highly utilized;14 (b) lend 264 

themselves to accepting relatively high levels of DERs and connecting larger customers; 265 

and (c) have Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) capabilities for 266 

tracking and validating load information. The Company hopes to improve the average 267 

load factor at these seven substations by targeting them with demand response, other 268 

demand-side management technologies, storage solutions, and distributed solar 269 

technologies.15 270 

 The proposed baseline for this EAM is the average 2016 load factor at these seven 271 

substations of 48.1%. The improvement targets for this EAM are year-over-year 272 

percentage increases in the load factor. The improvement targets proposed by the 273 

Company are the equivalent of reducing the peak load at the substations by 3.5 MW 274 

(minimum), 6.9 MW (mid-point), and 10.1 MW (maximum).16 275 

                                                

14  The Company notes that the selected substations have peak forecasts between 90 percent and 100 percent of the 
summer normal rating in 2017. Direct Testimony of the Electric Customer Panel, page 48, lines 10-12. 

15  Direct Testimony of the Electric Customer Panel, page 48, lines 1-16. 
16  Direct Testimony of the Electric Customer Panel, page 49, lines 1-17. 
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Q. Do you have any concerns about the Substation Load Factor EAM? 276 

A. Yes. While we agree with applying an EAM to promote more efficient use of substations, 277 

we disagree with using load factor as the metric for this purpose. The reduction in peak 278 

demand would be a much more direct metric, and would avoid the risk of unintended 279 

consequences or increased costs to customers. The load factor is driven by both peak 280 

demand and energy consumption. There are many actions that the Company or customers 281 

could undertake to increase energy consumption near these substations, thereby 282 

improving the load factor, without decreasing the peak demand at all. Such an outcome 283 

might increase customer costs and increase carbon emissions, without providing the 284 

improved system efficiency that the Commission seeks. 285 

 The best way to make heavily utilized substations (which these seven substations are by 286 

definition) more efficient is to reduce their peak demands. Doing so would more clearly 287 

lead to reduced costs to customers, is not likely to have the unintended consequence of 288 

increased energy consumption, and is not likely to reward the Company for an outcome 289 

that is not in customers’ interest. The Company states in testimony that “focusing 290 

improvements on reducing the peak in these areas is likely to relieve system constraints” 291 

(emphasis added), and even provides the peak reduction values (in MW) associated with 292 

their proposed load factor improvements.17 The new Incremental Demand Response 293 

EAM that we propose above is a better mechanism for encouraging the Company to 294 

achieve reductions in peak demand at key substations. 295 

                                                

17  Direct Testimony of the Electric Customer Panel, page 48, lines 13-14, and page 49, lines 14-17. 
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Q. What do you recommend regarding the Substation Load Factor EAM? 296 

A. We recommend that the Commission reject the Substation Load Factor EAM proposed 297 

by the Company. 298 

Distributed Energy Resource Utilization 299 

Q. Please summarize the DER Utilization EAM proposed by the Company. 300 

A. The DER Utilization EAM is designed to encourage the Company to promote the 301 

development of DERS in general throughout its service territory. This EAM does not 302 

include the impacts of the Company’s demand response activities, nor does it include the 303 

impacts of the Company’s energy efficiency programs. Instead, it covers the development 304 

of technologies such as distributed solar, energy storage, combined heat and power 305 

(CHP), fuel cells, and electric vehicles. The Company intends to promote these 306 

technologies through collaboration with third parties through initiatives such as the 3Vo 307 

upgrade proposal.18 308 

 The proposed baseline for this EAM is the Company’s projections of new installations of 309 

distributed solar, CHP, energy storage, fuel cells, and new EVs. The minimum targets for 310 

this EAM are equal to the Company’s forecasts through 2018, and increase beyond those 311 

for 2019 and 2020.19 The mid-point and maximum targets assume additional 312 

development of DERs beyond those forecasts of approximately 59 percent and 129 313 

percent, respectively.20  314 

                                                

18  Direct Testimony of the Electric Customer Panel, page 50. 
19  Attachment 1 to DPS-379 RAC-8 
20  Attachment 1 to DPS-379 RAC-8, calculated as totals for 2017-2020. 
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Q. Do you have any concerns about the DER Utilization EAM? 315 

A. Yes. While this EAM addresses an important set of resources and is relatively easy to 316 

measure and monitor, we are concerned that the Company’s targets are not sufficiently 317 

ambitious, and are overly driven by performance of one resource – distributed solar. 318 

Approximately 95 percent of the target energy for this EAM is comprised of energy 319 

produced by rooftop and community solar photovoltaics (PV).21 The Company’s targets 320 

are based on estimates that show incremental PV installations continuing to rise rapidly 321 

through 2018, and then inexplicably slowing in 2019 through 2021. Indeed, the 322 

Company’s minimum targets show incremental installations declining below current 323 

levels.  324 

Figure 1. Annual Incremental Capacity from Installations of Rooftop and Community Solar 325 

 326 

                                                

21  Attachment 1 to DPS-379 RAC-8.  
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 In contrast to the Company’s targets, which are based on declining rates of growth for 327 

solar PV, more ambitious targets would be based on an increasing rate of growth in a 328 

variety of DERs, and provide more emphasis on other DERs, such as CHP and EVs. 329 

Electric utilities can have a significant impact on the development of both CHP and EVs, 330 

and these resources can help achieve the REV goals of reducing electricity costs and 331 

reducing carbon emissions.  332 

Q. What do you recommend regarding the DER Utilization EAM? 333 

A. We recommend that the Commission approve the Company’s proposed DER Utilization 334 

EAM, but with more aggressive targets. In addition, we recommend that the Commission 335 

direct Niagara Mohawk to establish a new EAM designed to encourage the strategic 336 

development of electric vehicles. Electric vehicles are likely to have significant impacts 337 

on the electricity system in the coming years, and utilities should take actions to 338 

maximize the positive impacts and minimize the potential negative impacts of EVs on 339 

system utilization. This new EAM is described below. 340 

New: Electric Vehicles 341 

Q. Why do you recommend that the Commission require the Company to establish a 342 

new EAM focused on electric vehicles? 343 

A. Electric vehicles are expected to have a large impact on the electric grid in the near- to 344 

mid-term future. EVs require a significant amount of electricity for charging, either at 345 

publicly-available charging stations or at customers’ homes and businesses. Electric 346 

utilities should plan for and manage the development of EVs, for example by offering 347 

time-vary rates to mitigate the impact on local and system peak demand, and by 348 
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facilitating the development of charging stations in locations that minimize the costs 349 

imposed on the distribution system.  350 

 The Company’s proposal to include the consumption from EVs in the DER Utilization 351 

