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I. Introduction  1 


Q. Would you please identify yourself and your involvement in this proceeding? 2 


A. My name is Samuel Nash Vautier Golding. My business address is 12 S. Spring Street, 3 


Concord, NH 03301. I am president of Community Choice Partners, Inc., a consultancy that 4 


specializes in the design and operation of power enterprises operating in competitive markets and 5 


is dedicated to maximizing democratic, informed decision-making in the energy industry. I have 6 


previously filed Direct Testimony, responded to discovery / data requests, and participated 7 


actively in technical sessions and in informal conversations with stakeholders throughout this 8 


docket process as a member of the Local Government Coalition (“LGC”).  9 


Q. Please summarize your rebuttal testimony. 10 


A. The purpose of my testimony is to provide the Commission with context and advice 11 


regarding how best to structure governance of the Statewide Platform “in order to accomplish the 12 


purposes of electric utility restructuring under RSA 374-F”, the Electric Utility Restructuring 13 


Act, as called for under SB 284.1 To that end, my testimony summarizes and analyzes the 14 


governance proposals submitted by parties and provides a more developed “strawman” 15 


proposal based upon the successful market-based governance framework that has evolved in the 16 


fully restructured ERCOT market.  17 


In addition, Eversource and Unitil (EU) asked 19 discovery questions of me.  Some elicited 18 


additional background and clarification of my direct testimony, while others provide insight into 19 


our differential positions and perspectives.  Since all my responses elucidate my testimony in 20 


contrast to their positions, especially where we differ, I am submitting my responses to their 21 


discovery requests and questions as my rebuttal testimony.  The standard discovery response 22 


formatting has been removed, except for the request number line.  A few responses have had 23 


 
1 Available online:  
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minor (non-substantive) typos fixed.  My response to Request No. EU to LGC 1-058 on pages 1 


68-69 below, concerning whether a distribution level transactive energy platform would be 2 


subject to FERC jurisdiction, was prepared in collaboration with witness Clifton Below and 3 


should be considered the joint testimony of both of us. 4 


II. Summary of Governance Proposals 5 


Q.  Have you reviewed the governance proposals submitted by parties? 6 


A. Yes.  7 


Q.  Please summarize the governance proposal of Liberty Utilities. 8 


A. Liberty Utilities recommends a model based upon the EESE Board and Grid Mod 9 


Stakeholder Group, with a governing body composed of “multiple stakeholders, including the 10 


utilities, Commission Staff, the OCA, along with parties that may be interested in utilizing the 11 


platform”, with “a set number of members that have voting rights” who make 12 


“recommendations to the Commission that are based on consensus” regarding the “design of 13 


the platform, costs and benefits to all stakeholders, especially costs to be passed on to utility 14 


customers for the initial setup and ongoing annual costs of the platform, standards for data 15 


accuracy, cyber security, financial security of third parties, and future enhancements of the 16 


platform as the energy landscape continues to change.”2  17 


Q.  Please summarize the governance proposal of Eversource and Unitil. 18 


A. Eversource and Unitil propose two working groups of stakeholders who “represent the 19 


user experience and advocate for policy purposes of the platform”, called “the Governance 20 


 
2 Joint Direct Testimony of H. Tebbetts & M. Samenfeld, Bates p. 028 to 029 
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Working Group (“GWG”) and the Operations Committee (“OC”)” 3 with the following 1 


composition, voting structure and responsibilities: 2 


• The Governance Working Group would have 11 to 14 members, consisting of 6 utility 3 


representatives, 3 Commission-appointed stakeholder representatives, 2 OCA 4 


representatives, and up to three Commission Staff. It’s role would be to “provide a 5 


diversity of ideas and ensure the platform capabilities can provide ongoing value to 6 


state energy policies and initiatives and would make recommendations to the 7 


Commission on a semi-annual or annual basis that the Commission could consider for 8 


implementation… Recommendations will be made by general consensus, with 9 


dissenting opinions noted for consideration.  Recommendations must have more than 10 


six representatives supporting it to be submitted to the Commission.  The GWG should 11 


meet at least monthly for the first year after the platform is active, with less frequent 12 


meetings as appropriate thereafter.”4 13 


• The Operations Committee would consist solely of “equal representatives of each 14 


utility and be responsible for drafting platform operation policy and procedures, 15 


technical design, scoping and pricing changes, change management, security 16 


management and recommendations on the feasibility and cost/benefit analysis of 17 


requests for enhancements or changes.  The proposals of the OC would be submitted to 18 


the GWG should it want to add recommendations to OC proposals. Proposals of the OC 19 


would be submitted periodically or as needed to the Commission, but no more 20 


frequently than semi-annually.”5 21 


Further details regarding the responsibilities of the Operations Committee were provided in 22 


discovery (refer to Attachment 5: Response to Request No. STAFF 1-024): 23 


 
3 Joint Testimony of Thomas Belair, Riley Hastings, and Dennis Moore for Eversource Justin Eisfeller, Kimberly 


Hood, and Jeremy Haynes for Uniti, p. 49. 
4 Ibid., p. 50 
5 Ibid., p. 50 
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“The Operations Committee (OC) would need approval of the Governance Working 1 


