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Executive Summary

At the Gener al El ecti on on Nov &altt Questi@,3, tHe EdeRyy Ne v
Choice Initiative (“ECI"). ECI i gtionahatpvoudd pegusrestiadtNatme n d m.
later than July 1, 2023, the Legislature shall provide by flawprovisions..t o est abl i sh an ope

ret ai l el ectri c e n'gellegtycity markets eo¢ o mpetitivan $0 that all electricity

customers are afforded meaningful choices among different pro t economic and regulatory burdens

marketplace In order for E C | to

amendment a second time at the 2018 Ge

Following initial voter approval o nnounced during his Janua2®17
State of the St to “Create by Exe
help prepare us for the complica
Executive Order 2010 3 , es

days after the start o

ans approve [ECI].

t he Governor s Committee

utive Order 2032 #equired the @mmittee to

ittee wamtially comprised of 25 members representing a broad coalition of
community stakehol® erspectives, including state legislators, executivg dgeamrs, commeial
electricity customers, e sector industry representatigtate regulators and consumer advocacy
representatives, organized | abor repr es e n topetaiivese s , a
The Committeeifst met on April 26, 2017, and concluded its work on June 18, 2018. Committee Chairman Mark
Hutchison organized the Committee into five Technical Working Groups to engage in particularized studies of
specific issues relating tBCI and the restructuringf @lectricity markets. Between April of 2017 and June of

2018, the Committee and its working groups met more than 30 times and heard from dozens of policy experts from



Nevada and from around the nation. This report constitutes the findings and policyneswettions adopted by

the Committee as a result of this extensive deliberative process.

Some of the prominenissues that are implicateloy the potential passage &CI were outlined in
Executive Order 20103. In order to thoroughly examine these issties, Committee was organized into five
Technical Working Groups comprised of five committee members each. The working groups wgedass
specific topicsrelating to the issues contained in the Executive Order, as follows: Technical Working Group on

OpenEnergy Market Design and Policy; Technical WarkiGroup on mer Protectiofrechnical Working

Group on Innovation, Technology, and Renewable Industry t; Technical Working Group on

Generation, Transmission, and Delivery; and Technical World r and Investor Economic

(PUCN) open an investigatory docket to ar, the Committee
requested the docket be opened to en udy was conducted regarditechnical

issues requing extensive expertise and exp ricityetm@gulation The Committee

requested thathe PUCNo p e gthe rietessaryaspwaeand s ab

of findings after unap ‘ i rgyN\Chgaice Initiative Final Repowasthen

prkshops and investigation he Commi ttee’ s Tec

The TWGon CoO

addresedthe need for effective and comprehensive consumer education efforts, particularly for small business and

elProtection proposedfteen policy recommendations. These recommendations

residential customers. Additionally, the Consumer Protection TWG offered recommendations for ehsiiring t
customers are able to make accurate comparisons of essential terms of service among potential providers, as well
as recommendations for protecting cus amdeceptivataaled a an

practices statutes, and discounggexcessive costs.



The TWG on Open Energy Market Design proposed four recommendations. The TWG on Open Energy
Market Design recommended that Nevada join an existing Independent Systems Operator (ISO) with an already
existing wholesale market located étose proximity to the State, presumably the California ISO (CAISO). The
TWG on Open Market Design also recommended that any contract or arrangement with CAISO or another
neighboring 1ISO should ensure that Nevada retains its own authority with regarddio &ey aspects of
regulating the wholesale markeincluding retention of popular programs like energy efficiency and net metering.

With regard to a retail market structure, the TWG recommended that the Governor and State Legislature form a

joint committee to further examine options for a retail market, inc provider of last resort (POLR) and
netmetering. The TWG also recommended that the PUCN be e tablish POLRsuprddackic

service in each area of the State open to eitign.

The TWG on Generation, TransmissiondeDelj ations addressing issues

planning reserve requirements through ource planning process. In addition, the TWG
recommended that N t hreu ni"n cquentbeernat iuoctn | u i
ensures grid reliability under caiih circumsta i outage), and identify the costs for
eliminating the sahesebgrtoahéeng Umuss. The
be recovered at the ratepayer leve 3 commendberfstudy of transmission import and
export capacity to dete BanNsi equired in order to join a wholesale market such as

CAISO.

ar programs, and net metering. The TWG recommended that
conditions mar ket participation
ergy technology development. The TWG further recommended that any
competitive retail\me i adopted to implement &@luldbe consistent with programs that advance the

use of renewable ene ean technology. Finally, the TWG recommended the creation and funding of pilot
projects to develop renev e energy technology that may provide meaningful choice for Nevadpokcitsat

be considered which promote regulatory flexibility I
all proposed policies for implementing ECI be evaluated in consideration of positioning Nevada as a net exporter

of energy.

The TWGon Investor and Consumg&conomic Impacts approved a singgeommendatiorthat the State
Legislature commission further investigation into stranded assets and transition sosts as practicable, should

ECI be approved in dvember. The Economic Imps TWG concluded that issues related to stranded assets and



divestiture implicate questions that are among the most challenging to address. Based upon the information
presented to the TWG, as well as prior studies conducted by the Nevada Legislativel Bateeu and the April

2018 PUCN Investigatory Report, theconomic ImpactsTWG recommended #t the State Legislature
commissiorfurther study of the stranded assets, transition costs, and divestiture issues.

On May 9, 2018the Committee votetb apprae all recommendations presented by each of the technical
working groups[APPROVAL OFECONOMIC IMPACTS RECOMMENDATIONI S PENDI NGé . ]

This report provides summary of the imfmation that was p, he Committee andiscussesn

det ai | the Committee’ s findi policy recommen
action that may be required i s approved at t|
voters choose tamend theNevada Constitution anadop a restructured electricity

tion, the selection of



COMMITTEE ON ENERGY CHOICE POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

If ECI is approved by Nevada voters at the 2018 General Election, the Committee on Energy Choice recommends
the following:

Open Energy Markets Design

1. WHOLESALE MARKET RECOMMENDATION: Successful implementation of a restructured
energy market for Nevaddnould include, but not be limi
Independent Systems Operator (ISO), with a deep;

geographic proximity to the State of Nevada, and already integra
western states.

2. WHOLESALE MARKET RECOMMEN

ing or contracting with an existing

obust market, located in close
with Nevadighbloring

‘Nevada’ s ate contr

| SO shall retai 0O C @idet r ol
programs- like energy efficienc i ovide future governers and legislators with
to ensure consumer protection.
3. he Legislature should create a joint
committee to addre islati s needed for a competitive retail

esort and net metering. The -oeydied committee

vice shall serve as a necessary safety net for customers whose
is unable to offer or continue electricity service. The POLR service
temporary service, and used only under rare circumstances. These circumstances
state law no later than the conclusion of the 202latiegiSession.

Investor and Ratepayer Economic Impacts

1. The Legislature should, as soon as practicable, commission further study and investigation of the
issues implicated by divestiture, particularly calculating, allocating, and recovering stranded ass
costs and other transition costs, including but not limited to costs arising from impacts to the

incumbent utility, the workforce, and other aspects of implementing a restructured market.



Innovation, Technology, and Renewable Energy

1. The Committee acourages the Governor, Legislature, and regulatory agencies and organizations to
implemen the Energy Choice Initiativen a manner that conditions market participation on retail
of ferings that align with Nevada/’gg effelencysahd ng ¢
technol ogy, and that do not harm Nevada’'s curr
not limited to, renewable energy requirements, energy efficiency, subsidized servicesifurdme
customers, net metering as set oufiB. 405 (2017), and storage.

2. The Committee encourages the Governor and the to adopgetitive retail market

technology.

3. The Committee encourages the Gover iomyor funding of
incubators or pilot projects for in [ aningful choice for
Nevadans.

4. The Committee encourages islature to consider policies that promote
regulatory flexibility for in@ntives ograms that offer pilot programs to

te@hnol ogies that sup

energy advances, inclug@ promote transportation innovation firelerafieets

and the use_of electric distributed generation, and to revisit the topic of
Session.
5. : vernor andfthe Legislature to evalugtepdked policies and

ing Nevada to be a net exporter of energy.

2SS resource adequacy and planning reserve requirements through

rce Planning process until an organized, open, competitive market is

3. Transmission import and export capacity will need to be studied to see if additional expansion is

necessd to join a wholesale market such as CAISO or SPP.

Consumer Protection

1. The Nevada Legislature, in collaboration with the PUCN and stakeholders, should amend the

Consumer Bill of Rights to address issues related to Energy Choice, ensuring adequaiengsrotect

6



11.

exist to safeguard against the complaints and issues that have arisen in other restructured markets. In
amending Nevada’'s Consumer Bi |l |l of Ri ght s, ot h
serve as model legislation.

Customer education itimtives should include explanations of the fundamental components
restructuring, in multiple languages, to ensure thatEglish speaking customers are equipped with

the information and tools necessary to participate in a restructured market antdpmeatiaed by the

switch to a restructured market.

Customer education initiatives should clearly expl ial impacts on prices, consumer

protections, and lovincome programs under a restructu

Customer education initiatives should leve ili organizations in developing

messaging and executing education s i eaking, rural,

The Legislature should exami comprehensive customer education initiatives

are appropriately funded.

ation with the PUCN and stakeholders, should follow the examples of
es and require a notification of “sw
provider was ed if no natification is required.

Third-party retail marketers should be prohibited, as in other states that have had problems with such
entities adequately informing or misléag customers, which contributed to the

sl amming/ cramming” probl em, p garty macketérssigbbsgd ow h e r €

s tugpns . " -paifiynmankeders can also make it difficult to deal with complaints/problems as they

are not an actl provider, meaning that liability and remedies issues can become more complicated.