EAM is an overly simplistic way to address the complexities associated with this 352 

resource/technology/consumer product. The DER Utilization EAM simply accounts for 353 

the amount of electricity consumption by EVs, but it does not address when or where the 354 

consumption occurs—both of which will significantly affect the costs that the EVs 355 

impose upon the electricity system. Therefore, it is important to establish an EV EAM 356 

that provides the Company with financial incentives to encourage optimal charging and 357 

discharging through time-varying rates, or to encourage optimal location of EV charging 358 

stations, or both. 359 

Q. What aspect of EV development should be included in the EV EAM at this time? 360 

A. We recommend that the EV EAM encourage the Company to enroll as many customers 361 

as possible on time-varying rates. It is our understanding that Niagara Mohawk has not 362 

developed a time-varying rate for EVs, but is likely to be required to do so by Assembly 363 

bill A228, which is awaiting the Governor’s signature. Additionally, the Commission’s 364 

Track Two Order22 called for a process to revise current time-of-use rates. Once new or 365 

revised rates are approved by the Commission, this EAM could be designed to encourage 366 

the Company to enroll as large a portion as possible of the customers with EVs onto these 367 

rates. 368 

                                                

22 Order Adopting a Ratemaking and Utility Revenue Model Policy Framework (“Track Two Order”), May 19, 
2016. Proceeding 14-M-0101. Page 134. 
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Q. How would the baseline and the targets for this new EAM be designed? 369 

A. Ideally, the baseline for this EAM would include a forecast of the EV customers that are 370 

expected to voluntarily sign up for the EV rate. The targets would then be based on 371 

reasonable increases in customer enrollment beyond those forecasts. 372 

 We recommend that the baseline and targets for this EAM be developed by the Company 373 

in consultation with other relevant stakeholders. The Company could then provide the 374 

Commission with a detailed proposal for an EAM to begin mid-2018. 375 

5. ENERGY EFFICIENCY EAMS 376 

Incremental Energy Efficiency 377 

Q. Please summarize the Incremental Energy Efficiency EAM proposed by the 378 

Company. 379 

A. The Incremental Energy Efficiency EAM is designed to encourage the Company to 380 

exceed the minimum energy savings targets of its ETIP efficiency programs. Niagara 381 

Mohawk intends to exceed these targets through collaborative efforts with NYSERDA 382 

and local governments, as well as program cost savings through improved performance 383 

and market innovations.23  384 

 The baseline for this EAM is ETIP energy savings targets (MWh), as proposed in the 385 

June 2017 ETIP Filing. The minimum target accounts for the energy savings from the 386 

proposed ETIP budgets, plus the energy savings from the proposed LED street lighting 387 

program. The mid-point target is based on the assumption that the Company will be able 388 

                                                

23  Direct Testimony of the Electric Customer Panel, page 53. 
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to achieve higher efficiency savings through a 20 percent reduction in the cost of saved 389 

energy (i.e., the ETIP costs per MWh of efficiency savings). The maximum target is 390 

based on the assumption that the Company will be able to achieve a 35 percent reduction 391 

in the cost of saved energy.24  392 

Q. Do you have any concerns about the Incremental Energy Efficiency EAM? 393 

A. We do not have any concerns about the design of the Incremental Efficiency EAM. This 394 

EAM addresses an important set of resources, promotes initiatives that are within the 395 

Company’s control, is relatively easy to measure and monitor, and poses few risks to 396 

customers. 397 

 However, we are concerned that the Company has not given this EAM sufficient priority 398 

in the allocation of basis points for the EAM rewards. Given the importance of these 399 

resources, and the fact that there are many actions the Company can take to facilitate their 400 

development, we recommend that this EAM be allocated more than the seven basis points 401 

that the Company has allocated to it. 402 

Q. What do you recommend regarding the Incremental Energy Efficiency EAM? 403 

A. We recommend that the Commission approve the Company’s proposed Incremental 404 

Energy Efficiency EAM. We also recommend that the Commission increase the basis 405 

points allocated to this EAM. We address this recommendation in the context of the other 406 

EAMs in section 8 of our testimony. 407 

                                                

24  Direct Testimony of the Electric Customer Panel, page 54. 
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 We also recommend that the Commission require the Company to establish a new EAM 408 

to provide financial incentives to maximize the benefits available from the NYSERDA 409 

efficiency programs targeted to low-income customers and local governments. This is 410 

described below.  411 

 Further, we recommend that the Commission require the Company to use advanced 412 

evaluation, measurement, and verification techniques for measuring efficiency savings, 413 

wherever it is cost-effective to do so. This will help support this important EAM, as well 414 

as provide useful information for energy efficiency program planning in general. 415 

New: NYSERDA Energy Efficiency 416 

Q. Why do you recommend that the Commission require the Company to establish a 417 

new EAM focused on NYSERDA Energy Efficiency? 418 

A. The NYSERDA efficiency programs represent an important component of the efficiency 419 

services offered in the Company’s territory, both because of the important customer 420 

sectors served and the potential magnitude of the savings from these customers. It is our 421 

understanding that the savings from the NYSERDA efficiency programs are not included 422 

in the Incremental Energy Efficiency EAM baselines or targets, and thus the Company 423 

does not receive financial incentives to optimize these programs.  424 

 A new EAM targeted at this important component of efficiency services could encourage 425 

the Company to support the NYSERDA programs by, for example, promoting the 426 

NYSERDA program through its ETIP marketing efforts, working with local community 427 

services agencies and municipal customers to advance the NYSERDA programs, 428 

working directly with NYSERDA to help identify potential customers, and generally 429 
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ensuring that there are no gaps between the Niagara Mohawk and the NYSERDA 430 

efficiency programs. 431 

Q. How would the baseline and the targets for this EAM be designed? 432 

A. Ideally, the baseline for this EAM would include the efficiency savings (in MWh) 433 

forecasted for the NYSERDA efficiency activities within the Niagara Mohawk service 434 

territory. The targets would then be based on reasonable increases in efficiency savings 435 

beyond those forecasts. 436 

 We recommend that the baseline and targets for this EAM be developed by the Company 437 

in consultation with NYSERDA and other relevant stakeholders. The Company could 438 

then provide the Commission with a detailed proposal for an EAM to begin mid-2018. 439 