Group (GWG) for draft or revised operating policies and procedures; platform scoping 2 


and pricing changes; operating and capital budget revisions; and final decisions on 3 


security restrictions on users of the platform. The OC and GWG would need approval 4 


of the Commission on governance changes, and operating and capital budget approvals, 5 


as those items relate to the core mandate of the Commission’s authority. 6 


The Operations Committee (OC) would make decisions on day-to-day operations and 7 


security including short term restrictions on platform access due to immediate cyber 8 


concerns; platform change management categorization (there is an expectation that 9 


change management approvals will vary with change complexity and risk); and cyber 10 


event classification and incident response. The OC would also be responsible for 11 


making technical design decisions where the decision affects the operations or security 12 


of the platform.”  13 


Q.  Please summarize the governance proposal of the Office of Consumer Advocate. 14 


A. OCA recommended the creation of a Stakeholder Governance Board and Platform 15 


Operations Committee, with the following composition: 16 


• The Stakeholder Governance Board would have 9 members: “the Consumer Advocate 17 


or his designee (to represent the interests of residential customers), a representative of 18 


small commercial customers, a representative of large commercial customers, two 19 


members of the Commission Staff, two municipal representatives, and two 20 


representatives of firms that provide energy-related services to consumers that depend 21 


on access to data” —all of which would be appointed by the Commission (other than 22 


the OCA representative) — or “alternatively, the size of the stakeholder governance 23 


board could be increased to 12 voting members with a representative of Eversource, 24 
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Liberty, and Unitil each given one vote”; regardless, the utilities would attend all 1 


meetings of the Board “to provide such information and advice to the body as it might 2 


require.”6  3 


• The Platform Operations Committee would have 10 members: “three utility 4 


representatives (one each from Eversource, Liberty, and Unitil), three representatives of 5 


third-party service providers reliant on the platform for data, and a tie-breaking 6 


representative of the Commission Staff”, with non-utility representatives appointed by 7 


the Commission.7  8 


Both bodies would draft their own bylaws and procedures, subject to Commission 9 


approval. The Stakeholder Governance Board would be responsible for the design and ongoing 10 


planning of the Statewide Data Platform, while the role of the Platform Operations Committee 11 


was described thus: 12 


“The key here is nimble and efficient decision making.  The committee should be 13 


responsible for operationalizing the initial and ongoing requirements established under the 14 


governance body. A key responsibility would be the review of changes to the technology, 15 


implementation, and functional requirements of the platform quickly, as the need for such 16 


changes arises in real time.  There is also likely to be a need to resolve disputes in the event 17 


that platform users encounter obstacles or difficulties.  It would make sense to allow the 18 


platform committee to authorize subcommittees to make decisions quickly, subject to 19 


review by the entire committee.  Disputes within the committee should be brought to the 20 


governance board for resolution.  If there is a need to resolve conflicts between the 21 


Committee and the Board these would go to the Commission.”8 22 


Q.  Please summarize the governance proposal of Mission:data. 23 


 
6 Prefiled Direct Testimony of James Brennan, Bates p. 090-091 
7 Ibid., Bates p. 091 
8 Ibid., Bates p. 091-092 
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A. Mission:data proposes that the Commission appoint a Data Platform Committee with 5 1 


members: 2 utility representatives, 2 Distributed Energy Resource representatives, and 1 OCA 2 


representative. The Committees function was described thus:  3 


“The Committee’s responsibilities are to (i) review and attempt to resolve outstanding 4 


support tickets from the issue-tracking system; (ii) refine and approve change requests, 5 


which may be submitted by any Committee member, so long as the costs of 6 


implementing Committee-approved change requests shall not exceed $250,000 per 7 


year. Committee-approved change requests will receive a presumption of prudence in 8 


each utility’s next rate case. Change requests must be for bona fide changes or 9 


improvements to functionality or user experience, and may not include security updates 10 


or other regularly-occurring or expected operations, whose costs are to be considered 11 


part of the basic operation of the platform and recoverable through rates. The 12 


Committee will make decisions by majority vote following Roberts Rules of Order, 13 


with minutes and change request forms publicly posted on the Commission’s website. 14 


Committee decisions may be appealed by any party at the Commission, which will 15 


review the decision de novo.”9  16 


Q.  Please summarize the governance proposal of Clean Power New Hampshire. 17 


A. Clean Power New Hampshire proposes the creation of a “Data Platform Council” to 18 


oversee implementation and operation of the Statewide Platform. The body would have three 19 


core functions:10  20 


1. Approving standards for publication on the Data Platform Hub, including shared logical 21 


data model, API standards, and standards for authentication and authorization; 22 