Thirdparty mar ket er s may also “disappear,k’” rend
difficult.
12. Nevada should consider prohibiting ddgordoor sales and/or telepnic solicitation, as these are often
used by thireparty marketers, creating problems related to misleading or misinforming customers,
highpr essure sales tactics, “slamming/cramming,"”
13.The Legislature should examine both NRS 598 and
Unfair Trade Practices Act and Deceptive Trade Practices Act which may need to be amended to

ensure that retail market participants do not engage | ptive trade practices, and that

adequate penalties are in effect for participants who d



HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF
ELECTRICITY MARKET RESTRUCTURING IN THE U.S. AND NEVADA

Up until the late 20century, electricity service in the United States was provided by electric utitities t
had been granted exclusivarichises for specific service areas. Urttié regulatory structurean electric utility
was granted an exclusive franchigethe statéo provide service at rates that wénenregulated at the state level

by a utility commissiort.When Congress passéhe Federal Power Act in 1935, regulatory authority over @ectr

service was dividethetween the federal government and the stat federal government responsible for

regulating the interstate transmission afotficity and the wholesal eliverpf electricity, while
tet)nder this system of
ity andffordalaliy witha t or vy

or the electric utility,

states retained authority to regulate retail sales of electyid
regul ation, commonly ref
regard to electricity service were balanced with e

including the recove Yo Vbaes “rmpaautd e

integrda ed, ” meaning th ransmission,
same entitf. Nevada curren “vertically inte
Commission of Nevada (PUCR)n des c r i current retail el
PUCN defined *“ d” as referring t¢
transmissi on, a vaoda, "“duonthkbrtexpbaigniveag
service in and “the wutility’s obl
rates co ”
During egan eftorimodify or restructure the traditional system of
ntegrated electric util-ities,
based, contributed to this regulatory shifigAhese factors were the

lessons national industries, including the airline, trucking, railroad, and

1 For a more detailed discussion of the history of the electric industry in the United States, see genedaly &gistative

Counsel Bureau, Bulletin No. 971, Competition in the Generation, Sale, and Transmission of Electric Eae&y2

(1997).

2 Jeff Lien, U.S. Department of Justice Economic Analysis Group Antitrust DiviBientricity Restructuring: Whatas

worked, what has not, and what is nak® (2008).

3SeePUCNEnNergy 101Pr esent ati on to the Gover,Peserasion OylPlONtathee e on En e
Governor's Committ ee(AmwiR6, B0d®.r gy Choi ce at 6

4ld. See also, generally, &éting Minutes and Public Comments at 4 (April 26, 2017).

SMatthew H. Brown & Richard P. Afempeimensive Vit bf UIS. E@adricnci | on EI
Restructuring with Policy Options for the Futuaevii (2003).

9



additionally contributed to the transition away from the traditional mfodt the mddle of the decade, a
movement toward restructuring electricity[blyni®5kaet s h
majority of state legislatures recognized that electric industry restructuring was a political issue that they would
soon hae to face. The forces advocating for change were strong. They included large customers looking for lower
prices, power marketers looking for business opportunities, and in some cases, electric utilities hoping for higher
earnings.’By 2001, nearly half thetates in the nation, including Nevada, had enacted legislation to implement

restructured, competitive power markets.

mar ket and ensuring rel s bul

Regulatory Policies Act (PURPA) in 1978, the Ene

more competition in electricity markets. In ale and Retail Markets
for Electric Energythe Electric Energy Ma by FAecEdescribed PURPA and EPAct
as examples of [ ' r influatey itol ovetrcante eperceivethp e t

shortcomings of traditional ceb oncluding that f e

competition but rely n a combination of
i ndi vi distmdt refledtimgt uaique res
circumstances, neet iti common aspects, challenges and gendrakdpproac

ary of state efforts to restructure energy markets shows that

ar ket s i nvolved the “vertically i
transmission, anc ibution.fiFhe transition away from this common model in nearly every state required that the
incumbent utility sepa neration function from its trassonisind distribution functioria order to allow

other providers to congpe e markéf In addition, most statefforts to restructure ttieelectricity market and

move from a regulated monopoly systéma competitive market involved transition period, often requiring

Mat hew H. Brown, N a t 'ReéstruCtoringfin Retoo$pe(®01). Legi sl ator s,

"Matthew H. Brown & Richard P. Afempeimensive Vit bf UIS. E@arienci | on EI
Restructuring with Policy Options for the Futwae6 (2003).
81d. at 25

°® The Department of Justice, Electric Energy Market Competition Task FRep®rt to Congress on Competition in
Wholesale and Retail Markets for Electric Eneegy2 (2006).

10 Jeff Lien, U.S. Department of Justice Economic Analysis Group Antitrust Diviglentricity Restructuring: What has
worked,What has not, andivhat is nexat 7 (2008).

10



mechanisms to stabilize rates and market featoresittgate uncertainties associated with implementing the new
system. Moreover, every state that has implemented a restructured market has confronted -o#taiedassues
associated with how to manage this transition period, and statesrhpkementd varying policiego that end?

Other common issues related to restructuring include, as noted, divesting the incumbent utility of generation assets,
managing the transition period, allocating and recovering transitists ensuring protections for consumers, and
establishing default electric service or a provider of last réB@LR). It is worth noting that to date, states that

have implemented restructured markets have done so through policy chatigekegislativeand administrative

levels.'?No state has implemented competitive electricity market olicies associated with restructured

markets through a constitutional amendniéit ECI' s pr o p 0 n si$ appraved] Nevadal a me

during the 1990s. A ' ' tiNes \ofaddde * s e
transitions to competitive markets as wel -letl sratesitions to

competitive market$* In 1995, the Nevad d A.C.R. 49gnotih h e -wida trend o n
t hat it was in

toward competition” “

explore the effects of competitid of electric energy so as to assess the
ecnomi c conseque pportunities associated wi
Commi ssi on
e n e ri%Ayony t

i nvest me

nterim study of the c¢omg
interim study were “gua

smission and distributior

constraint obl i ga tpmemtnamnd usef of @newallei | i t

ng
resa c : i ssues common to most shtates
the ti

mission that was required by A.C.R. 49 included a discussion of both
of market restructuring. The report noted that proponents at the time claimed

restructur ould “increase customer choice by gi

a | ower <cos , thehtli emeompomeé mati medt t hat restructur.i

IMatthew H. Brown & Richard P. Afempeimeose VidwaftUSLEleGicunci | on E
Restructuring with Policy Options for the Futlaet 32 (2003) (“Most states recognized

expect retail power markets to take off quickly, and that some transition period would be necessagyitoqumgetitioh .)

12 See generally thReport to Congress on Competition in Wholesale and Retail Markets for Electric ERxglyic Energy

Market Task Force. State Retail Competition Profiles at(2806)

13 Meeting Minutes foNCSL Presentation t6EC(3.7.2018) at 5.

“Seegeneralidi st oric Overvi ew: N e v aRlrae sDeerrteagtuil cart i boyn R LhC N hteo 1t9H0eD ¢
on Energy Choice (Nov. 7, 2017)

15 A.C.R. 49 (NV Legislative Session 1995)

11



cannot effectively c o nf r Ehe t90pafeo reportadltimatealy nircludeds a single u r ¢ ¢
recommendation to the 1997 State Legislature: “The
a sixmember interim study subcommittee to conduct further investigation into all aspectsradtuesty the
el ect r i & Diringdhe 4997 lggislative session, the State Legislature passed A,Bvi366 was, as the
PUCN not ed, t he “foundati onal pi ece of t he restr uc

commence no latethtan December 31, 1999” while allowing®the Pl

In August of 1997, the PUCN opened investigative dock ich examinel issues related to

retail competition, and ultim el ayed Nevada's
urther. As the |

no | ater 1

Nevada' s restructuring effort even

of openingtheel ectri city market Nevada

panel to develop aloAger m str at e findings."”
commercial customers be allowed to particip
we s'tBy” spring of 200

and A.B. 661, which returned electric ica egulatedtilities under the traditional

scheme®

gripped the westerpéreg itedh Stz le blackouts and significant electricity price

increases. In additi® \ i ingthe fall of 2001, drew national attention to abuses of

16 Nevada Legislative Co
Energyat 1617 (1997).
171d. at 58

18 AB 366 (NV Legislative Session 1997).

19 See generallfistoric Overview: Nevada Deregulationinh e 1PMPOé@esnt ati on by PUCN to the
on Energy Choice at p. 22 (Nov. 7, 2017).

201d. at 23

21 See generally Public Utilities Commission of Nevagaergy Choice Initiative Final Reporinvestigatory Docket No. 17

10001 at 1618 (April 2018).

22 Amy Abel, et al.Electric Utility Restructuring: Maintaining Bulk System Reliabikty3 (February 200§ The col | apse
Enron is another indicator to some that restructuring of the electric utility industry could resultinarlesdof abi | i ty. E.
bankruptcy did not result in blackouts anywhere inathe Un
may have contributed to blagkouts during that state’s ene

eau, Bulletin No-197 Competition in the Generation, Sale, and Transmission of Electric

12



have announced plans to implement retail competition programs, sadhlsetates that had introduced such

programs have del ayed, scaled ack, or repealed thei

The experiences of states that have continued operating under a restructured electricity market have been
mixed, and evaluations of the perasl successes or shortcomings of restructuring efforts are inconclusive. In
general, there is some consensus that in states that have implemented restructured markets, the benefits of

competition have been most obvious witltie wholesale markets and affemostly largescale industrial

nefited-ssraldl and residential
r krerhost prafied statfe® r ¢ e,

consumers, while competition at the retail level has not signi
consumerg* As reported to Congress by the Ete¢tc En e
(lllinois, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, \@hd Texas), competition has not

developed as expected for all customer classes. In I, few alternative suppliers currently serve residential
ed,

services of®tAemtiher| ismi i i ficant efficiencies

customers. Where there are multiple suppliprice not decreased as ex the range of new

have been achieved by market restructugi [ [ i ardevel operating

efficiencies and improved mechanisms e in wholesale trading. However, not all
potential benefits of restructuring have been sibility of further development of market
des gr*¥ et anot he oimtac theu dx ent ‘withs retail and wholesale
competition, it 0 make solid conclusions..t

e most part, provided a significant, direct benefit

mer s ..(2) Whol esal e ¢ omg
in makingo| esal e mar kets worKk

or goal s of w?h Dhuseisis hoeclear thdt r et

iweneficial for all customatasses in the 24aes that have

experience with a restructured e

switching to a competitive regiMe and the successes of restructured markets in Bermsyk discussed i

22 The Department of Justice, Electliaergy Market Competition Task Fordegport to Congress on Competition in

Wholesale and Retail Markets for Electric Eneegy27 (2006).

