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The utilities and the Office ofthe Consumer Advocate (OCA) have also
proposed new NEM tariffs that include significant reductions in the rate credit for
exports from DG facilities. The utilities’ proposed reductions in the export rate all
fail to consider the long-term avoided costs of renewable DG, including the
reductions in marginal transmission and distribution (T&D) costs that will result
from the fact that DG output either serves on-site loads, never touching the grid, or
is consumed by the DG customer’s neighbors, thus making upstream T&D
capacity available to serve load growth or other customers. OCA is on the right
track in proposing that the new NEM tariff should focus on a cost-based,
volumetric TOU rate. However, OCA’s addition of a new, offsetting charge to the
export credit would result in charging DG customers for a service which they are
not using. It is the utility, not DG customers, who uses the distribution system to
deliver the exports from DG systems, and the utility is fully compensated for
providing this service.

TASC does not oppose the removal ofpublic benefit charges from the
export rate, on the equitable grounds that all customers should pay for these
important programs on the same basis of the amount of power which they draw
from the system. However, the Commission should reject OCA’s proposal to treat
a portion of transmission costs as non-bypassable. This proposal inappropriately
cherry-picks just one cost category (transmission), and fails to consider that, even
if the marginal transmission costs avoided by DG do not equal embedded
transmission costs, this shortfall is compensated by generation-related benefits that
exceed the generation costs in rates.

OCA also has proposed a Fixed Credit Rate option for NEM customers,
which would provide DG customers with a fixed delivery credit for their entire
output, plus the default energy supply rate and fixed compensation for transferring
renewable energy credits (RECs) to the utility. The Fixed Credit rate would
decline in a series ofpre-set steps that are supposed to track the decline in solar
costs. This proposal has the positive feature that the credit is fixed for 20 years,
providing important certainty to support DG investments. However, the Fixed
Credit rate relies on the transfer of the REC to the utility to come close to being
economically viable. Finally, in order to maintain a customer’s right to self-
consume power, which is based in PURPA, the Fixed Credit rate should be
available either for exported power alone or for a DG customer’s entire output, at
the customer’s election.

TASC supports the testimony ofthe New Hampshire Sustainable Energy
Association (NHSEA) that small DG customers need to have a better means to
aggregate and realize value from their RECs. Small-scale DG provides significant
benefits to other ratepayers if RECs are transferred to the utility, and this benefit
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must be considered to the extent that the utilities use DG RECs to comply with the
New Hampshire Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS). Further, ratepayers realize
an indirect benefit from lower costs to comply with the RPS requirement as a
result of lower utility sales when customers install renewable DG, even if the REC
remains with the customer. This indirect benefit further improves the cost-
effectiveness of NEM in New Hampshire.

Finally, TASC has calculated the impact ofthe major utility and OCA
proposals on the bill savings from residential DG. Many of these proposals would
have substantial negative impacts on the economics of DG in New Hampshire, and
thus would not comply with the goal of HB 1 1 1 6 to continue to allow reasonable
opportunities for electric customers to invest in renewable DG. This rebuttal and
the long-term benefit-cost analysis that TASC has performed show that the best
course is to maintain the basic structure ofNEM, with a greater emphasis on
volumetric, cost-based TOU rates and the equitable removal ofpublic benefit
charges from the export rate.
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1 I. INTRODUCTION

2

3 Qi: Please state for the record your name, position, and business address.

4 Al : My name is R. Thomas Beach. I am principal consultant of the consulting firm

5 Crossborder Energy. My business address is 2560 Ninth Street, Suite 213A,

6 Berkeley, California 94710.

7

8 Q2: Have you previously presented testimony in this docket?

9 A2: Yes, on October 24, 2016, I served direct testimony in this docket on behalf of the

10 Alliance for Solar Choice (TASC). My experience and qualifications are

1 1 described in my curriculum vitae, which is attached to that direct testimony as

12 Appendix A.

13

14 Q3: What is the purpose of this rebuttal testimony?

15 A3 : 1 address the proposals of certain other parties to implement new tariffs for net

16 energy metering (NEM) in New Hampshire, pursuant to the Legislature’s

17 direction in House Bill 1 1 16 (HB 1 1 16). The stated goals ofHB 1 1 16 are, first,