 
9 Direct Testimony of Michael Murray, p. 69-70 
10 Testimony of Ethan Goldman for Clean Energy NH, Bates p. 25 
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2. Ensuring that new Data Sources meet established standards in order to be included in 1 


the Data Platform Hub; 2 


3. Evaluating the ongoing performance of Data Platform to ensure it is meeting its goals. 3 


Clean Power New Hampshire did not propose a specific number of representatives, but 4 


rather proposed that it “should have representation from diverse groups that represent the 5 


market, including public and private sectors, as well as representatives with technical 6 


familiarity with the subject matter”, which could include the following representatives 7 


“selected through an application/nomination process to be vetted and approved by the PUC”:11 8 


• One or more seats for Data Sources (including utilities) 9 


• One or more seats for state government (PUC, OCA, State Energy Manager) 10 


• One or more seats for local government 11 


• One or more seats for academia and other researchers 12 


• One or more seats for advocacy groups 13 


• One or more seats for third party energy service providers and DER representatives 14 


Representatives would be expected to possess “adequate proficiency to participate in 15 


technical conversations about the functional requirements of the Platform and the tradeoffs 16 


inherent in different options”, or otherwise “designate a technical expert to participate in 17 


proceedings on their behalf, or to accompany the voting member at meetings to help parse the 18 


implications of different choices”12 and would be occasionally supported by “an expert 19 


consultant who can provide independent advice to the Council regarding database structure, 20 


API mechanisms, security models, etc.”.13 21 


 
11 Ibid., Bates p. 27-28 
12 Ibid., Bates p. 27-28 
13 Ibid., Bates p. 29 
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Utilities were recognized as a “major Data Source” that should be “closely involved with 1 


setting these standards so that they can help to avoid requirements that would be impossible or 2 


unduly expensive to meet, and instead to look for ways to leverage existing data systems and 3 


functionality” — but Clean Power New Hampshire cautioned that allowing utilities to vote on 4 


the Data Platform Council could potentially create a conflict of interest.14 5 


Q.  Please summarize the governance proposal of the Local Government Coalition. 6 


A. The Local Government Coalition consists of myself, Clifton Below, April Salas, Kat 7 


Mcghee, Dr. Amro M. Farid and Pat Martin. Proposals regarding governance are summarized 8 


below.  9 


Representative Kat McGhee brought forward a “potential blueprint” establishing the  10 


“Platform Data Council” to provide “the vision, oversight and functional decision-making” for 11 


the Statewide Platform, with 13 members in total: 6 energy stakeholder members (3 of whom 12 


should have sufficient technical or software domain expertise), 4 utility members, 2 “State of 13 


NH members (Dept of Energy, OCA, PUC, ST&E, etc.)” and 1 ratepayer member.15 The body 14 


would plan and oversee the implementation of the Statewide Platform within the boundaries of 15 


the PUC’s initial order / scope and budget, and thereafter prioritize and propose new 16 


functionality based on “consensus and non-consensus recommendations” under a process that 17 


would require “Commission approval prior to initiating new projects beyond initial scope.” 18 


Representative McGhee also provided a conceptual model delineating the scope and 19 


responsibilities of governance: 20 


 
14 Ibid., Bates p. 28-29 
15 Testimony of Kat McGhee for LGC, Bates p. 38 
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16 1 


 Representative McGhee’s additional insights and recommendations, reflecting her 2 


domain expertise as a legislator and software development practitioner, defy concise 3 


summation; refer to Testimony of Kat McGhee for LGC, Bates pages 33 through 38 as well as 4 


her relevant discovery responses (to Request No. EU to LGC 1-036, Request No. EU to LGC 5 


1-039, Request No. EU to LGC 1-040, all of which are included in her Rebuttal Testimony for 6 


reference) for a greater level of detail.  7 


Dr. Amro M. Farid notes that governance should “include all of the stakeholder 8 


categories”17 shown in the figure below: 9 


 
16 Ibid., Bates p. 35 
17 Testimony of Dr. Amro M. Farid for City of Lebanon & Local Government Coalition, Bates p. 166 


Bates p. 10







NHPUC Docket No. DE 19-197 


Rebuttal Testimony of Samuel Nash Vautier Golding for the Local Government Coalition 


Page 10 of 83. 