24 See NCSL Presentation to CE(@@.7.2018) at 16.

25The Department of Justice, Electric Energy Market Competition Task FRep®[t to Congress on Competition in

Wholesale and Retail Markets for Electric Eneegy@1 (2006).

26 Jeff Lien, U.S. Department of Justice Economic Analysis Group Antitrust DiviBlectricity Restructuring: What has

Worked,What has not, andlvhat is nexat 2-3 (2008).

"Matthew H. Brown & Richard P. Afentpeemensive View bf'UIS. E@drienci | on E
Restructuring with Policy Options for the Futuaevii (2003)

13



Case Study of Electric Competition Results in Pennsylride study discsses the various benefits
restructured electricity markets in Pennsylvania at both the wholesale and retail levels, and estimates that
residential customrs obtaining service from a default provider in the competitive market continue to benefit from
restructuring. The study asser t[gladtthk potential ® erjod fgnificang | C L
savings as a result of restructuriai the utilityof f er ed def aul t service retail
“required t he Pennsyl vani a El ectric Distribution (

competitive wholesale markets rather than from-observice regulatio®” Wi t h regard to ben:

for residenti al customers, th dy concludes that

delivered potential savings for residential customers in the amou million per mdyith,inr2over

$818 million ¥or the 2016

year .

On the other hand, the experience in M ' y residential
customersin restructured electricity markets m [ ici anythreould be

inanoncompetitive mar s year ,- the |

year study entitledAre Consumers Ben n Analysis of the Individual Residential
Electric Supply Market In lslssachusetts “Massachusetts c
market paid $176.8 million more id i ived electric supply from their electric

company during the twgear period €120 3! The study also concluded that residents in

traditional/l ¢ ties paid higher re&
median incomes, seholds receiving subsididadorosy rates,
communities with and communities with high percentages of households
with |

large fig [ etitive supply market, and

i mit p,r off Hec i ®thedy "asserts that “indi

he electric &upply market for

Us as to the extent to whinpetitive electdity markets or traditional
regulated market ss beneficial to all classes of consumers, ittisectesr vastly more information
available on this subje was available twenty years ago, when Nevada first consideredniempieg a

competitiveelectricity marker. he general history of electricity markets restructudng the varying conclusions

and experiences from states that have implemented restructured electricity markets illustrate that the prospect of

28 Christina Simeone & John Hangdr Case Study on Electric Competition Results in Pennsylvania: Real Benefits and
Important Choices Aheadleinman Center for Energy (October 28, 2016).

21d.at 33

301d.

31 Susan M. Baldwin, Massachusetts A or ney Ge meiCankumers Berefitingdrem Competition? An Analysis of
the Individual Residential Electric Supply Market in Massachusaettsi (March 2018).

%21d. at x.

3 d.

14



transitioningfrom a regulated electricity market presents significant questions in a number of critical areas. In
order for Nevada to successfully transition from the traditionalafeste r vi ¢ e, “vertically i
model to a competitive market systesound policy decisions must be made regarding wholesale and retail market
structure and design, ensuring protections for consumers, calculating and recovering the costs associated with
utility divestiture, maintaining renewable energy programs, ensuriagtriel service reliability, and other
important components of electricity generation, transmission and supply. These issues were examined in great

detail by the Committee wittirectinput from a number of states that have experience in restructuringoitigct

markets, including Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, Tékasejs, Califor thers. e following sections of

This Committee watasked by te Governor with j policy, and pr
need to be resolved, and to offer suggestions an executive actions that
need to be taken for the effective and effici i i diréctivethe

Committee has solicited input from a num ing competitive electricity
markets.The experiencesf other statesal over tharse of the history of electric
markets restructuring, should inform any re lace a regulated market system with a

process in Nevadso that the succ turing can be replicated where possible, and the failures

can be avoided.

34Exec. Order No. 20103,0r der Est ab |l i s IConmmitteetoh Ener@/cClioicBea. 8 (Feébriary™ 2017).

15



OPEN ENERGY MARKET DESIGN SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The Technical Working Group on Open Energy Market Desiga Pdicy was tasked with examining
issues related tthhe structure and desidar both wholesale and retail markets should E@icessfully pass again
in November 2018. Th€WG on Open Energy Market DesigmdPolicy was also tasked with studying issues and
solutions surrounding Provider of Last Res@POLR) services.Representatives from seven organizations

provided presentations to the TWG. Additionally, each member of Technical Working Group padticipate

the full Committee on Energghoice, which was also present mation pertaining to retail and
wholesale market structure.

Wholesale Market

joined an existing on&. These mar sknown technically as Independent Service
OperatorgI1SOs) or R ‘ i ie(h ich are set up independently of therket
participants to en the dai ioni ili slanning aspects of rogeketions® Nine market
operators currently existwithin en of which are located within the United States, six of which

*See PUCN Energy 101: Presentati on t Bresentagon iy PUCGNrtonther 6 s Co mmi
Governor’'s Committee on Energy Choice at 6 (April 26, 201
36 See generallyThe Energy Goice Initiative Ballot Initiative Petition (February 3, 2016).

$7Public Utilities Commission of Nevad&nergy Choice Initiative Final Reporinvestigatory Docket No. 270001 at 68

(April 2018).

381d., Matt Griffin &Josh WeberEnergy Choice: A Newnergy Policy for Nevadd&nergy Choice Initiative Presentation to

the Governor’'s Committee on Energy Choice at 6 (April 26,
39See generallyJohn OrrRetail Market Potential: Moving from Vertical Integration to Retail ChpiceConst el | at i on’

Preseh ati on to the Governor’'s Committee on Energy Choice (J
40Stacy CrowleyCalifornia ISO: Regional and National Marketplace PresentgtionPr esent ati on by CAIl SO
Committee on Energy Choice at 3 (April 26, 2017).

16



Creatinga NevadeOnly Independent System Operator

Factors influencing the creation of a Nevada only 1SO include, namely: cost, governance, and time.
Speakers to the Committee asplecifiedTWG presented estimates of the costs to establish a NéSa#o be
anywhere from $100 millios $500 million#*Although it would also require FERC approval, a Nevada I1SO would
allow the state much greater flexibility in governance issues and structure within the creation of regulatory and

Nevada only owamigetratively
to other ISO/RTOs and its ability to provide the same level of | iversity to suppliers and end use

legislative design&Notwithstanding, issues were raised regarding

consumers fopotentially greater competitioand lower pricing Furthermore, the line for implementing and
ultimately instating a robust Nevada wholesale m d run past the 2023 ECI
deadlineg®*Finally, the aforementioned factors woul expansion of a

were discussed. The added iss y was also note
Open Market TWGn deliberating 0

many of the existing

uring discussions of the Committee and
O or RTO. Due to the lack of relative proximity of
tatatong with the lack of adequate physical
connectivity— man . sligti@®or viable options. States wittlose physical

proximity to Nevada
Cal

ample, due toc#@tion and established market,
existing ISO/RTO for Nevada to join during discussions of the
e outset, estimates provided that the cost of Nevada joining

“ISteve BerberichS sentation by CAISO to the Technical Working Group on Open Energy Markey Design
eeting Minutes and Public Comments at 4 (July 11, 2017), and Public Utilities

enitiative Final ReportInvestigatory Docket No. 170001 at 79 (April 2018).
42 Steve BerberichCaliforn esentation by CAISO to the Technical Working Group on Open Energy Markey Design
& Policy at 9 (July 10, 20173 IsiMeeting Minutes and Rilic Comments at 4 (July 11, 2017), and Public Utilities
Commission of Nevad&nergy Choice Initiative Final Repotinvestigatory Docket No. $X0001 at 79 (April 2018).
43Carl Monroe & Bruce Rew, Southwest Power P&RP Wholesale Markets and Retail Meis,Presentation to the
Governor’s Committee of Energy at 14 ( Akneggy Cloice Irdtiative/Final P u b |
Report Investigatory Docket No. 270001 at 79 (April 2018), Lauren Rosenblatt, NVEne&gyergy Market Plicy,
Presentation to the Governor’'s Committee of Energy at 11
44 Meeting Minutes and Public Comments at 5 (July 10, 2017), Public Utilities Commission of NEmadgy Choice
Initiative Final Report Investigatory Docket No. 170001 af77 and appendix 124@ (April 2018), Lauren Rosenblatt,
NVEnergy,Energy Market PolicyPr esent ati on to the Governor' s Pfesemersahd ee of
data provided to the Committee and Working Grgeperally discusse@da | i f or ni a’s Ener gy | mbal anc
Currently, Nevada Rural Electric Association and NV Endully participate in California EIMHowever, if ECI is adopted,
Nevada may need to become a full participardan ISO
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California’s | SO wo udoflesthbiiskire b Mevasmly nhaketteTiming for &ransitibning s
Nevada to CAISO would depend on how quickly governance decisions were detelimiaéditionto thetime

required for FERC approvalnd time to transition operations atethnology In joining CAISO, data was

provided that established an estimated timeline of two years for initial integration and up to another year and a half
for system simulatioff The primary disadvantages of joining CAISO were identified as issuesusding
governance and ensuring Nevada had an opportunity to advocate for its own interests. Currently, CAISO is
b Cal i f¥dcDurimg distussiorB,o v e r n

on to join; howev

governed by a Board selected

CAISO stated its willingnesstospppr t Nevada’' s d
market would require action by the California Legislatiréhus, in [ its final recommendation on
cused on the successful
isdimg SO within close

ad&nergy Choice Initiative Final Repornvestigatory Docket No. 170001 at

appendix2469 (April 2018 ia 1ISO provided the following estimates: an initial $250,000 to fund a study Nevada

joining CAISO, an upfront costiof $500,000 for Nevada to join, plus any additional costs that may be required to transition
technology. Furthermre ongoing annual maintenance fees were estimated to be approximealely$2127million)

4public Utilities Commission of Nevadinergy Choice Initiative Final Reportnvestigatory Docket No. 2¥0001 at 78

(April 2018).