1 8 to continue to allow reasonable opportunities for electric customers to invest in

19 and to install renewable distributed generation (DG) behind the meter on their

20 own premises; second, to provide fair compensation for this locally-produced

21 power; and, third, to allocate the benefits and costs of these new, clean energy

22 sources in a fair and transparent way among all ratepayers. This rebuttal

23 discusses why some ofthe filed proposals fail to meet these goals, while others

24 require modification to attain them. As set forth in my opening testimony, the

25 goals of HB 1 1 16 can best be realized by retaining the present structure of NEM

26 in New Hampshire, with certain changes to remove public benefit charges from

27 export rates and to move to the greater use of volumetric time-of-use (TOU)

28 tariffs that bring rates closer to costs and that are simple and straightforward for

29 residential and small commercial customers to understand.

30 /1
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1 II. DEMAND CHARGE PROPOSALS
2
3 A. Eversource I Unitil Proposals
4
5 Q4: Please describe the rate design changes that Eversource and Unitil have

6 proposed for residential and small commercial customers who install

7 renewable 13G.

8 A4: Both utilities propose to implement separate three-part rates applicable only to

9 customers who install DG. These rate designs would include demand charges

10 covering certain delivery costs. These rates would begin to be applicable upon

1 1 the conclusion ofthis proceeding and immediately after each utility reaches its

12 share of the state’ s original 50 MW net metering cap.

13

14 Unitil would place residential DG customers into a separate class, and, based on a

1 5 cost-of-service study, would increase the fixed customer charge and implement a

16 demand charge to recover distribution costs based on the DG customer’s

17 maximum 15-minute demand whenever it occurs. In other words, it would

1 8 implement a non-coincident demand charge to recover distribution costs from DG

19 customers.1 However, the actual demand charge for DG customers that Unitil is

20 proposing to implement at this time appears to be based on the allocated costs for

21 the entire residential class, not those specifically allocated to DG customers.2

22

23 Similarly, Eversource proposes to implement a new three-part rate solely for DG

24 customers, including a demand charge to cover both transmission and distribution

25 costs. The new demand charge would be based on Eversource’s current cost-of-

26 service study for residential and small commercial customer; the utility would not

27 consider creating a new class for such customers until its next rate case.

28 Eversource would simply convert the present volumetric (per kWh) distribution

29 and transmission rates of its existing residential (Rate R) and small commercial

1 See Unitil Testimony (Oversource Supplemental), at Table 1 . Also, Unitil Testimony (Meissner), at pp.
45-47.
2 See UES Schedule HEO Supplemantal HEO-2 [sic] at Sheets 2 and 5.
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1 rate schedules (Rate G) to a per kW demand charge using the same revenue

2 requirement now allocated to these classes. Like Unitil, Eversource would

3 require new DG customers to have metering capable of recording the customer’s

4 30-minute imports, exports, and maximum demand on the grid.

5

6 Both utilities also would change the rate credit provided for the power which DG

7 customers export to the grid to a short-run avoided cost price. These proposals

8 are discussed in Part III of this rebuttal.

9

10 B. Cost-of-Service Analyses Fail to Capture Long-Term Benefits.

11

12 Q5: What is the essential flaw in the Unitil and Eversource proposals?

13 A5 : The first requirement of HB 1 1 16 is that the Commission examine the benefits

14 and costs of customer-sited DG facilities. The rate design changes that Unitil and

15 Eversource propose do not comply with this foundational requirement. The two

16 utilities have proposed changes to NEM in the form of required new rate designs

1 7 for DG customers that are based solely on a cost-of-service analysis, without

1 8 consideration of the benefits of DG, except for an export credit based on short-mn

19 avoided energy costs. As set forth in TASC’s opening testimony, DG is a long-

20 term resource with a service life of2O — 30 years that will produce an array of

21 long-term benefits for the electric system in New Hampshire that Unitil and

22 Eversource have failed to consider.

23

24 C. DG Customers Should Not Be in a Separate Class.

25

26 Q6: Please respond to Unitil’s proposal to place residential DG customers into a

27 separate customer class.

28 A6: Unitil’s witness Overcastjustifies the placement ofDG customers in a separate

29 customer class based principally on a comparison of two hypothetical customers,
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