Page 10 


18 1 


 My own Direct Testimony recommended the Commission look to how the Texas 2 


ERCOT market has structured its governance, specifically their Technical Advisory Committee 3 


(TAC) charter, customer representative segments and subcommittee protocols, which were 4 


attached for reference.  5 


To provide context in support of this recommendation, my testimony characterized: the 6 


current state of public confidence in the utility industry; the extent and performance of the 7 


competitive retail market in New Hampshire; the structure, performance metrics and 8 


governance framework used in fully restructured competitive retail markets; my observations 9 


regarding New Hampshire’s default service practices in relation to the goals of the Electric 10 


Utility Restructuring Act; recent controversies regarding utility investments in the retail value 11 


chain that structurally foreclose market-driven innovation in favor of utility-controlled 12 


innovation; the statutory authorities, business model and political drivers of CPAs and how they 13 


are naturally aligned with the development of market frameworks as called for under RSA 53-F; 14 


and the anticipated expansion and sophistication of New Hampshire’s CPA market due to the 15 


rapid progress of the Community Power New Hampshire joint-action initiative.  16 


 
18 Ibid., Bates p. 142 
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 In other words, my testimony focused primarily on explaining why adopting a market-1 


based governance regime for the Statewide Platform was both necessary and prudent, as a 2 


mechanism to see through the numerous reforms necessary to align New Hampshire’s market 3 


structure, operational practices and utility infrastructure investment decisions with the letter and 4 


spirit of the Electric Utility Restructuring Act — such that market participants would be able to 5 


put the data made available through the Statewide Platform to good use in actually creating new 6 


value for customers.  7 


III. Evaluation of Governance Proposals 8 


Q.  Do you consider any of the proposals to be credible? 9 


A. No. 10 


Q.  Why not? 11 


A. As a threshold matter, governance over the Statewide Platform must be structured in a 12 


manner that (1) incentivizes the participation and is responsive to the collective insights and 13 


requirements of a representative diversity of market participants, and (2) leverages their 14 


participation to assess and remove barriers to data-driven gains in operational efficiencies and 15 


market-based innovation by (a) reforming business processes and market rules and (b) 16 


informing and guiding the deployment of market-enabling infrastructure (e.g. Grid 17 


Modernization). 18 


This is critical to ensuring the appropriate design, cost-effective implementation and 19 


continuous evolution of the Statewide Platform, for the simple reason that better access to data 20 


does not, in and of itself, create value for customers. Rather, market participants actually have 21 


to be able to put the data to good use by creating, marketing and monetizing new retail 22 


customer products and services in ways that create benefits for individual customers and the 23 
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system as a whole. This creates the requirement that business processes and market rules must 1 


accommodate data-driven innovation, and ipso facto, that governance over the Statewide 2 


Platform provide a credible mechanism through which market participants will identify and 3 


remove barriers to innovation from an operational “front lines” perspective. Absent a credible 4 


mechanism to do so, market participants will have weak incentives at best to participate in 5 


governance, and governance will thus remain under-informed in regard to (1) how the 6 


Statewide Platform should evolve to meet the requirements of market participants and (2) how 7 


business processes and market rules should change to accommodate data-driven retail market 8 


innovation.  9 


Apart from the Local Government Coalition, parties have evinced little to no 10 


understanding regarding this critical aspect of governance. Proposals either envision 11 


governance to be narrowly focused on enhancing data access and exchange, without 12 


consideration of the fact that data access absent enabling reforms of business processes and 13 


market rules is insufficient to create new value for customers, and / or recommend the creation 14 


of one or two committees with representation weighted heavily towards non-market 15 


participants — usually in a manner befitting the strategic objectives or industry perspective of 16 


the proposing party — without consideration of the fact that market participants would be the 17 


ones responsible for actually using the Statewide Platform to create new value for customers.  18 


In this context, it is critical to understand that retail data needs to be used by market 19 


participants in a variety of applications and functions that flow across all the horizontal 20 


dimensions of the electric power system — and that barriers at any point can undermine the 21 


ability of market participants to create new value for customers in practice. To that end, I offer 22 


the following schematic showing the inter-related functions required to facilitate transactions 23 


across retail, distribution and wholesale domains:  24 
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 1 


Refer to Attachment 6: ISO-NE_EPRI Digital Grid_June2020 for ISO-NE’s presentation at 2 


an EPRI workshop earlier this year, which identified the need for states to establish a “local 3 


energy market construct”, and to my Response to Request No. EU to LGC 1-061 (beginning on 4 


page 71 herein) for additional context. Absent a governance regime that empowers market 5 


participants to identify and resolve barriers to innovation across all the linkages in the above 6 


schematic, the Statewide Platform will remain under-utilized and fail to maximize value. 7 


This is why charging ratepayers for a Statewide Platform while excluding or unwisely 8 


circumscribing the role of market participants in governance is comparable to “taxation 9 


without representation” — i.e., not the hallmark of a stable regime! 10 
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IV. Overview of Market-Based Governance Proposal 1 