4"Meeting Minutes and Public Canents at 6 (May 10, 2017).

“8Mleeting Minutes and Public Comments at 5 (July 10, 2017) (At time of drafting, the California Legislature was considering
Assembly Bill 813, which would allow for a western regional transmission organization through the axpasio

reorganization of CAISO).

S0Lauren Rosenblatt, NVEnerggnergy Market PolicyPr e sent ati on to the Governor's Com
2017).

1See generallimatt Griffin & JoshWeber,Energy Choice: A New Energy Policy for NevaBaergy Choice Initiative
Presentation to the Gover no8Apd26201lfHmi ttee on Energy Choice
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cugomer switching and other practical decision poiats] (6) How and by whom will customers be serviced and
billed >

States that have previously introduced competitive retail markets have addressed the foregoing in an
assortment of ways, taking into accouheir own state's resources, structure and needs, and the goals of the
restructured market. Given the intricacies and variables raised by each factor, any decisions will be left to the

Nevada Legislature and Nevada's regulatory bodies to determine. Agiprdvith the potential passage of

Question Three, many ahe specific issues and provider informati nown, with this is mind the Open

Markets TWGproposed that the Governor and the Legislature a Joint Committee to address the

ricity market inclusive of

the necessary power{Qre . iti Support this transition in order to protect consuthatsaad for

these provsi ) po later than the conclusiobegfisihetiveSession of 2021.

52John Hanger, Former SEC. of Panning & Policy and Pennsylvania PUC Commissioner, Comments@dhv e r nor ' s
Committee on Energy Choice afAMay 10, 2017), Craig. G. Goodman, National Energy Marketers Association,
Presentation to the Governor’'s Committee on Energy Choice
Historic Overview: Nevada Deregulation inthe 189.r e sent at i on by PUCN to the Govern
Choice at 13 (Nov. 7, 2017), Public Utilities Commission of Nevad&rgy Choice Initiative Final Repginvestigatory

Docket No. 1710001 at 804 (April 2018).
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INVESTOR AND RATEPAYER ECONOMIC IMPACTS SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The long history of electricity markets restructuring and the experiences of thewgiatlehiave adopted
competitive marketprovidesthat the transition from a vertically integrated utility model to a competitased
marketplaceguestions p@&ntial economic impacts to participants in the k&place. A thorough studyf market
restructuring must examirteese potentleeconomic impactsExecutive Order 20123 directed the Committee to
speci fi c alp]teyentiny datbpaygess and investors from possible economic losses associated with stranded
i nves t*%eeordingly, the Committee organized a Technica

Group on Consumer and Investor
Economic Impacts to study the issues associated with stranded a sts. These issumcluded a

transitional structurend rate structure to recover costs of_transition and stran costs, the extent and timing of

the agpmodcasses for
the workforce, and

divestiture of supply assets, a process for divesti ies of supply asse

calculating and recovering stranded costs or be ns to mitigate potenti

other issues pertaining to the cost to transitio system to one bas

The experiences obther states i nergy market restructuring consistently
di v i

the most challenging issues asst i ngtdmformation provided to thEWG on Economic

demonstrate that ncumbent utility a:c

Impacts as well as published scht i and prior research conducted in Nevada, all generally

with divestiture h ] : hallenges to states exploring the possibility of market

restructuring.

cturing process after the passage of SenataldB#sging

was one of the chief concern:
energ ‘ m thfeatening the smooth transition from a regulatory market to a
competitive ma . Every state that has deregulated the electric utility industry has
grappl ed [ [ i ssue..it is therefore of extr eme
stranded are calcul at ed ? Wiken linoi$ loegan #stproeessdte d ¢ c
implement a restructured Market in 1996, the lllinois Legislature established a Technical Advisory Group (TAG)

similar to the Committ ee’ s -firfingoolecant adiredtivepgoadevela ledislittre wi |

54Exec. Order No0.20:03,0r der Establ i shing the GoveSeo t0(D) (EFebQay®mi tt ee or
2017).

55 Note- a full list of issues assigned to each Technical Working Group is included in the Appendix

56 Natalie Scottmplementation of Senate Bill 7: The Implion of Stranded Costs Recovery for Residential Electric Utility
Consumers52 Baylor L. Rev. 237, 247 (Winter 2002).
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proposals for implementing a restructured mapkdthe Illinois TAG issued a report indicating general agreement
on the recovery of at |l east some of the wutilities’ :

not able to achieveconseis on any Particular pl an.

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), in its landmark Order 888, which helped to pave the
way forrestructuring of wholesale markets ¢ o n c[t] he ohastdcriticatransition issue that arises aseault of

[ FERC] ' s a mlemaking$s hawro déahwittsthe uneconomic sunk costs that utilities prudently incurred

under an industry regime that rested on a regulatory framew set of expectatione thehagr
f undament a® Emphasizing the difficulties that arise
Congressional B u d g e {d]et@mihing ¢he coireat figur@ %o

much of them to compensatedefiguring out how that ¢

to stranded costs issues, the
adea tosts] deciding how

re difficult issues, which are

sation should be pa

sl owing progress towar structurin any states

There is a significant bodyf publish arch surrounding e approaches to stranded
costs.One notable published summary of iculties associated with stranded assets policy,
and touches on general approaches states h nded costs

Because of their agnitude, Strana reatdeal of political tension. The arguments

[ come] down t equity compared to ec

utilities to re anded costs and gave utility commissions

was Oor was not recoverabl

allocating, a i s. In 1997, the Nevada Legislative Counsel Bureau, in Bedlktin 97
thoroughlyexam
required by A.C.R. 4

topics in

electric markets restructuring, including the specific issues of strangexd costs
CB’ s r e p[tphe issuecod strantled cdostglis oné of the most important
r impartanceiohtige. issue, hewevel, thes reporthcencluded that there was no

5" Ruth K. Kretschner & Robert GarcR,e cover i ng Stranded CI85Nos2PuNuUtit Foi.B4 o, but
(January, 1997).

8 1d.

% Transmission Access Policy Study Group v. F.E.R.C., 225 F.3d 667, 683 (D.C. Cir. 2000).

80 Gail Cohen, Congressional Budget Offigectric Utilities: Deregulation and Stranded Cosiis2627 (1998).

61 Matthew H. Brown&Ri chard P. Sedano, NatConprel@osiven\ieiv bf US.rEledric Restructufing withc
Policy Options for the Futurat 30 (2003).

62 Nevada Legislative Counsel Bureau, Bulletin No.197 Competition in the Generation, Sale, and Traission of Electric Energy

at (1997)
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ulti mate consensus reached on how to appropriately
recommendati ons abou®Notaelythevselergcmone ndthéeésencbdbsbobm. t he L
for the 1909 7[alppangad ssaineanbeu interim stady subcommittee to conduct further investigation

into all aspects of restructuring the electric indus

Most recently, in itsFinal Report on the Engy Choice Initiative the Public Utilities Commission of

Nevada (PUCN) [geshapsthe ostdmpdrtanatopic telated to potential costs of implementing the

Energy Choice Initiative is the issue of divestiture of utility assets dshe PUCN’' s report
in detail the “spectrum of wvi garding divestit

have to divest of their generation assets and/or-foegr m power hase agreement s

a | inear con

“mar ket conditions f gener at i

chandgiing."”

ThePUCN’' s f i nal

cost estimates related to divestiture that ceeding participants presented ranged

identifies aftlgpener a
from.zero dol | ehygy 7haillnonpart

quantify the be report estimates a tot al

stranded asset costs.

Impacts eTWGshooldh iagsist @ne quantifyiig,
|l ating costs that may be incurt
ingV Energy presented an overview of thet i |Imajpbry ' s

eration assets and the utility’

Operations), potential stranded costs, costs associated with maintaining
public policy initi costs associated with taxes and fees that NV Energy currently pays but may not
pay in a restructured tinthieg $232.6 million). Testimony to the working group also referenced the
di vestiture rocess in New Hampshire and recommende

Nevada.

531d. at 52

64 See generally Public Utilities Commission of Nevagaergy Choice Initiative Final Repgrinvestigatory Docket No. 70001 at
3940 (April 2018).

81d. at 51

%6 1d. at 50, 66.

67 See Kevin Geraghty, NV Energy presentati®WP, Energy Suppbt slides 13, 14, 18 (June 21, 2017).
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Other information submittetly various providers in Nevada alselfs in identifying potential economic
impacts under a restructured market. The Deseret Power Electric Cooperative presented an overview of Deseret

Power's operations and generating assets, anda di scu
comparison of utility structures and residential rates. This testimony concluded with the assumptibE<CtHat

approved; J) there is no cost shifting or subsidizing of stranded ca2tsll(utilities and ratepayers are subject to

equal standed costs,an@( t hat NV Energy’s stranded costs total

a 30% increase to the ener gySThedNevada Reral Electdcf Assitirs e r e t
oicesppgmnents ofECI, have
arsdeosderly divegtiture ofe nt a

generation and limits on corporate affiliates serving as Retail Energy Proiti@§REA’ s pr alsoent at

(NREA), pointed out in its presentatidhat Nevadans for Clean
conceded that i f t he i njmiay mdl

include Alternative Power

identified transition costs for NREA ownerembers i mpetitive market

Providers’ p-i 6 #0) ¢ ma s QJ trans n and r et s
olorado River
t hat t he “ E

continue to benefit fromlow o s t , eeghrtdydgopbwetdrir i abi |

divestiture/liquidéion costs ($1 billion ¥ a

Commi ssi on of Neva

to recover those costs, are difficult questions to

ed at eHsdyEconomic Impacts TWG included as

%8 Clay MacArthur, Deseret Power Electric Cooperative presentatievada Energy Choice Initiativa 10 (Aug. 17, 2017).
®Ri chard “ Ha n k " uralEHeoteécAssocidtor PredemtatiBn to the Working Groups at 10 (Aug. 17, 2017).
01d. at 18,

1 Jayne Harkins, P.E., Colorado River Commission of Nevada PresenBitisentation to the Committee on Energy Choice
at 19 (Aug. 17, 2017).

