TURN Comments on Tesla and SEIA Proposal for an Avoided Cost Value Related to Conservation Voltage Reduction from Solar Generation

TURN appreciates the information provided by Tesla and SEIA regarding the potential for avoided costs related to conservation voltage reduction (CVR) from solar systems. TURN’s guiding principle for development of the LNBA is that any avoided cost (benefit) included in the tool must be actually captured by all ratepayers (or at least have a reasonable probability of doing so). The inclusion of a CVR benefit for DERs does not meet this basic premise because the benefit described by Tesla/SEIA is entirely theoretical; any avoided cost value for CVR ascribed to solar will not actually be avoided and accrue to ratepayers. The only way the LNBA tool can provide additional value over the status quo is if it maintains analytical rigor to include benefits that actually accrue to ratepayers; this is not the case with CVR due to distributed solar generation at this time. 

While the information provided by Tesla and SEIA may provide a sound theoretical basis for CVR benefits, the provision of these benefits requires active utility involvement to lower voltages and subsequent monitoring and data collection to determine energy and peak load reductions. This is not being accomplished by California utilities today. Further, the basis for avoided cost values (e.g. the “CVR factor”) suggested by Tesla/SEIA are not related to demonstrations of CVR with solar, but rather for general voltage reductions not related to solar distributed generation.[footnoteRef:1] TURN is not aware of any demonstrations that prove the CVR benefits of solar claimed by the Tesla/SEIA.  [1:  The parties cite to an EPRI study that examines the benefits of lowering voltages. EPRI, Green Circuits, https://www.epri.com/#/pages/product/000000000001023518/. ] 


[bookmark: _GoBack]Avoided energy and capacity benefits due to voltage reductions are complex, depending entirely on the circuit, loads on that particular circuit, and the timing of when voltage is actually lowered compared with what would have otherwise occurred in the absence of a particular CVR program. TURN’s analysis of PG&E’s volt-var optimization program (“VVO,” akin to CVR) pilot program (which did not involve solar but rather additional sensors and controls to lower voltage) demonstrated that the utility did not accurately forecast energy reductions, such that larger energy reductions were expected than what was actually measured for almost every circuit included in the pilot (all but one).[footnoteRef:2] TURN also found that the pilot was not “able to demonstrate…[an] ability to reduce demand during peak system hours. The absence of demand reductions over this period call into question whether capacity costs can be avoided.”[footnoteRef:3] [2:  A.15-09-001, Testimony of Eric Borden Addressing PG&E Electric Distribution and New Business Expenditures, April 29, 2016, p. 12.]  [3:  Ibid, p. 13. ] 


Similar issues may be found with integrating solar into a utility CVR program, complicated by the fact that benefits depend entirely on where solar is located on a circuit. Nevertheless, TURN hopes solar developers can work with utilities (perhaps through an EPIC project) to implement and test CVR programs to demonstrate that lower voltages and related energy and peak demand reductions can be realized with distributed generation. Once such a program is developed and the concept and particular values demonstrated, an avoided cost value should be incorporated into the LNBA tool based on expected energy reductions from active utility involvement to lower voltages where solar DG is present.   
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