Q.  Do you have a concrete proposal for how to establish a market-based governance 2 


framework for New Hampshire? 3 


A. Yes. As recommended in my Direct Testimony, New Hampshire should adopt a market 4 


governance framework based off of the successful framework that evolved in Texas to govern 5 


a robust, innovative and fully restructured market. To my knowledge, it is the only regime in 6 


any state that has successfully induced the active participation of a truly representative 7 


diversity of market participants, and used their collective insights and activity in order to guide 8 


the evolution of a statewide data platform along with the continuous streamlining of business 9 


processes and market rules in a manner that enables market-driven retail innovation.  10 


To that end, I have adapted various foundational governance documents used by ERCOT 11 


for use in New Hampshire. These documents would create the Retail Operations Council of 12 


New Hampshire (the “ROC”) as a non-profit, non-stock voluntary corporation, the primary 13 


functions of which are to: 14 


• Act as the NHPUC-appointed administrator of the Statewide Platform, and carry out 15 


other related market functions at the direction of the NHPUC going forward; 16 


• Ensure that access to the Statewide Platform for all market participants is provided for 17 


on a nondiscriminatory basis; 18 


• Ensure that information transacted across the Statewide Platform is conveyed in a 19 


timely manner to the market participants who need this information.  20 


Please refer to Attachments 1 through 4 for the foundational governance documents, which 21 


consist of the following: 22 


1. Corporate Bylaws; 23 
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2. Board Procedures; 1 


3. Technical Advisory Committee (“TAC”) Procedures; and 2 


4. Platform & Protocol Revision Request and Budgeting Process. 3 


Note that these documents are in draft form and should be considered as a “strawman” 4 


proposal for review and future refinement.  5 


Q.  Please summarize the ROC’s governance framework. 6 


A. The NHPUC would preside over what recommendations of the ROC are implemented. 7 


Within the ROC, there are three levels of organizational decision-making leading up to that 8 


point: the Board, the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and the TAC subcommittees. 9 


Please refer to the organization chart below: 10 


 11 


Governance within the ROC is predicated upon the voluntary participation of people and 12 


organizations who identify as belonging to one of the following nine (9) Market Segments: 13 
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1. Aggregator; 1 


2. Competitive Electric Power Supplier (CEPS); 2 


3. Cooperative; 3 


4. Community Power Aggregator (CPA); 4 


5. Distributed Energy Resource Company; 5 


6. Electric Distribution Company or Local Distribution Company (EDC & LDC); 6 


7. Limited Producer; 7 


8. Municipal; or 8 


9. Consumer. 9 


The ROC covers its costs through member dues and platform fees and may not profit 10 


financially from its activities as the Statewide Platform Administrator for New Hampshire’s 11 


intrastate market.  12 


After paying nominal dues to become members —either Full, Associate or Adjunct 13 


Members (the voting rights of which vary) — members vote within their respective Market 14 


Segments to elect members to the ROC Board, to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) 15 


and to the TAC subcommittees. Members may also vote on amendments to the Bylaws (subject 16 


to NHPUC approval).  17 


The four standing subcommittees of the TAC are:  18 


1. Platform and Protocol Subcommittee (P&PS): to implement the Statewide Platform and 19 


its accompanying protocols (with input from the other subcommittees below), and to 20 


thereafter oversee the revision (change management) process;  21 


2. Intrastate Market Subcommittee (IMS): to investigate and prioritize market barriers and 22 


opportunities to enhance market innovation at the retail and distribution grid integration 23 


levels within New Hampshire;  24 
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3. Regional Markets Integration Subcommittee (RMIS): to ensure that the development of 1 


New Hampshire’s intrastate market aligns with NEPOOL and ISO-NE rules and is 2 


cognizant of evolving rule changes and market dynamics; 3 


4. Operations & Performance Subcommittee (OPS): to implement an expanded range of 4 


metrics reported by market participants, and to ensure that these metrics, along with 5 


analytics generated by the Statewide Platform, are sufficient to inform the situational 6 


awareness and strategic decision-making of the IMS and RMS, the TAC, the Board and 7 


the NHPUC in regards to the development of New Hampshire’s intrastate market.  8 


The composition, voting weights, election of voting entities, and election at each level of 9 


governance, as applicable, is summarized in the tables below: 10 
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In exchange for participating in governance, each Member must comply with any 1 


applicable planning and operating criteria, procedures and guides adopted by or under the 2 


direction of the Board to maintain the integrity of the intrastate market, coordinate planning, 3 


promote comparable access to the intrastate market by all users and to further the exempt 4 


purposes of ROC. 5 


Q.  How would the ROC manage the evolution of the Statewide Data Platform? 6 


A. Both the ROC Board and the TAC contribute to strategic planning and setting of 7 


objectives for the evolution of the Statewide Platform. To this end, the ROC CEO prepares the 8 


annual budget, which includes projections of ROC’s overall financial performance and 9 


financing plans, and describes the services, projects, programs, and the associated revenues 10 


and expenditures for the next fiscal year. Adoption of the Budget by the Board and approval by 11 


the NHPUC authorizes the CEO to complete work plans and make associated expenditures.     12 