23



INNOVATION, TECHNOLOGY AND RENEWABLE ENERGY
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Executive Order 20103 di rected t he Commi t[g]ren®ting ionovatidndande s s t
devel opment i n Nevadd u st Theamsened vdrsion of thie Exgcutive Order directed
the Committee to studpnctrhecasa didyi tNeovnaad a’' iss srueense wafb | &
Cb mmib te tgre lenovatipgnE W@ t i
Technology, and Renewable Energy was tasked with examininge i et restructuringiay interact

“all owing community solar gaf

luding community solar, (6)

incentives for other technologies of interest, (7) net g, and (8) blockchain t{echRalpmsentatives fro

members with informati wide range of

restructured energy market on currerakisti rams restructured markets and RPS, the
i mplications of a r& arket regarding comi
to be a net energy exportérhe tions, each of which the Committee

unanimously adopted without revis

An RPS is design {able electricity production by requiring that a certain percentage of

Anthony Star from the § Power Agency outlined the RPS in lllinois, and Pat Egan NV Energy

di scussed NV Energy’s compliance with Nevada’'s curr e

72 Executive Order 2017-03 Sec. 10(E).

73 Executive Order 2017-10 Sec. 1(a) and (b).

74 U.S. Energy Information Administration, Today in Energyttps://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?id=4850 (last
visited June 12, 2018).

SNRS 704.7821
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In a restructuredcompetitive electricity market with retail choice, consumeils be able toselect an
electricity supply product from a range of options. Consumers thae vehewable energy magontinue to
choose to purchase a product that is partially or entirely reneabldiscussed further belawBut, without an
RPS, other consumersbecause opreferences, cost, insufficient information, or a lackesfewable options-
will purchase nofrenewable products. Because retail choice allows consumers to choose their own supply, there

is no guarantee that, absent state policy, the share of reeswudlbicontinue to grow iECI is approved.

The Committee ecommends implementing C | i n ment with Nevada’ s

goals to ensure that retail ch ' icies are consi

objectives Evidence from other states denstrates such goalcan beachieved instance, according to the

U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA) data, Cali , a state with a compéissad market, generated

37 percentof its electricity from renewable sourc Hdd lllinois, which is a ted, has a 25

percentRPS goal by 202%8So long as Nevada [ urrent RiP®ill meet entrenewable
goal by 2025.

sider, including‘€redit qualification, the impact of joining

an ISO on the price of credits, w sible for secnedigs, retail supplier marketing, and

POLR compliance.

States that RPS typically require either suppliers, utilities, or
ecuring renewable energy credits similar tdotiue guantgy
pproved and NevadadadawlfRR&E rem

Cs. Consumers may benefit from such a policy change because suppliers
would gain acce ) iti crediéeme of which may be comparatively cheap, lowering compliance costs
renewable energy genera in Nevada and instead subsidizestate reewable projects with ratepayer funds

that previously encouraged development in Nevada.

Nevadapolicymakersshould also bear in mind that joining CAISO may impact the price of PECs and, as a
result, the compliance c¢o&PSgaasGalcii fadrerdi avi g hRP® eitd ndi

76 U.S. Energy Information AdministratioElectricity: Detailed State Datattps://www.eia.gov/electricity/data/stafésst
visited on June 12, 2018).
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cat e golf Newagla jbins CAISO, renewablenergy generation in Nevada méaya | | within Cal
balancing authorityand &pending on Californias r enewab | e phe contant @ategory for whichl e s |,
Nevada’' s r e n e pmjects gualifyemaye changdihis nouldpotentially increas the value of the
associated credif$. In theory, this could benefit renewable energy generation in Nevada by increasing revenues to
generators but, at the same time, increase RPS comoplicosts borne by ratepaydfscompliance costs are
expected to rise significantly, as a result of tttiange or any othdactors Nevada may consider establishiy

alternative compliance structuie which credits can be purchased for a set price, as in Massachusetts. The

revenues can fund additional renewable energy development, ficiemoyements, or any other

activities deemedppropriate by the Governdregislature and state r

If Nevada joins or creates an ISO, the entity or, es responsible for s@€uring credits and the process by

which obligations are calculated anckedits are se ay change. Options ude iring suppliers or
utilities to procure credits, or contracting for chusetts, for instance,
s (DOER) with each

uni cates that i nf or me

a power agency.

suppliers are required to secure credits. provide the tvh Energy Reso
supplier’”s | oad.
to satisfy compliance requirements based i [ d by BFOERvada may consider

soliciting input from the balan ity i uppliers, and other stakeholders to

Today, NV E /C . thenstate d at ed RPS by sel ect
GreenEnergy Rider: [ t ally or entirely with renewable energy, above and
proved, Nevada may consider requiring all suppliers to offer a
partially or entirely renewable. It is important that any such
to satisfithe statedcommitment. Furthermore, Nevada can

g products advertisédggs een” and go beyond the
at, unbeknownst to customers, may not result in incremental renewable
supply. Nevada could [ 2quiring suppliers to differentiate between different types of lepesdilrts so

that customers unders droducts that are offered.

"Cdifornia Public Utilities Commissior33% RPS Procurement Ruldxtp://www.cpuc.ca.gov/RPS_Procurement_Rules 33/
(last visited June 13, 2018).

"8 Executive Office of Energy &nvironmental Affairs, Department of Energy Resources for the Commonwealth of
Massachusett®enewable & Alternative Energy Portfolio Standards
Guidelinehttps//www.mass.gov/files/documents/2016/08/vufgmnpliancebasisquideline.pdf(last visited June 13, 2018).
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If Nevada elects to mandate a PQLRmust decide whether or not that supply will comply with the RPS
and, if so, whether or not the requirement should go beyond the RPS. In a number of states, the standard POLR

product meets the RPS requirement but consumersptam to a POLR product that exceeds RPS requireménts.

Customer-sited Renewable Enerqy, Energy Efficiency, and Demand-side Management Programs

I n an effort t o l ower customer s’ energy bill s

environment, Nevadaubsidizes (1) customsited renewable ener ton(2) investments in energy

that from the grid. Investments in energy efficie reduce the
amount of electricit chase from
the environmental impacts of consumption ' i se financial incentives

to encourage ustomers to shift their elec eriods of peak system demwaed the

cost of producing electricity is the highestio o payments from a utility or capacity

market auction may incemize cus R) program, which allows a grid

manager to curb

consumpt ill three of these pnogranmse r i 0
ipate, butytstahscosts as wekavingswhich are

I Energy Econong/x pl ai ned t hat the PUC
doc ke how to incorporate DERovesdronsa ri bu
Phil Pettingill from CAISO discussed the potential for DER

*DPU Electric Power Di overnment of MassachusB#sjc Service Information and Rates
https://www.mass.gov/servigetails/basieserviceinformationandrates(last visited June 12, 2018), Public Utilities
Commission & Division of Public Utilities andatriers, State of Rhode Island,
http://www.ripuc.org/utilityinfo/electric/narrelecschedule. htftaist visited June 12, 2018), Pennsylvania Public Utility
CommissionRenewabld=nergy http://www.papowerswitch.com/waye-saveenergy/renewablenergyresourceglast
visited on June 12, 2018)

80See generallyPat Egan, NV EnergEnergyEfficiency, Renewable Energy & Public Policy Customer Programs
Presentation to the Technical Working Group on Innovation, Technology, and Renewable Industries at 7 (October 10, 2017).
8ld.

82 Nev. Admin. Code §704.934 (2017) (Preparation Contents amohiSsions of Demand Side Plan; Annual Analyses
Regarding Programs for Energy Efficiency and Conservation).

83U.S. Energy Information AdministratioElectricity: Electric Utility Demand Side Managemegnt
https://www.eia.gov/electricity/data/eia861/dgfivést visited June 12, 2018).
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out |l i ned b oderhandside enanagemehtipgrayns, scluding residential air conditioningplacement,

smart thermostats, and commercial demand response controls, and its ceitamemewable energy subsidy
program. Jason Burwen from the Energy Storage Associationsdisd the potential for and value of energy
storage, and advocated for allowing storage to compete in deregulated markets on an equal footing with other
resources. Chris Neme from the Energy Futures Group discussed the value of energy efficiencytdrecanpf

having a state energy efficiency policy, and the entities that can administer an energy efficiency program in a

deregulated market.

a deregulated market does not
necessarily, i and of itself, advance or hinder these custaimeused progra Other factors, including
geography, state policy, the cost of electricity, and poli rtant in determining the extent

competitive marketsincluding Rhode Isla [ umber of fully or
na, and Oregon. Similarly, according to
installations, the vast majority ¢

partially regulated, are ranked ; untry, and other restructureddates, including

entr al recommendati-ons t

are three entities, broadly

84Weston Berg et. al., American Council for an EneEdficient Economy,The 2017 State Energy Scorecard: Reju710

at2223 ( September 2017) (According to the Ameri carydateunci l
energy efficiency ranking. All states were ranked based on their success with energy efficiency programs in the electricity

sedor in 2016, focusing specifically on savings as a percentage of retail sales).