Customer Energy Intensity 440 

Q. Please summarize the Customer Energy Intensity EAMs proposed by the Company. 441 

A. The Customer Energy Intensity EAM is designed to encourage the Company to reduce 442 

customer energy intensity in terms of usage per customer. Within this category, the 443 

Company has proposed three separate Customer Intensity EAMs, for residential, 444 

commercial, and low-income customers.  445 

 The baseline for this EAM was developed by using historical energy intensities (from 446 

2010 to 2016) to project future energy intensities (for 2017 to 2020). For each of the three 447 

customer groups, the Company projects the rate at which energy intensities are expected 448 

to improve in the future years, using econometric sales forecasts. These forecasts project 449 

a linear trend, where customer energy intensity is expected to improve each year, (i.e., the 450 

of usage-per-customer is expected to be reduced each year). The minimum, mid-point, 451 
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and maximum targets were determined by assuming that the Company could make the 452 

energy intensities improve faster than was forecast (i.e., could increase the rate of decline 453 

in the usage-per-customer).  454 

 For residential customers, the minimum target represents a 29 percent improvement in 455 

the trendline slope, the mid-point represents a 76 percent improvement, and the 456 

maximum target represents a 176 percent improvement. For commercial customers, the 457 

minimum target represents a 0.8 percent improvement in the trendline slope, the mid-458 

point represents a 14 percent improvement, and the maximum target represents a 33 459 

percent improvement.25  460 

 For low-income customers, there has been a slightly increasing trend in usage per 461 

customer in recent years. For this reason, and the need to coordinate with NYSERDA 462 

programs, minimum targets were set to represent only modest improvements over 2016 463 

energy intensity, and mid-point targets were set to represent just over 0.5 percent 464 

reduction in year-to-year energy intensity.  465 

Q. Do you have any concerns about the Customer Energy Intensity EAMs? 466 

A. Yes, I have several concerns about this EAM. First, electric vehicles and high-efficiency 467 

electric heat pumps could lead to higher usage-per-customer levels. These are important 468 

types of DERs that can help reduce costs, increase efficiencies, reduce carbon emissions, 469 

and offer significant benefits to customers. The Customer Energy Intensity EAM could 470 

have the unintended consequence of providing the Company with financial disincentives 471 

                                                

25 ECP Testimony, p. 57 
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regarding these resources, or depriving the Company of financial awards for other 472 

activities that do improve customer intensity, or both. 473 

 Second, there are many factors outside the control of the Company that can affect 474 

customer energy intensities. These include, for example, federal efficiency standards; 475 

changing consumer preferences for electronic devices; changing adoption rates for 476 

distributed solar technologies electric vehicles, and electric heat pumps; naturally 477 

occurring improved efficiency in electronic equipment; and increased customer interest in 478 

mitigating carbon emissions. These external factors might make it especially easy, or 479 

especially difficult, for the Company to earn financial awards for this EAM. 480 

 Third, there are several other EAMs proposed by the Company that will likely reduce 481 

customer energy intensities, including the DER Utilization, Incremental Energy 482 

Efficiency, and Customer Participation EAMs. Since all of these will influence customer 483 

energy intensity, the Company may earn excessive financial awards for certain activities 484 

as a result of double-recovery from the EAMs. 485 

 Fourth, the targets for this EAM appear to be arbitrarily chosen by the Company. The 486 

minimum, mid-point, and maximum targets represent increasing rates of decline in the 487 

usage per customer, but it is not clear how these rates were decided upon and the 488 

Company has not provided any benefit-cost analysis to justify them. 489 

Q. What do you recommend regarding the Customer Energy Intensity EAMs? 490 

A. We recommend that the Commission approve the Customer Energy Intensity EAMs, 491 

given that it has some value as a system efficiency incentive. However, we propose two 492 

important modifications to the Company’s proposal. First, the Company remove the 493 
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impact (in terms of MWh) of EVs and high-efficiency electric heat pumps from the 494 

baselines and the targets.  Second, the Commission should allocate a smaller portion of 495 

the basis points than what was proposed by the Company, given the concerns listed 496 

above. We address this recommendation in the context of the other EAMs in section 8 of 497 

our testimony. 498 

6. INTERCONNECTION EAM 499 

Q. Please summarize the interconnection EAM proposed by the Company. 500 

A. The Company has proposed one EAM related to interconnection: a developer satisfaction 501 

survey.  502 

Q. Do you have any concerns about the developer satisfaction survey EAM? 503 

A. Not at this time. 504 

Q. What do you recommend regarding the developer satisfaction survey? 505 

A. We recommend that the Commission approve the developer satisfaction EAM. Timely 506 

and successful interconnection of DERs does require some attention and resources from 507 

the Company, and is an important outcome that will help achieve the Commission’s New 508 