Additionally, specific requests for revisions to the Statewide Platform, its associated 13 


protocols and manuals may be submitted by a range of eligible entities (not just ROC 14 


members) at any time in the form of: 15 


• Platform Change Requests (PCRs); 16 


• Protocol Revision Requests (PRRs); and  17 


• Market Guide Revisions (MGRs). 18 


Submission of the above requests trigger a process in which much of the actual work to 19 


assess and refine the proposal occurs within relevant TAC subcommittees (and ad hoc working 20 


groups approved by TAC) in coordination with ROC staff, after which the revision request is 21 


voted on by P&PS, then TAC, and subsequently elevated to the Board for approval, rejection 22 


or remand (back to TAC subcommittees).  23 
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Within this process, the TAC may recommend prioritization of specific projects (and 1 


may delegate this responsibility to one of its subcommittees, on a project-specific basis), and is 2 


regardless responsible for incorporating the expense of proposed projects into annual 3 


budgeting exercises. 4 


Platform and protocol changes approved by the Board are either implemented directly 5 


or submitted to the NHPUC for approval or denial by a Hearing Officer, as appropriate.  6 


Q.  What is the relationship between the NHPUC and the ROC? 7 


A. Beyond appointing the ROC as the administer of the Statewide Platform, the 8 


relationship between the ROC and the NHPUC includes the following notable features and 9 


considerations:  10 


• The NHPUC Chair is an ex officio, non-voting Director on the ROC Board; 11 


• The ROC annual budget must be approved by the NHPUC; 12 


• Amendments to the ROC Bylaws must be approved by the NHPUC; 13 


• Statewide platform and protocol changes approved by the Board are either implemented 14 


directly or submitted to the NHPUC for approval or denial by a Hearing Officer, as 15 


appropriate;  16 


• The five Unaffiliated Directors on the ROC Board (non-market participants, 2 of which 17 


must be Chair and Vice-Chair of the Board) are elected by ROC members but must be 18 


approved by the NHPUC; 19 


• Removal of Unaffiliated Directors may only be done by the NHPUC, and any Board 20 


action to remove a Director or Alterative is subject to NHPUC review; 21 


• ROC members must maintain their registration or certification by the NHPUC (to the 22 


extent required by statute or rule); 23 
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• NHPUC independently retains an “Intrastate Market Monitor” (IMM) to assist with 1 


oversight and enforcement activities, coordinating with the ROC OPS to identify 2 


conduct by market participants or market rules that compromise the efficiency or distort 3 


the outcomes of the markets. Additionally, the IMM issues periodic reports providing 4 


an independent assessment of the competitive performance and operational efficiency 5 


of the market; and 6 


• NHPUC staff or the IMM may submit revision requests (PCRs, PRRs or MGRs), attend 7 


ROC meetings, comment on revision requests or subcommittee actions, and appeal the 8 


actions of subcommittees, the TAC or the ROC Board. 9 


Q.  Why is the ROC proposed as an independent, voluntary corporation? 10 


A. For the simple reason that doing so was the most expedient way of adapting ERCOT’s 11 


successful governance structure to New Hampshire. In other words, preserving the ROC as an 12 


independent, voluntary corporation avoided necessitating substantive changes to the Corporate 13 


Bylaws, Board Procedures, Technical Advisory Committee (“TAC”) Procedures; and Platform 14 


& Protocol Revision Request and Budgeting Process — all of which are layered with 15 


references to the other documents in a way that would have been time consuming to re-align 16 


without introducing errors.  17 


 If the Commission would prefer establishing a similar governance regime under a less 18 


formal tiered committee or council structure, as the other parties have proposed, the option 19 


could be explored. I would recommend paying careful attention to how doing so might 20 


compromise key elements that are necessary to induce sufficient participation by market 21 


participants e.g. in terms of the membership structure, differential voting regimes, checks and 22 


balances inherent in the decision-making process, et cetera.   23 
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Q.  Can elements of other parties’ proposals be integrated into this market-based 1 


governance framework? 2 


A. Yes. I expect parties will appreciate the robust and inclusive approach to ensuring that a 3 


diversity of industry stakeholders and market participants are included in governance and 4 


motivated to participate and will have additional insights and refinements to offer in that and 5 


other regards. For example, Mission:data specifically pointed out that:   6 


“In Texas, the utilities operating SMT followed two practices that became problematic. 7 