8 U.S. Energy Information Administratiog/ectricity: Form EIA861M (formerly EIA826) Detailed Data
https://www.éa.gov/electricity/data/eia861rfiasted visited June 12, 2018), U.S. Energy Information Administration,

Electricity: State Electricity Profilesttps://www.eia.gov/electricity/stat@ast visited June 12, 2018) (calculation of the
percentage of installed capacity.within each that the EI A
8 Vermont Official State Website, Department of Public Sendegtric: Vermont Electric Utilities
http://publicservice.vermont.gov/electiast visited June 12, 2018).
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the most promising options. Utilities serve all customers, have an existing relationship with customers, and have
access to customer data. On the downside, energy efficienoyriecessariypar t of a utility’ s
as a regulated monopoly, may not have an incentive to innovate, though that can be mitigated with- correctly

aligned financial incentives. And, because Nevada has decoupled electricity sales ftpmeuéitiues, the utility

would haveno perverse incentive to keep consumption high. On the other hand, an independgatrtjinbuld

also serve all customers, have a singular focus, and innovate in the face of competition, though it would not have

an existing relationship with customers or access to customer data initially. Cusitederenewable energy and

demandside management programs can continue to be successfu ulated environment so long as Nevada

progress, and that the state consider incubat [ ies, and encourage the
adoption of “smart?’ upport distr

are funding sorces and entities @dminist jectives are achievable under a restructured

se programs, thes

electricity marketplace.

unity Solar

Net metering cuskitadr distributed generation through a

different channel. stallinglistributive generationG), customers
accumulate credits for € ectricity produced. Those <cred

s allow customers to receive a cash gayreetly, Nevada

solar allows those who d not typically be able to invest in DG, like renters, condo owners, and those with
insufficientfinancial means to participate in a DG program. Today, community solar is not legislatively enabled in

Nevada.

Marta Tomic from Vote Solar discussed the benefits of community solar and community solar in
restructured markets. Pat Egan from NV Energydissle d NV Ener gy’ s net metering

405 (passed in 2017which changed net metering in Nevada. Justin Barnes from EQ Research, LLC discussed
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how retail choice interacts with net metering, including the importarficelear net meteringyuidelines, and
suggested that Nevada retain as much of its current net metering structure as possiblélifslairovedThe
Committee recommends that tNevadalegislature revisit the community solar and net metering questions during
the 2019 Legiative Session.

Electric Vehicles

Transitioning to an electib ased vehicl e woul d bol ster Ne\
state’s exposure to gl obal en arkets, potenti al

recent years, the cost of electric vehicles has fallen and the number of availallé, vehicle options has climbed. The

Working Group examined how a transition to a com market may impa e burgeoning electric vehicle
cuss el ectWi ehicles 1in
program.

Nevada has implemented a numbe ption. For instance, Senate

Bill 145 provided funding for EV infrastru n in part by the fact that, according to a

capacity may be necessary to serve the new load
dfak peri ods . -of-d&rat&ainesitogeve thatt i me

petik period antligher rates during epeak period€® In a

Storage

Energystorage technologies capture energy for use at a later time. Storage is a valuable service because it
allows operators to capture energy duringpEk periods, when the demand for and price of electricity are

relatively low, and redeploy that energy dang high demandwhich results inhigher priced periods. Until

8 S.B. 145 (2017)An Act relatingtoenergyc r eat i ng t he Electric Vehicle I nfrastr
8 pat Egan, NV EnerggnergyEfficiency, Renewable Energy & Public Policy Customer Progrémssentation to the
Technical Working Group on Innovation, Technology, and Renewable Industries at 34 (October 10, 2017).
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recently, pumpedtorage was generally considered to be the only finanaiahie form of gridscale storage.

More recently, other technologies, including lithium ion, lead acid, and btktézry types have become more
affordable. In an effort to encourage the deployment of energy storage on the grid, in 2017, Nevada added storage
to the list of technologies eligible for subsidies under NRS 7@8@&nate Bill 145 explidy allocated $10 million

to storage.

Two of the presentation®at Egan and Jason Burwém thelnnovation TWGaddressed energy storage

Pat Egan from NV Energy discussed storage legislation in Ne wen from the Enerditorage
deployment, and argued for
competition in grid planning and procurements, and that storage should be ¢ ensated for its full value and be
afforded far and equahkccess to the gridche Committe rnor and Legislature adopt
competitive retail market policies that dotnmpede [ re technologies,

including storage.
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GENERATION, TRANSMISSION, AND DELIVERY SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Executive Order 2028 3 di rect ed t he (bemeddtiotamend laves gavalning thes s “
generation, transmissi on, purchase, a nd thel @dnaeratiemr vy o f
Transmission, and Delivery TWG was formed and assigned a number of issues pertaining to this topic of
electricity markets restructuring. The TWG was tasked with examining infrastructure and other needs to support
imports, exports, and renable energy development, resource adequacy and system planning, policies that will

issues associated with transmission anc

enable Nevada to become a net energy exporter, federal and s
generation development, and other questions pertaining to TSOARIg o v nance and alignm
and heard from a number of

roved by the Coasaittee

energy goals and policiésIn examining these issues, the TWG met four tim

interested stakeholders, ultimately adopting three rec ndations that were

upon the information presented to the TWG

centers, and distribution refers . More specifically, the PUCN

defi ned i“otnr’a nassmi process of transporting
Wi res, sSwi t or mers that serve %Heighb
The TWG receivedd ipants on the issues of how ECI might affect

generation, transmis

(NERC)*? A powex gysteani hass adequfate resources if its stgpuiglemandside
bly exceed its Il oads.Jresource adequ
resources I namepmladt @ ea@a&p d miatdy bmu sat sepxe®dleed ean m

study further explains that¥the structure of the wholesale market plays a critical role in determining resource

89 SeeTWG Workstream Assignments Docun{@rit1.2017) Appendix 58.
% Garrett Weir, Hayley Williamson, Nevada Public Utilities Commissiemergy 101: Presentation to the Energy Choice
Committeeat 6-7 (April 26", 2017).

%1d. at 8

92 Amy Abel, et al., Congressional Research Senktectric Utility Restructuring: Maintaiimg Bulk System Reliability
“Reliability of the electric grid has been defined by NER
‘“Security’.” At 3 (Febrwuary, 2005).

9% Matthew J. Morey, et aRetail Choice in Electricity: What Haw&e Learned in 20 Year&tectric Markets Research
Foundation at 51 (Feb. 11, 2016).
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adequacy outcomes, “particularly t het etimglereentationrof whi c
ECI will require resource adequacy, including required reserves, to exist within the wholesale market region to
support market restructuring (i.e. there must be ample generation in the wholesale market area to meet expected
loads inthe market region served in order to foster competitive wholesale pricing of that generation). If Nevada
elects to join an existing organized wholesale market such as the Califodeipendent System Operator
(CAISO) or the Southwest Power Pool (SPP§ thholesale market region is that of the organized wholesale

market. If Nevada elects to create its own organized wholesale market, the wholesale market region is that of

Nevada.

require Nevadaelectric providerdo fund o

requirements for their load

ude balancing area loads of rural Nevada utilities)
and would add approxi : 3quiremeke.with CAISO, SPP alsbas processes
esumablgequireNevadaelectric providers to fund or acquire

adequacy requirements for their load

The decision as to ed wholesale market Nevada will participate in must be made several years in

advance of the effective 'date of Energy Choice in order to provideftimée organized wholesale market to
prepare for and adjust its resource mix for Nevada, or for Nevada to construct additional generation should Nevada

elect to create its own organized wholesale market.

% 1d.

% Stacy Crowley, California ISO, Regional and National Marketplace Presentatibresentation to the Governor’s Committee
on Energy Choice (April 26, 2017).

% Carl Monroe & Bruce Rew, Southwest Power Pool, SPP Wholesale Markets and Retail Marketssentation to the
Technical Working Group on Open Markets (August 8, 2017).
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Resource adequacy issues in Nevada will be fudkacerbated by generation units or purchased power
agreements that are not marketable for various reasons including contract terms, cost of generation or age of
generating units. NV Energy currently has approximately 6,011 MW of owned generation 30& ROV in
purchased power agreements (including-qgoemercial agreement$) The two primary electric energy trading
hubs available for Nevada markets are currently COB and Mead. The trading hubs serve as a proxy as to current

competitive wholesale marteein the region. Generation assets held by NV Energy with bus bar costs above these

trading hub prices or purchased power agreements (PPAs) wit bove these hubs may be difficult to

Il iquidate and wil/ further esd ra.\Carckrat prigingrateMeadu r ¢ e
n, Mill Creek, Newmont,
pricing in exceabmfghe

Mead trading prices.

Quote Date
Forward
Month
Nov-17 $26.014
$27.244
$29.406 $26.852 $28.280
Feb18 $28.939 $25.659 | $27.533
Mar-18 $26.944 $23.139 $25.352
Apr-18 $25.268 $20.382 | $23.096
May-18 $25.878 $21.455 $23.928
Jun18 $35.404 $25.712 $31.312
Juk18 $43.476 $25.919 | $35.359
Aug-18 $42.315 $26.075 $35.505
Sepl8 $32.133 $23.894 | $28.288
Oct18 $28.801 $25.005 $27.209
Nov-18 $27.060 $23.228 | $25.354

Of the generation assets owned by NV Energy, its two coal resouNasmjo Generating Station (255
MW) and North Valmy Generating Station (261 MWjre slated for retirement before or near the effective date of
Energy Choice. Thesetirements will further add to the resource adequacy issues in the short term. Other units

which were constructed prior to 1980 and may be difficult to market such as Tracy Unit 3 (1974, 108 MW), Fort

97 Kevin Geraghty, NV Energ\§VP, Energy Supplfresentation to the Technical Working Group on Economic Impacts
(June 21, 2017).
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Churchill Units 1 and 2 (assuming must run conditieliminated)(1968, 226 MW), and Clark Unit 4 (1973, 54
MW).

In addition to other factors, resource adequacy is affected by planning reddrgesoncept of planning

reserve margins is deribed by NERG s .designed t o measur acitytalaibleatano u n't
meet expected demand in the planning horizon. Coupled with probabilistic analysis, calculated planning reserve

margins have been an industry standard used by planners for decadeslativeaindication of adequacy”

®Reserves are imeled to assure sufficient generation resourc ailable to meemeealperating
requirements and to avoid the possibility that a load loss occur quently than one day in 10 years,
commonl y r ef e-inflGrdsoutce adeqeacytahned a“rid . ” serve margins ¢

the electric grid and cost of electric service. Reserv gins are established™as a percentage of net customer

requirements for NV En s native Nevhdasamde 1 2

15 percent for NV Energy customers in norther, se reserve margins

need to be probabilistic in nature [ i rs includihgvata transmission

UST-RUN” UNITS

“ Mu- i uni t s a roperated povide fog electecrgrdtreliability u n i t
under certain @ itions. inition @must run generation unit has no competition, it is the only unit that can be
operatedo meet/elimi ndition giving rise to the must unit (i.e. transmission capacity overloads and
transmission outage 2rgy has identifsseralmustrun generatiorstationswhich, if sold without
addressing the mustin congtion, could result in anttompetitive behavior by the owners of sisthtions These
stationsinclude Fort Churchil Generating Station, North VayrGenerating Station, Clark Generating Statoil
Clark Mountain Generating Station. Amtbmpetitive pricing by owners of mugin generation units can be
eliminated by pricing controls enacted by the organized wholesale market, or by elimination of thranmust
conditions through transmission systemdification, load shedding or peak clipping that allow competition to

occur.