York REV goals. 509 

7. CUSTOMER ENGAGEMENT EAMS 510 

Q. Please summarize the customer engagement EAMs proposed by the Company. 511 

A. The Company has proposed four Customer Engagement EAMs: 512 
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• Demand Response Retention. This is designed to encourage the Company to keep 513 

customers enrolled in demand response programs as long as possible, including 514 

all of the Company’s demand response programs: Connected Solutions, 515 

coolControl, Future Designated Areas, DLRP, and CSRP.26 516 

• Customer Participation. This is designed to encourage the Company to increase 517 

the number of customers either making purchases or enrolling in programs 518 

through the CEMP, which consists of the E-Commerce Platform; the Residential 519 

Solar Marketplace; and the Company’s DLM programs. 520 

• Transactional Conversion Rate. This is designed to encourage Niagara Mohawk 521 

to increase the number of purchases that customers make, as a percentage of total 522 

visits, from the E-Commerce Platform or the Residential Solar Marketplace. 523 

• Customer Survey. This survey will measure satisfaction from customers who 524 

make purchases from the E-Commerce and the Residential Solar Marketplace. 525 

Q. Do you have any concerns about the Customer Engagement EAMs? 526 

A. In general, we support the concept of providing guidance and incentives regarding 527 

customer engagement in various DER activities. Also, we agree with the Company’s 528 

proposal to allocate a relatively small share of the basis points to this group of EAMs, 529 

reflecting that they are not as high a priority as some of the other EAMs, such as Annual 530 

Peak Reduction, DER Utilization, or Incremental Energy Efficiency. 531 

                                                

26  Direct Testimony of the Electric Customer Panel, pages 60-63. 
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 However, we have one primary concern with this group of EAMs related to the allocation 532 

of basis points within the group. The Transactional Conversion Rate and the Customer 533 

Survey EAMs are allocated most of the basis points in this group of EAMs, yet both are 534 

limited to only the E-Commerce Platform and the Residential Solar Marketplace 535 

initiatives. The Company is also provided financial incentives for these initiatives 536 

through the Annual Peak Reduction, DER Utilization, Incremental Energy Efficiency, 537 

Customer Intensity, and Customer Participation EAMs. There is a risk of over-recovery 538 

of financial incentive for success from these two initiatives.  539 

 More importantly, we believe that the Customer Participation EAM should be given 540 

greater priority than the Transactional Conversion Rate and the Customer Survey EAMs, 541 

since it also includes participation in DLM programs. The Company should encourage 542 

broad participation in all of its DER-related initiatives and programs, and should 543 

encourage as many customers as possible to adopt all DERs that meet their needs and 544 

help reduce their electricity costs. Widespread customer adoption of DERs is the best 545 

way to achieve the REV goals, maximize the potential benefits of DERs, mitigate any 546 

cost-shifting that might occur as a result of DERs, and spread the benefits of DERs as 547 

broadly as possible around the customer base. For this reason, more emphasis should be 548 

placed on the Customer Participation EAM.  549 

Q. What do you recommend regarding the Customer Engagement EAMs? 550 

A. We recommend that the Commission approve the Customer Engagement EAMs, but that 551 

the basis points allocated to the Transactional Conversion Rate and the Customer Survey 552 

EAMs be reduced, and the basis points for the Customer Participation EAM be increased. 553 
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We address this recommendation in the context of the other EAMs in section 8 of our 554 

testimony. 555 

8. ALLOCATION OF AWARDS ACROSS EAMS 556 

Q. What are some of the key criteria to consider when allocating potential financial 557 

awards across a set of EAMs? 558 

A. There are several factors to consider when establishing financial incentives for 559 

performance incentive mechanisms. These include: 560 

• Importance of the outcome. Those initiatives and outcomes that are especially 561 

likely to help achieve the commission’s REV goals (enhanced customer 562 

empowerment, market animation, system-wide efficiency, fuel and resource 563 

diversity, system reliability and resiliency, and reduction of carbon emissions) 564 

may warrant greater financial incentives than those with less of an impact on 565 

those goals. 566 

• Benefit-cost analyses (BCA). Those initiatives and outcomes that are expected to 567 

be especially cost-effective might warrant greater financial incentives than those 568 

that are less cost-effective. Also, any financial incentive should be less than, and 569 

ideally a reasonable portion of, the net benefit of the initiative or outcome being 570 

incentivized. 571 

• Countervailing financial incentives. In general, utilities have a financial incentive 572 

to make capital investments that will increase their rate base and result in higher 573 

amounts of authorized profits. DERs can reduce the need for utility capital 574 
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investments, and thus potentially reduce utility profits. The EAM financial 575 

incentive should be designed to help offset the financial disincentive for DERs.  576 

• Design or structural issues of the EAM. Those EAMs that are well-designed, e.g., 577 

in terms of a predictable baseline or an easily measured and verified outcome, 578 

might warrant greater financial incentives than those that are less well-designed. 579 

If an EAM creates risks of unintended consequences, or over/under-recovery by 580 

the Company, then those risks can be mitigated by assigning that EAM smaller 581 

financial incentives. 582 

• Ability of the utility to control the outcome. Those initiatives and outcomes that 583 

are well within the control of the utility might warrant greater financial incentives 584 

than those that are not. If an EAM creates risks of unintended consequences, or 585 

over/under-recovery by the Company, then those risks can be mitigated by 586 

assigning that EAM smaller financial incentives. 587 

• Outside factors that might influence the outcome. Those outcomes that are 588 

significantly affected by factors outside the Company’s control might warrant 589 

fewer financial incentives than those that are not. Again, risks of over- or under-590 

recovery of financial rewards can be mitigated by assigning small financial 591 

incentives.  592 

• Double-recovery. If certain initiatives or outcomes are covered by more than one 593 

EAM, then those EAMs might warrant relatively small financial incentives. Risks 594 

of double-recovery can be mitigated by assigning small financial incentives where 595 

double-recovery is possible. 596 
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Q. Is there a single formulaic approach to allocating basis points to different EAMs? 597 

A. No. All of the factors listed above should be considered when determining the financial 598 

incentives for each EAM. 599 

Q. Do you have any general concerns about the process used by the Company to 600 

allocate basis points across the EAMs? 601 

A. Yes. As noted above, the cost-effectiveness of the programs, initiatives, and outcomes 602 

encouraged through the EAMs should play a large role in determining the magnitude of 603 

the financial incentive for each EAM. For example, it would be inappropriate to provide a 604 

financial incentive for a program, initiative, or outcome that is not cost-effective. 605 

Similarly, it would be inappropriate to provide a financial incentive that is so large that it 606 

mostly or entirely offsets the net economic benefits of an initiative, program, or outcome. 607 