The first was that any stakeholder was permitted to submit a change request, leading to 8 


a large volume of requests, some of which were impractical and not adequately thought 9 


through. The result was an extremely time-consuming and unfocused review of each 10 


request, some of which were limited to providing benefits to a particular third party and 11 


not to the state as a whole. By limiting change requests in New Hampshire to those 12 


proposed by Committee members only, my proposal encourages individual Committee 13 


members to fully vet and refine change requests prior to proposal before the 14 


Committee, and ensures that proposed change requests provide value to many platform 15 


users.  16 


Second, there wasn’t a defined budget for ongoing change requests in Texas. At first, 17 


the Texas utilities approved change requests under the belief they would be afforded 18 


cost recovery. But then the utilities reversed their policy arbitrarily and abruptly, 19 


bringing all improvements to a halt. Some of these improvements were very important 20 


to third parties, such as user experience improvements. My proposal eliminates the 21 


capriciousness and uncertainty of platform improvement seen in Texas by giving the 22 


Committee authority to approve change requests within a certain budget amount.”19  23 


 
19 Direct Testimony of Michael Murray, p. 71 
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 Kat McGhee’s made similar recommendations regarding budgetary oversight and 1 


expenditure procedures, wherein the body is able to make decisions and minor changes on an 2 


expedited basis while prioritizing and budgeting for more substantive changes with PUC 3 


approval.  4 


These and other refinements and recommendations could be readily incorporated into the 5 


“strawman” governance documents for New Hampshire.  6 


V. Responses to Electric Distribution Company Discovery Requests  7 


Eversource and Unitil (EU) asked 19 discovery questions of me.  Since all the responses 8 


elucidate my testimony in contrast to their positions, especially where we differ, I have inserted 9 


the responses to their discovery requests and questions below.  Note that the standard discovery 10 


response formatting has been removed, apart from the request number line, and that a few 11 


responses have had minor (non-substantive) typos fixed:   12 


Request No. EU to LGC 1-041 Witness & Respondent: Samuel Nash Vautier Golding 13 


REQUEST:  Page 47, lines 17-18: Please describe the “market framework” called for under 14 


New Hampshire’s Electric Utility Restructuring Act. 15 


RESPONSE:  The Electric Utility Restructuring Act refers to the establishment of a “market 16 


framework” under “Administrative Processes”, and states that: 17 


“The commission should adapt its administrative processes to make regulation more 18 


efficient and to enable competitors to adapt to changes in the market in a timely manner. 19 


The market framework for competitive electric service should, to the extent possible, 20 


reduce reliance on administrative process. New Hampshire should move deliberately to 21 


replace traditional planning mechanisms with market driven choice as the means of 22 


supplying resource needs.” 23 


The law is online here: http://www.gencourt.state.nh.us/rsa/html/XXXIV/374-F/374-F-mrg.htm. 24 


See also the response to Request No. EU to LGC 1-009.  25 
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Request No. EU to LGC 1-042 Witness & Respondent: Samuel Nash Vautier Golding 1 


REQUEST:  Page 47, line 20: What rule changes do you foresee as necessary for innovation in 2 


New Hampshire’s market operations?  Please cite specific administrative rules. 3 


RESPONSE:  The LGC objects to this question as overly broad and beyond the scope of the 4 


testimony, as it asks the witness to undertake additional analysis and develop new information as 5 


part of a data request, which is not an appropriate use of discovery.  Notwithstanding the 6 


objection, the witness provides the following responses:   7 


New Hampshire has failed to extend the benefits of restructuring to the mass market, its current 8 


active retail market evinces a high degree of market concentration (never a good sign), and the 9 


metrics by which one could properly assess the level of innovation and barriers to fully 10 


animating choice at a granular level remain wholly untracked.  11 


This question asks for technical particulars on what specifically has to change to enable 12 


innovation. That may be well-intentioned, and there are undoubtedly a variety of near-term 13 


specific changes warranted (a few of which any individual stakeholder could offer), but it really 14 


is missing the point. The appropriate question to ask is how did we manage to relegate ourselves 15 


to this disadvantageous position, and how do we make better decisions going forward? 16 


Adapting to the accelerating pace of fundamental change in technologies, market dynamics and 17 


consumer preferences necessitates a continuous rule reform process that leverages a diversity of 18 


interested, informed, localized, and specific knowledge. I know of no other way of creating, let 19 


alone sustaining, a rational economic ordering of the electric power system given such dynamic 20 


fundamentals other than a market framework. 21 


That is why the main purpose of my testimony was to demonstrate why New Hampshire needs to 22 


implement a market framework for governance — in compliance with the Electric Utility 23 


Restructuring Act, and as an alternative to the current reliance on administrative processes — 24 
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and how doing so could allow our industry to rely on the collective knowledge of all 1 


stakeholders (market participants like Community Power Aggregators in particular) to guide the 2 


rule reforms needed to allow innovation in retail customer products and services to play out 3 


freely whilst creating value for the system as a whole.  4 


To put it bluntly: until we get governance right, I fear we will all be condemned to endlessly 5 


repaving the road to hell with our good intentions.  6 


Request No. EU to LGC 1-043 Witness & Respondent: Samuel Nash Vautier Golding 7 


REQUEST:  Page 50, line 11: Please define “fully restructured” relative to organized energy 8 


markets.  9 


RESPONSE:  I believe that the section “How should the statewide, multi-use online energy data 10 


platform be governed?” of my Direct Testimony, which starts on Bates p. 82, along with the 11 


section “How are fully restructured markets governed in practice?”, which starts on Bates p. 60, 12 


and the attachments from Bates p. 99 through 128, substantially addresses this question. 13 