%8 See https://www.nerc.com/pa/RAPA/ri/Pages/PlanningReserveMargin.aspx (Accessed 06.12.18)
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EXPANDING IMPORT/EXPORT TRANSMISSION CAPACITY

Some of the advantages of joining an organized wholesale market in@yde participate in economies of
scale relating to generation development, (b) to take advantage of load diversity amongst market participants, (c) to
minimize overall quantities of reserves held in the market region, and (d) to avail the naturaleesbuarious

areas (solar, wind, geothermal) to all participants of the organized wholesale markehieve these benefits

sufficient transmission import and export capaiegifrom Nevada to | region served by the ledue

market. The transmission system serving Nevada is electricall to all of its surrounding states.
with California and.Brizona
This connectivity could support the deployment of lesale market into Nevada,;
however, development of a Nevada only or deplo esal rket could also occur

with the adoption of interchange policies betw i common in organized

Currently tansmission import and export iliti ldsan NV Energy’ s ex
n Nevada import limits are reported at
1,000 MW. Increasing transmissi limitations is currently a-ymaltiprocess involving
numerous stakeholders including interee [ owners, regional transmission operators, the Western
Electricity Coording C ' s, local planning commissions, federal land
management agenc eryj citizen groups. Until import and export limitations

g NV Energy native load is required.

10, 20L70one of the critical components to ensure success of competitive
wholesale markets (a sion ultimately retail markets) is that the region covered by the market must have

“robust?” tr 3 mi ssion infrastructure.

The current processsed in Nevada to plan generation and transmission resources is the Integrated Resource
Planning (IRP) process. Thisgmess is required under both state statutory and administrative code provisions

Under the IRP process, NV Energy filas energy sugp plan annually anén IRR every three yeanwith the

9 Shahzad Lateef & Marc Reyes, NV Energy, Generation, Transmission, and Deliv@ngsentation to the Innovation TWG
(November 7, 2017).
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Nevada Public Utility CommissionMuch of this process may no longer be aatile to NV Energy in a retalil

choice environmenas they woud not serve this functiordsing the IRP process, NV Energy historically hast

the leastcost transmission option to meet local needs. In an Energy Choice environment transmission must be
pl anned proact i vel ytherggon toheredyhthve arganized wholesaleenmarkdt. i This broader

approach to transmission planning allows loads to be served and renewable generation options to be developed.

Should ECI be approved, responsibility for planning transmission to support local needshmihate must

run generation units may still fall to the utility. Furthermore, under red market system, responsibility for
planning transmission to support increases in Nevada import an ilities may need to be assigned the
regiona transmission operator and the organized wholesale maéditionally, im enting ECI may require

that the responsibility to plan transmission to supp wind, solar and geothermal

resources be delegaténl an existing or new state ili odel transmission

Currently, i opment is funded by
on that investment once a proje lopmeirt a restructured market
may occur in a variety of formats \ 1€ [ companies, existing utilities, and state funded projects
One concept uselly SPPto allocate S ithi e lines is identified abe“ hi ghway/ by wa

methodology. Und based on voltage as follows:

Region Pays Local Zone Pays
100% 0%

33% 67%
0% 100%

am called the Competitive Renewable Energy Zones (CREZ) transmission
development. Unde ectric Reliability Council of TexasHRCOT) identified areas of the state best
suited for wind develop The Public Utility Commission of Texas then selected those areas as CREZ.
ERCOT developed transmission plans to transfer future wind energy from CREZ to loads. A joint venture called
Electic Transmission Texas (ETT) was formed to by several companies to construct approved transmission
projects. Once a transmission project is constructed the ETT receives a return on its investment through
transmission revenues collected by ERCOT. Use o€CREZ process resulted in the development of 18,500 MW

of generation in Texas. Texas produces more wind power than any other state. Wind energy accounts for 12.63

percentof the energy generated in Texas.
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Supporting transmission investments under auettred market system can pose a significant challenge,
given the multiple parties and jurisdictional issues involved. As the U.S. Department of Justice Antitrust Division
has r e mparkdt padiciparits with conflicting interests continue to hagayain the transmission planning
process, and it can be very difficult to create governance anehltmsition structures that allow conflicting
interests to unify into decisions that will be efficient for the whole. Furthermore, the siting of any large
transmission projects can be subject to the regulatory authority of numerous states, and local opposition can be

f i e tcNevertheless, provisions of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 that allow FERC to directly permit

transmission projects when state apprasalelayed, as well as the ed for inéglional transmission

capacity are factors that should support investments in transmissi

100 jeff Lien, U.S. Department of sice Economic Analysis Group Antitrust Divisidalectricity Restructuring: What has
worked,What has not, antivhat is nextt 10 (2008).

101)d. at 11(* T h e n e e-tegidnal transimissioe gapacity is greater now that we have market structplaseito
effectively utilize the transmission syst&m
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CONSUMER PROTECTION SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

A number of prominenindustries in the United States that began under regulatedgomapetitive
regimes were subsequently restructured or deregulated and now operate intoempetikets. Tie airline,
banking, mineral, teleconumications, and other industries, for examplee gan wunder “tightly
structures but have, over time, become less regul%téd. these industries have undergone restructuring, policies
have been adopted to ensure that consumers are protected from bad actors in less regulated coanBetsive
As has been the case with these industries that have deregul

structuring of electricity markets also
implicates consumer protection issues, and information provided ittee should help to guiidé pote

licensing, market behavior and transacti rketplace and their rights,
customer complaint and dispute resolutio naging data privacy and data exchange, low
incomre customer assi er customer protec
experience with the prospect & orary proponents and opponents of

restructuring alike, that there is ge the need for mechanisms to protect consumers in a

competitive etplace. The Committee
d to consumertieducamparison of terms of

ovider s, protecting custc

idered by the Legisl&iEommittee to Study Competition in the
sionBfl ect ric Energy, a Bulletinedp1d:r [bllesdrversy t h ¢
suggested that supp | power should be licensednd subject to relevant consumer protection
|l aws ..proponewts indicated that in a competitive enyv
against deceptive trade practices and?®Moesecentythei st an

PUCN affirmed a gener al consensus that introducing c

102 5ee generally, David B. Spen€an Law Manage Competitive Energy Marke28?Cornell L. Rev. 765, (May 2008).

103 See generallyTechnical Advisory Committee Workstream Issues Assigned by Chainda&ommittee Meeting Minutes,
(July 11, 2017)

104 Nevada Legislative Counsel Bureau, Bulletin No.197Competition in the Generation, Sale, and Transmission of Electric
Energyat 50 (1997).
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i ssues to be resolved i n (dthaparicipdnts arein agteemerit that & teasitiani c i
from a bundledservice monopoly model to a competitive retail market requires a new set of consumer protection
measures. The participants also agree that one of the best ways to safeguard customers and to implement a

competitive mar ket i st hrough customer education.

Successful Implementation of the Energy Choice Initiative Will Depend on Effective and
Comprehensive Efforts to Educate and Inform Customers, Particularly Residential and Small
Business Customers

essential in order for a competitive market to function successfully, and that c mer education in particular is a

necessary component of consumer protection. Accor the National EnergytMarketeratidasgNEMA),

an organization suppor [o]ad of theormgt eftagtive i s of pratecting i C i
consumer[s] is providing them with the choic with whom they w.
t 198 lkustratin

to purchase what they
want, whentheywdn i t , and s recoggition ef the  wi t
need for consumer l'icies in competiti:’
straightforward and sensible safeguards to pr " and NEMA members
sBei th $ ™ oorétl HRiigrh t ME MA’esr 0 t C
r  un®NEMALesumeo RBillaf Rightso f  a

stoemucraern 'on ming tethnetr@ vy , e

to adhere to
any fraudul ent,
recogni zes
and techg bneumer education appehbrs te meeonegoy thec o s
most accepted co In the comtext of electricity markets restructuring. In a report
commissiongésh International Development, Office of EnerggnEmvit and
cation” is included as one of
shot ' i Competition: A Blueprint for Consumer Protectitre U.S.

Energy Efficiency aaomprehddgve e wab

yout the changes being undertakdnequipall customers with the means to

participat fectively NThus there appearspte bei broadv eenseadusethat r i «

105 pyblic Utilities Commission of NevadBEnergy Choice Initiatie Final Reportinvestigatory Docket No. 170001 at 104
(April 2018).

106 National Energy Marketers Associatiddational Marketing Standards of Condatt2 (2013). See also, Technical
Working Group on Consumer Protection Meeting Minutes and Public Cotr{theg. 23, 2017).

107 National Energy Marketers Associatiddational Marketing Standards of Condatt2 (2013).

108 National Energy Marketers Association Presentatzomsumer Bill of Rightdtem 9 (Aug. 23, 2017

109y.S. Agency for International Developmte The Regulatory Assistance Projddgst Practices Guide: Implementing
Power Sector Reforit 63 (2000).

110y.S. Dept. of Energy, Office of Energy Efficient and Renewable En&epail Competition: A Blueprint for Consumer
Protectionat 17 (Oct. 1998).
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consumer protection policies, particularly comprehensive consumer education initiatives, are ndéoessary

competitive electricitymarketto function successfully.