Further, it would be inappropriate to award much greater financial incentives to EAMs 608 

that are not very cost-effective, relative to smaller financial incentives to EAMs that are 609 

very cost-effective. 610 

 However, the Company’s BCA for the EAMs is not especially useful for making these 611 

determinations about the financial incentives to apply to the EAMs. While the Company 612 

provides a BCA for the entire set of EAMs, it does not break the BCA results out by each 613 

individual EAM, which is necessary for making decisions on each EAM.27 The Company 614 

does provide more detail of its BCA in response to discovery requests, but even this does 615 

not provide much of the information needed for making decisions on the EAM financial 616 

incentives. There are many EAMs for which the Company did not provide any BCA. 617 

                                                

27  Direct Testimony of the Electric Customer Panel, Exhibit__(ECP-5CU), Schedule 8. 
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Some of the BCAs do not include the benefits of avoided distribution capacity, which is 618 

one of the central benefits of the EAM. The BCA analyses are often not matched up with 619 

the EAMs, but instead are for some of the initiatives that might affect the EAMs. 620 

Consequently, the Company’s BCA is of limited use for this important purpose of 621 

establishing financial incentives for the EAMs. 622 

 While we have concerns about over-rewarding the utility in relation to the net benefits of 623 

an EAM, we also have concerns about under-rewarding the utility. As discussed earlier in 624 

this section, in order for these incentives to provide sufficient financial motivation to 625 

utilities to pursue these EAMs as a core business activity, they must provide sufficient 626 

earnings to overcome countervailing incentives. To determine whether the incentives are 627 

sufficient, they would need to be compared to the earnings that the utility would forgo if 628 

the EAMs are achieved. This information is unavailable. 629 

Q. How many basis points do you recommend be applied to the EAMs in total. 630 

A. We recommend that the total amount of the EAMs be set at 100 basis points, instead of 631 

the 90 basis points proposed by the Company. This is warranted because we have added 632 

two new EAMs, because of the importance of the many initiatives and outcomes 633 

promoted by the EAMs, and because the Company’s benefit-cost analysis indicates that 634 

overall its EAMs will result in customer benefits that outweigh the costs.28   Increasing 635 

the total basis points is in line with the Commission’s Track Two Order, which 636 

authorized up to 100 basis points for EAMs.29 637 

                                                

28  Direct Testimony of the Electric Customer Panel, Exhibit__(ECP-5CU), Schedule 8. 
29   Track Two Order, Page 68. “As initial bounds on the first round of REV initiated EAMs, the maximum amount 

of earnings should not be more than 100 basis points total from all new incentives.” 
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Q. Please summarize your recommendations regarding the allocation of financial 638 

incentives to the EAMs. 639 

A. Table 1 provides a summary of our recommendations for allocating financial incentives 640 

to the EAMs, focusing on the maximum target for 2020. Our recommendations are 641 

presented next to the Niagara Mohawk proposals.  642 

Table 1. Allocation of Financial Rewards Across EAMs 643 

  644 

NiMo bps 
Allocations

Recommended 
bps Allocations

Maximum Maximum
2020 2020
45 50

Annual Peak Reduction 30 20

New: Demand Response --- 15

Substation Load Factor 5 0

DER Utilization (MWh) 10 10

New: Electric Vehicles --- 5

Energy Efficiency Subtotal 30 35

Incremental Energy Efficiency 7 21

New: NYSERDA Energy Efficiency --- 5

Energy Intensity (Residential) 10 3

Energy Intensity (Commercial) 10 3

Energy Intensity (Low-Income) 3 3

Interconnection Subtotal 5 5

Developer Satisfaction Survey 5 5

Customer Engagement Subtotal 10 10

DR Retention (Res & Small Bus) 1 1

DR Retention (C&I) 1 1

Customer Participation (Res) 1 3

Customer Participation (C&I) 1 3

Transactional Conversion Rate 3 1

Survey 3 1
90 100EAMs Total

Earning Adjustment Mechanism:

System Efficiency Subtotal
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Q. Please explain how you came up with the recommended financial incentives for the 645 

2020 maximum targets, for each EAM. 646 

A. In general, we considered the multiple factors listed above when determining financial 647 

incentives for each EAM. Our recommendations for each EAM are based on the 648 

following: 649 

• Annual Peak Reduction. This EAM addresses an important outcome: reduced 650 

peak demand resulting from a wide variety of initiatives. Therefore, it should be 651 

given relatively high priority and receive a relatively large portion of basis points. 652 

However, we recommend reducing the allocation proposed by the Company 653 

because annual peak demand can be influenced by many external factors, and 654 

many other EAMs will help reduce the annual peak demand, creating a risk of 655 

over-recovery of incentives. Consequently, we recommend that the maximum 656 

basis points allocated to this EAM be reduced from 30 to 20. 657 

• New: Incremental Demand Response. This EAM addresses an important initiative 658 

and an important outcome: reduced peak demands directly resulting from utility 659 

demand response programs. Further, this EAM helps to control for peak 660 

reductions that result from factors outside of the Company’s control. Therefore, it 661 

should be given relatively high priority and receive a relatively large portion of 662 

basis points. On the other hand, the Annual Peak Reduction EAM also provides 663 

an incentive to reduce peak demands through the DLM programs, creating a risk 664 

of over-recovery of incentives. Consequently, we recommend allocating 15 basis 665 

points to the maximum target for this EAM. 666 
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• Substation Peak Reduction. We recommend that the Commission reject this 667 

EAM, for the reasons described above. Therefore, this EAM should be allocated 668 

zero basis points. 669 

• DER Utilization. In general, the promotion of DERs should be given relatively 670 

high priority. However, the Company has focused the targets for this primarily on 671 

the adoption of distributed solar resources, and those targets are not especially 672 

ambitious. Therefore, we recommend allocating 10 basis points to the maximum 673 

target for this EAM. 674 

• New: Electric Vehicles. In general, utility actions to maximize the benefits and 675 

minimize the costs from customer adoption of EVs over the near- to mid-term 676 

future should be given relatively high priority. On the other hand, the Company 677 

EV initiatives are still in early stages, and in most cases are still in the proposal 678 

stage.30 Similarly, this EAM has not been as fully defined as some of the other 679 