The particular emphasis that is placed on consumer education in the context of restructuring electricity
markets reflects another general point of agreement, which is that residential em&ppear to be more
vulnerable and less likely to participate in a competitive market than other industrial or large commercial

consumers. Consumer education initiatiees citedas one component of consumer protection policies that can

help to ensw all classes of consumease able toparticipate in itive market. Presentations to the

Commi ttee’ s CoAWaE asemell aPa nomberoftpub

|l ack thereof. Accordi
residential consumer participation in a competiti [ e tailored to residential
customers*l n its presen itgmia Casun@o n s u I
Advocate’'s Of fice , “..0n most restruc
commercial customers will switch to altern ' liers, while the majority of tiakiden

customers wil/|l wi t h 2dhis generél lackn t o

of participation, moreover, can be f education efforts geared toward residential customers.

rs t odnea c aetdeu’csa t @ fofni des, e“s s e
¥ Aec keruoswi | oentef hesegeonsuibhersb e“ o

Accordingtothe Wet Vi r gi
cust omer i
most in need of pre cul tur al , and househol d/r

their “gene of sophistication and their rel

Deve 3 7 g ik enst) effacive means of consumereption is that of public

sidential customers in restructured electricity markets are further reflected
by the fact that the onsumers generally do not participate in the competitive eleckétity iseame

degree as industrial @ s when given the choice and opportunity to do so. As the National Council on
El ectricity @ Fesultsyof [restrugtaring) laves have' shown tfa@tthe most partcompetitionin

the form of distint choices of electric supplie has been slow to come to the smallest of consumers, while the

larger consumers have received more attention from marketers and generally been able to take advantage of the

111 Jackie Roberts, West Virginia Consumer Advocate Presentation to the Consumer ProtectidBl@aiG Restructuring
in Nevada: Protecting Consumgkug. 23, 2017).

1121d. at 10

1131d. at 26

114The Regulatory Assistance ProjeBgst Practices Guidémplementing Power Sector Refoain6566 (2000).
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compet it iWAnothemstudy supports the fiimg) that in general, larger commercial customers laater

able to take advantage of prapartiopa tommercialeandrimaustkat dustomers' A f
have switched to alternative providers throughout the United States than have smadirciaimand residential
customers. This indicates that these customers were receiving enough savings by shopping for power to make it

worth their time and® effort to make the switch."”

More recently, a 2008 study by the U.S. Department of Justice Antibrustv i si on c ofibnc | u d e

electricity markets, customer choice programs have been sl elop, particularly at the residential
ssociated with
gn. niast dtates theé vesd g e s

y on the™def aul

|l evel .where the transaction
significantconpar ed t o pot eHi Tihal s¢ agdty d$avit

maj ority of residenti al

The disparity between participah rates [ [ ompared with larger

competition are not reserved for | 1 [ industrial consumers. As the State of Nevada Bureau of

Consumer mdr teducdceaet @Qommig teeijti“c

consumer he competitive mar ket ,

function1®

restructured ma ust have access to fair, transparent, and accurate disclosures of essential terms ¢
service, such agricing t duration, environmental impacts, and other important terms of service.
Enforceable standardsi e providers are disclosing such terms of service will be critical in making sure

customers are aiohpplte’ risoeskwinprathogsipg their electricity provider under a

Matthew H. Brown & Richard P. Afembelmosjve Vieaw bf'UIS. Eleadricnci | on E
Restructuring with Policy Options for the Futuae25 (2003).

Mat hew H. Br o w8t LegilatorsRéstruCtaringfin Retoo$peat 25 (2001).

117 Jeff Lien, U.S. Department of Justice Economic Analysis Group Antitrust DiviBlentricity Restructuring: What has

worked, what has not, and what is naki2 (2008).

181d. at 13.

119 state ofNevada, Bureau of Consumer Protection Presentation to the Consumer Protectio@dWi@ner Protection:

Protections from Undue Rate Increases and Fraudulent Praciicé546 (Oct. 18, 2017).
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restructured market. The Nevada Bureau of Consumer ProtéB@i?) stated during testimony to the Committee

that transparency with regard to the contract information provided to customers is kssentia all ow con
compare cost s, c o0 n t % an example af howafdirl ard accardtee comparisonsccari’ be
encouraged at the regulator levdie NevadaBCP highlighted the messaging adopted by the Public Utilities
Commissionof O ( PUCO) which emphasizes disclwjsthethe CWEC
innovative tool, the differences between supplier plans, costs, and contract terms geerihtain front of

y o 4t ”

component of market restructuring since at least 1996, when the Nationa sociation of Regulatory Utility

Commissioners (NARUC) urged states adaptinr e [ mar kets to
disclosure and labeling that would allow retail co [ variability, resource

obligations for bo ) : : [ imony provided to the Committee from

representatives of ; i d terms of service information and disclosure is of

Commi tt ee’ s @eorightto aneose aR energyg@rovidero n w

under a ct u s eotlan end entogtseft”’ Mo rak eti pl, acarstiomer s’ abi

competitive retail energy marketust be coupled with the ability to choose service providers that offer reliable

120 Id

1211d. at 50.

122.S. Dept. of Energy, Office of Energyfigient and Renewable Energetail Competition: A Blueprint for Consumer
Protectionat 20 (Oct. 1998).

123Bjll Malcolm, AARP Presentation to the Consumer Protection TW&ail Choice and Residential Customatd416
(Feb. 8, 2018).

124 Jackie Robert3)Vest Virginia Consumer Advocate Presentation to the Consumer ProtectionHIg¢®ic Restructuring
in Nevada: Protecting Consumeas20(Aug. 23, 2017)
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service at reasonable prices. Customers must be able to evaluate and choose providers based upon the value of th
service offered. Accordingly, steps should be taken to diageuexcessive costs or costs that effectively prohibit a
customer from fully exercising the right to choose a provider based upon the value of the service offered. In light
of the potential for stranded asset costs and other costs associated witlotransiig f r om Nevada’ s

to a competitive market, these considerations related to excesgix@hibitivecosts are all the more pressiiy.

A Competitive Energy Marketplace Must Ensure the Protection of Confidential Customer
Data and Maintain Respect for Custo

customer privacy, ananaintaining confidentiality of rec particularly valuable in a

0 participate in the market and
sts of marketing

to residential customers are generally highe [ i i mers, the value of

the Ne a d a

customer data and personal information j LCB's report o

electi city mar ket s maob itivé ¢neirpbnment is access to customer
asing data. However, such access raise:
ry rights 2fmere musf eradeguate o n

ectation of privacy and confidentiality is protected, and

Accord . . Depart ment of Energy’ s Of
i for fair dealings in the use and access to customer information to

mar ket and customer s’ r ea

over si and ar plré v aft g r amé Tha BUCH,gn étskr@pbrtn nthg Eneryy

Choi ce Ve, echoes the concl usi ommerphvacy and “ Ne v ¢
125|d.

1%6See Mathew H. Br own, NResttutturingnmétrospemtit I16. intRedtipnssre that the s ,

cost of securing individual residential customers is high
of electricity, the returns on the [marketing] investment in securing each custorseneael | . " ) .

127 Nevada Legislative Counsel Bureau, Bulletin No.197Competition in the Generation, Sale, and Transmission of Electric
Energyat 53 (1997).

128 S. Dept. of Energy, Office of Energy Efficient and Renewable En&etail Competition: A Bluejnt for Consumer
Protectionat 3334 (Oct. 1998). Available ahttps://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/oeprod/DocumentsandMedia/26116.pdf
129 state of Nevada, Buread Consumer Protection Presentation to the Consumer Protection T@/Gyumer Protection:
Protections from Undue Rate Increases and Fraudulent Praciic®859 (Oct. 18, 2017).
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business expediency, i n or @4 balanced approach te pretecting disbmer i f

data in a competitive electricity marketplace was also supported in testimony by the Office of the West Virginia
Consumer Advocat . During its presentation to the Committee’
stated that, “the balance between customer privacy
that adheres to constitutional principles, pot¢ customer safety and identity, and is accepted by those whose
private dat a ¥ Thereisstromggonsensus,ahers that data protection sewlrity with regard to

customer privacy are important components of protecting energy consarasgempetitive energy market.

Nevada, along with ot her has adopt e
in or af
e Practice$Act Nevada’' s decep
id séhedoesto-door sale®® grant

practice addressecd

methods of competition and unfair or decepti adarhas emacdethme r ¢

practices stat pract. e known as “sl ammi:

customer’ & BEami among providers the telecommunications sector

after it was restructureg tructured energy market. According to the Attorney

General’ &mmi ng” i s a mo-regprted he ¢
restructured markets, al
es tacti %y Sltaemmimagekample n go,n’e
retail energy providers in a competitive market, similar to

vice providers, may potenti al/l

atitive electricity marketpladéne Nevada BCP presented testimony

130 pyblic Utilities Com i adinergy Choice Initiative Final Reppinvestigatory Docket No. $Z0001 at 100
(April 2018).
131 Jackie Roberts, West Virgigla Consumer Advocate Presentation to the Consumer ProtectidBl@aiviG Restructuring
in Nevada: Protecting Consumat 20(Aug. 23, 2017).

132See generallg5 U.S.C. § 45(a)(1(2012) Nev. Rev. Stat. §8598.09@8594(2017).

133 Nev. Rev. Stat. §598(A) (2017).

134Nev. Rev. Stat. §598 (2017).

135 Nev. Rev. Stat §598.100 (2017).

136 Nev. Rev. Stat. §598.140 (2017).

137 Nev. Rev. Stat. §598.535 (2017).

138 Nev. Rev. Stat. §598.968 (2017).

139See Nev. Rev. Stat. §598.969 (2017).

140 state of Nevada, Bureau of Consumer Protection Presentation to the Consumer Protecti@omS\u@er Protection:
Protections from Undue Rate Increases and Fraudulent Praciicé841 (Oct. 18, 2017).
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https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/USCODE-2011-title15/pdf/USCODE-2011-title15-chap2-subchapI-sec45.pdf
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-598.html#NRS598

discussing common customer complaints in competitive electricity markets, and highlighted the need for effective

monitoring and oversight of market participants and prositfér
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