EAMs proposed by the Company or us. Consequently, it may be premature to 680 

allocate a large portion of the basis points to this EAM. We recommend allocating 681 

5 basis points to the maximum target for this EAM. 682 

• Incremental Energy Efficiency. This EAM addresses an important initiative and 683 

an important outcome: reduced energy consumption (and, indirectly, reduced 684 

peak demand). Therefore, it should be given relatively high priority and receive a 685 

relatively large portion of basis points. This EAM also addresses an initiative that 686 

                                                

30  See the discussion of Potential Future Offerings in Section 3 of our testimony. 
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the Company has direct and significant control over, and that has the potential to 687 

provide a significant amount of cost-effective savings to customers.31 Therefore, 688 

we recommend increasing the allocation of maximum basis points for this EAM 689 

from 7 to 21.  690 

• New: Incremental NYSERDA Efficiency. This outcome addresses an important 691 

outcome: reduced energy consumption and peak demand from low-income and 692 

municipal customers. On the other hand, Niagara Mohawk can influence this 693 

outcome only indirectly, by coordinating and cooperating with NYSERDA in the 694 

planning and implementation of its programs. For this reason, this EAM warrants 695 

relatively few basis points. We recommend allocating 5 basis points to the 696 

maximum target for this EAM.  697 

• Customer Energy Intensity. Reducing customer energy intensity is an important 698 

goal, but only to the extent that it does not hamper beneficial electrification. As 699 

currently defined, this EAM suffers from several limitations that suggest it should 700 

not be allocated a large number of basis points, including: there are some DERs 701 

that will increase customer energy intensity, customer energy intensity can be 702 

influenced by many external factors, and many other EAMs will help reduce 703 

customer energy intensity, creating a risk of over-recovery of incentives. 704 

Consequently, we recommend that the maximum basis points allocated to this 705 

EAM be reduced from a maximum of 10 to 3 for each customer segment. 706 

                                                

31  Synapse Energy Economics, Aiming Higher: Realizing the Full Potential of Cost-Effective Energy Efficiency in 
New York, prepared for Natural Resources Defense Council, E4TheFuture, CLEAResult, Lime Energy, 
Association for Energy Affordability, and Alliance for Clean Energy New York, April 2016. 
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• Interconnection. The Company has allocated relatively few basis points to the 707 

EAM, reflecting a low priority relative to the other EAMs. We agree with this 708 

proposal and recommend accepting the Company’s proposal to allocate 5 basis 709 

points for the maximum target for this EAM. 710 

• Customer Engagement. We agree with the Company’s proposal to allocate a 711 

modest amount of basis points for this group of EAMs, given that there is a lot of 712 

overlap between these EAMs and the system efficiency and energy efficiency 713 

EAMs. However, we recommend that the Customer Participation EAMs be given 714 

a higher priority than the others, because of the equity benefits of promoting 715 

widespread adoption of DERs. Therefore, we recommend that the maximum basis 716 

points allocated to Customer Participation EAMs be increased to 3 each, and that 717 

the maximum basis points allocated to the other customer engagement EAMs be 718 

reduced to 1 each. 719 

Q. Do you have any recommendations regarding the financial incentives awarded for 720 

achieving the minimum and mid-point targets? 721 

A. For the sake of simplicity, we recommend that the basis points awarded for achieving the 722 

minimum and mid-point targets be determined by scaling them up or down by the same 723 

factor that the basis points for the maximum target is scaled up or down. For example, for 724 

the Annual Peak Reduction EAM we recommend reducing the basis points for achieving 725 

the maximum target from 30 to 20. Therefore, the basis points that the Company 726 

proposed for achieving the minimum and mid-point targets for this EAM should also be 727 

reduced by one-third. 728 
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Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 729 

A. Yes, it does. 730 
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efficiency guidelines; the promulgation of net metering regulations; review of smart grid pilot programs; 

and review of long-term contracts for renewable power.  Oversaw six rate case proceedings for 

Massachusetts electric and gas companies. Played an influential role in the development of price 
responsive demand proposals for the New England wholesale energy market.  Served as President of the 

New England Conference of Public Utility Commissioners from 2009-2010.  Served as board member on 

the Energy Facilities Siting Board from 2007-2010.  Served as co-chair of the Steering Committee for the 
Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnership’s Regional Evaluation, Measurement and Verification Forum. 

Synapse Energy Economics Inc., Cambridge, MA. Vice President, 1997 ‒ 2007. 

Tellus Institute, Boston, MA. Senior Scientist, Manager of Electricity Program, 1992 ‒ 1997. 

Association for the Conservation of Energy, London, England. Research Director, 1991 ‒ 1992. 

Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities, Boston, MA. Staff Economist, 1989 ‒ 1990. 

Massachusetts Office of Energy Resources, Boston, MA. Policy Analyst, 1987 ‒ 1989. 

Energy Systems Research Group, Boston, MA. Research Associate, 1983 ‒ 1987. 

Union of Concerned Scientists, Cambridge, MA. Energy Analyst, 1982-1983. 

EDUCATION 
Boston University, Boston, MA 

Master of Business Administration, 1993 
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London School of Economics, London, England 

Diploma, Economics, 1991 

 
Tufts University, Medford, MA 

Bachelor of Science in Mechanical Engineering, 1982 

 
Tufts University, Medford, MA 

Bachelor of Arts in English, 1982 

REPORTS 
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Potential of Cost-Effective Energy Efficiency in New York. Synapse Energy Economics for Natural 

Resources Defense Council, E4TheFuture, CLEAResult, Lime Energy, Association for Energy Affordability, 

and Alliance for Clean Energy New York. 

Lowry, M. N., T. Woolf, M. Whited, M. Makos. 2016. Performance-Based Regulation in a High Distributed 
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Customer Perspectives on Massachusetts Energy Efficiency Programs. Synapse Energy Economics for the 

Massachusetts Energy Efficiency Advisory Council. 
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TESTIMONY 

Utah Public Service Commission (Docket No. 14-035-114): Direct and rebuttal testimony of Tim Woolf 
regarding the Pacificorp’s analysis of the benefits and costs associated with distributed generation 
resources. On behalf of Utah Clean Energy. June 8, 2017 and July 25, 2017. 

Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities (D.P.U. 17-05): Direct and surrebuttal testimony of Tim 
Woolf and Melissa Whited regarding performance-based regulation, the monthly minimum reliability 
contribution, storage pilots, and rate design in Eversource’s petition for approval of rate increases and a 
performance-based ratemaking mechanism. On behalf of Sunrun and the Energy Freedom Coalition of 
America, LLC. April 28, 2017 and May 26, 2017. 

Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities (D.P.U. 15-120, D.P.U. 15-121, D.P.U. 15-122/15-123): 
Direct testimony of Tim Woolf and Ariel Horowitz, PhD, regarding the petitions by National Grid, Unitil, 
NSTAR, and Eversource Energy for approval of their grid modernization plans. On behalf of Conservation 
Law Foundation. March 10, 2017. 

Massachusetts Department of Public (D.P.U. 16-169): Direct testimony of Tim Woolf and Erin Malone 
regarding Nation Grid’s petition for ruling regarding the provision of gas energy efficiency services. On 
behalf of the Cape Light Compact. November 2, 2016. 

New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (Docket No. ER16060524): Direct testimony regarding Rockland 
Electric Company’s proposed advanced metering program. On behalf of the New Jersey Division of Rate 
Counsel. September 9, 2016. 

Colorado Public Utilities Commission (Proceeding No. 16AL-0048E): Answer testimony regarding Public 
Service Company of Colorado’s rate design proposal. On behalf of Energy Outreach Colorado. June 6, 
2016. 



 
 
 

 
 

Tim Woolf  page 9 of 19 

Georgia Public Service Commission (Docket No. 40161 and Docket No. 40162): Direct testimony 

regarding the demand-side management programs proposed by Georgia Power Company in its 

Certification, Decertification, and Amended Demand-Side Management Plan and its 2016 Integrated 

Resource Plan. On behalf of Sierra Club. May 3, 2016. 

Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities (Docket No. 15-155): Joint direct and rebuttal testimony 

with M. Whited regarding National Grid’s rate design proposal. On behalf of Energy Freedom Coalition 

of America, LLC. March 18, 2016 and April 28, 2016. 

Maine Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 2015-00175): Direct testimony on Efficiency Maine 

Trust’s petition for approval of the Triennial Plan for Fiscal Years 2017-2019. On behalf of the Natural 

Resources Council of Maine and the Conservation Law Foundation. February 17, 2016. 

Nevada Public Utilities Commission (Docket Nos. 15-07041 and 15-07042): Direct testimony on NV 

Energy’s application for approval of a cost of service study and net metering tariffs. On behalf of The 
Alliance for Solar Choice. October 27, 2015.  

New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (Docket No. ER14030250): Direct testimony on Rockland Electric 

Company’s petition for investments in advanced metering infrastructure. On behalf of the New Jersey 
Division of Rate Counsel. September 4, 2015. 

Utah Public Service Commission (Docket No. 14-035-114): Direct, rebuttal, and surrebuttal testimony 

on the benefit-cost framework for net energy metering. On behalf of Utah Clean Energy, the Alliance for 

Solar Choice, and Sierra Club. July 30, 2015, September 9, 2015, and September 29, 2015. 

Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board (Matter No. M06733): Direct testimony on EfficiencyOne’s 2016-

2018 demand-side management plan. On behalf of the Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board. June 2, 

2015. 

Missouri Public Service Commission (Case No. ER-2014-0370): Direct and surrebuttal testimony on the 

topic of Kansas City Power and Light’s rate design proposal. On behalf of Sierra Club. April 16, 2015 and 
June 5, 2015. 

Missouri Public Service Commission (File No. EO-2015-0055): Rebuttal and surrebuttal testimony on the 

topic of Ameren Missouri’s 2016-2018 Energy Efficiency Plan. On behalf of Sierra Club. March 20, 2015 

and April 27, 2015. 

Florida Public Service Commission (Dockets No. 130199-EI et al.): Direct testimony on the topic of 

setting goals for increasing the efficiency of energy consumption and increasing the development of 

demand-side renewable energy systems. On behalf of the Sierra Club. May 19, 2014. 

Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities (Docket No. DPU 14-86): Direct and rebuttal Testimony 

regarding the cost of compliance with the Global Warming Solution Act. On behalf of the Massachusetts 

Department of Energy Resources and the Department of Environmental Protection. May 16, 2014. 
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Kentucky Public Service Commission (Case No. 2014-00003): Direct testimony regarding Louisville Gas 
and Electric Company and Kentucky Utilities Company’s proposed 2015-2018 demand-side management 
and energy efficiency program plan. On behalf of Wallace McMullen and the Sierra Club. April 14, 2014. 

Maine Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 2013-168): Direct and surrebuttal testimony regarding 
policy issues raised by Central Maine Power’s 2014 Alternative Rate Plan, including recovery of capital 
costs, a Revenue Index Mechanism proposal, and decoupling. On behalf of the Maine Public Advocate 
Office. December 12, 2013 and March 21, 2014. 

Colorado Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 13A-0686EG): Answer and surrebuttal testimony 
regarding Public Service Company of Colorado’s proposed energy savings goals. On behalf of the Sierra 
Club. October 16, 2013 and January 21, 2014. 

Kentucky Public Service Commission (Case No. 2012-00578): Direct testimony regarding Kentucky 
Power Company’s economic analysis of the Mitchell Generating Station purchase. On behalf of the 
Sierra Club. April 1, 2013. 

Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board (Matter No. M04819): Direct testimony regarding Efficiency Nova 
Scotia Corporation’s Electricity Demand Side Management Plan for 2013 ‒ 2015. On behalf of the 
Counsel to Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board. May 22, 2012. 

Missouri Office of Public Counsel (Docket No. EO-2011-0271): Rebuttal testimony regarding IRP rule 
compliance. On behalf of the Missouri Office of the Public Counsel. October 28, 2011. 

Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board (Matter No. M03669): Direct testimony regarding Efficiency Nova 
Scotia Corporation’s Electricity Demand Side Management Plan for 2012. On behalf of the Counsel to 
Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board. April 8, 2011. 

Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 3790): Direct testimony regarding National Grid’s 
Gas Energy Efficiency Programs. On behalf of the Division of Public Utilities and Carriers. April 2, 2007. 

North Carolina Utilities Commission (Docket E-100, Sub 110): Filed comments with Anna Sommer 
regarding the Potential for Energy Efficiency Resources to Meet the Demand for Electricity in North 
Carolina. Synapse Energy Economics on behalf of the Southern Alliance for Clean Energy. February 2007. 

Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 3765): Direct and Surrebuttal testimony 
regarding National Grid’s Renewable Energy Standard Procurement Plan. On behalf of the Division of 
Public Utilities and Carriers. January 17, 2007 and February 20, 2007. 

Minnesota Public Utilities Commission (Docket Nos. CN-05-619 and TR-05-1275): Direct testimony 
regarding the potential for energy efficiency as an alternative to the proposed Big Stone II coal project. 
On behalf of the Minnesota Center for Environmental Advocacy, Fresh Energy, Izaak Walton League of 
America, Wind on the Wires and the Union of Concerned Scientists. November 29, 2006. 
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Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 3779): Oral testimony regarding the settlement of 
Narragansett Electric Company’s 2007 Demand-Side Management Programs. On behalf of the Division 
of Public Utilities and Carriers. November 24, 2006. 

Nevada Public Utilities Commission (Docket Nos. 06-04002 & 06-04005): Direct testimony regarding 
Nevada Power Company’s and Sierra Pacific Power Company’s Renewable Portfolio Standard Annual 
Report. On behalf of the Nevada Bureau of Consumer Protection. October 26, 2006 

Nevada Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 06-06051): Direct testimony regarding Nevada Power 
Company’s Demand-Side Management Plan in the 2006 Integrated Resource Plan. On behalf of the 
Nevada Bureau of Consumer Protection. September 13, 2006. 

Nevada Public Utilities Commission (Docket Nos. 06-03038 & 06-04018): Direct testimony regarding 
the Nevada Power Company’s and Sierra Pacific Power Company’s Demand-Side Management Plans. On 
behalf of the Nevada Bureau of Consumer Protection. June 20, 2006. 

Nevada Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 05-10021): Direct testimony regarding the Sierra 
Pacific Power Company’s Gas Demand-Side Management Plan. On behalf of the Nevada Bureau of 
Consumer Protection. February 22, 2006. 

South Dakota Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. EL04-016): Direct testimony regarding the 
avoided costs of the Java Wind Project. On behalf of the South Dakota Public Utilities Commission Staff. 
February 18, 2005. 

Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 3635): Oral testimony regarding the settlement of 
Narragansett Electric Company’s 2005 Demand-Side Management Programs. On behalf of the Division 
of Public Utilities and Carriers. November 29, 2004. 

British Columbia Utilities Commission. Direct testimony regarding the Power Smart programs contained 
in BC Hydro’s Revenue Requirement Application 2004/05 and 2005/06. On behalf of the Sierra Club of 
Canada, BC Chapter. April 20, 2004. 

Maryland Public Utilities Commission (Case No. 8973): Oral testimony regarding proposals for the PJM 
Generation Attributes Tracking System. On behalf of the Maryland Office of People's Counsel. December 
3, 2003. 

Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 3463): Oral testimony regarding the settlement of 
Narragansett Electric Company’s 2004 Demand-Side Management Programs. On behalf of the Division 
of Public Utilities and Carriers. November 21, 2003. 

California Public Utilities Commission (Rulemaking 01-10-024): Direct testimony regarding the market 
price benchmark for the California renewable portfolio standard. On behalf of the Union of Concerned 
Scientists. April 1, 2003. 
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Québec Régie de l'énergie (Docket R-3473-01): Direct testimony with Philp Raphals regarding Hydro-
Québec’s Energy Efficiency Plan: 2003-2006. On behalf of Regroupment national des Conseils régionaux 
de l’environnement du Québec. February 5, 2003. 

Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control (Docket No. 01-10-10): Direct testimony regarding the 
United Illuminating Company’s service quality performance standards in their performance-based 
ratemaking mechanism. On behalf of the Connecticut Office of Consumer Counsel. April 2, 2002. 

Nevada Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 01-7016): Direct testimony regarding the Nevada 
Power Company’s Demand-Side Management Plan. On behalf of the Bureau of Consumer Protection, 
Office of the Attorney General. September 26, 2001. 

United States Department of Energy (Docket Number-EE-RM-500): Comments with Bruce Biewald, 
Daniel Allen, David White, and Lucy Johnston of Synapse Energy Economics regarding the Department of 
Energy’s proposed rules for efficiency standards for central air conditioners and heat pumps. On behalf 
of the Appliance Standards Awareness Project. December 2000. 

US Department of Energy (Docket EE-RM-500): Oral testimony at a public hearing on marginal price 
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increases and a performance-based ratemaking mechanism. On behalf of Sunrun and the Energy 
Freedom Coalition of America, LLC. April 28, 2017 and May 26, 2017. 

Public Utilities Commission of Hawaii (Docket No. 2015-0170): Direct testimony regarding Hawaiian 
Electric Light Company’s proposed performance incentive mechanisms. On behalf of the Division of 
Consumer Advocacy. April 28, 2017. 

Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities (Docket No. 15-155): Joint direct and rebuttal testimony 
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regarding Public Service Company of Colorado’s rate design proposal. On behalf of Energy Outreach 
Colorado. June 6, 2016. 

Nevada Public Utilities Commission (Docket Nos. 15-07041 and 15-07042): Direct testimony on NV 
Energy’s application for approval of a cost of service study and net metering tariffs. On behalf of The 
Alliance for Solar Choice. October 27, 2015.  

Missouri Public Service Commission (Case No. ER-2014-0370): Direct and surrebuttal testimony on the 
topic of Kansas City Power and Light’s rate design proposal. On behalf of Sierra Club. April 16, 2015 and 
June 5, 2015. 

Wisconsin Public Service Commission (Docket No. 05-UR-107): Direct and surrebuttal testimony of Rick 
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Department of Energy Resources on investigation into time varying rates. On behalf of the 

Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources. March 10, 2014. 
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