Request No. EU to LGC 1-044 Witness & Respondent: Samuel Nash Vautier Golding 14 


REQUEST:  Page 50, line 21: What elements of integration within the retail market 15 


“structurally disadvantage retail competition and foreclose retail innovation and choice in 16 


services” and why?  17 


RESPONSE: The LGC objects to this question as overly broad and beyond the scope of the 18 


testimony, as it asks the witness to undertake additional analysis and develop new information as 19 


part of a data request, which is not an appropriate use of discovery.  Notwithstanding the 20 


objection, the witness provides the following responses:   21 


Please refer to the response to Request No. EU to LGC 1-042.  22 


Request No. EU to LGC 1-045 Witness & Respondent: Samuel Nash Vautier Golding 23 
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REQUEST:  Page 50, line 21: Please explain how the current state of distribution grid operation 1 


integration by the utilities “structurally disadvantages” retail competition.  2 


RESPONSE:  Page 50, line 21 references the following sentence, excerpted here in its entirety: 3 


 “However, utilities have not been quarantined to operating the distribution grid, and 4 


instead remain integrated within the retail market in ways that I believe structurally 5 


disadvantage retail competition and foreclose retail innovation and choice in services for 6 


the majority of customers.”  7 


I am unsure what the phrase “distribution grid operation integration by the utilities” in the 8 


question refers to in the New Hampshire market context in general or in relation to my above-9 


cited testimony.  I did not assert that “the current state of distribution grid operation integration” 10 


structurally disadvantages retail competition.  11 


Request No. EU to LGC 1-046 Witness & Respondent: Samuel Nash Vautier Golding 12 


REQUEST:  Page 51, lines 3-6: What decision-making is “carried out through administrative 13 


procedures and not through a transparent and responsive ‘market framework’”?    14 


RESPONSE:  As far as I can tell, substantially all of it, except for a limited amount of retail 15 


choice of a limited number of products, mostly realized by larger C&I customers. As Bates p. 51, 16 


lines 3-7 states:  17 


“Moreover, it appears that almost all decision-making is still carried out through 18 


administrative procedures and not through a transparent and responsive “market 19 


framework” that would “enable competitors to adapt to changes in the market in a timely 20 


manner” as called for under RSA 374-F.” 21 


Note that the emphasis is on the lack of a market framework. This relegates decision making to 22 


an administrative regime by default — which are reactive, procedural and adversarial in nature, 23 


siloed in terms of scope in relation to the whole system, and commonly bifurcated by utility as 24 


opposed to applying uniformly across the natural boundaries of the retail market.  25 


Moreover, the current administrative regime seems to have ignored, for years, undertaking even 26 


the most basic functional operational improvements for the competitive retail electricity market. 27 
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As one example, the Electric Distribution Companies’ Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) 1 


documentation on the PUC website and PUC order initially approving the EDI20 states that they 2 


are temporary, indicate they will be soon will be finalized and implemented by rules and are 3 


more than two decades old at this point. The EDI Working Group recommended “that the 4 


Commission establish a standing working group to address the need for modifications and 5 


enhancements to the standards and processes described in the report.”21 However, the working 6 


group was apparently never established, and the EDI data transaction formats, test plans, training 7 


manuals et cetera all were last updated in 1998.22 There are also apparently several fields in the 8 


Electronic Data Interchange tariffs that indicate functionality that are not, in reality, functionally 9 


available to CEPS to utilize.   10 


Request No. EU to LGC 1-047 Witness & Respondent: Samuel Nash Vautier Golding 11 


REQUEST:  Page 51, line 7: Please describe your view of “a holistic, responsive and market-12 


based decision-making framework.”  13 


RESPONSE:  I believe that the section “How are fully restructured markets governed in 14 


practice?” of my Direct Testimony, which starts on Bates p. 60, substantially addresses this 15 


question. 16 


Request No. EU to LGC 1-048 Witness & Respondent: Samuel Nash Vautier Golding 17 


REQUEST:  Page 51, line 7: Please provide specific examples of cases where 18 


the NH distribution utilities decision making with respect to the retail market has been “unduly 19 


mediated by the monopoly distribution utilities”.  20 


RESPONSE:  The LGC objects to this question as overly broad and beyond the scope of the 21 


testimony, as it asks the witness to undertake additional analysis and develop new information as 22 


 
20 In Order No. 22, 919, May 4, 1998 the Commission states that “we will temporarily adopt the Working Group's 


recommendations pending the outcome of a rulemaking on the implementation of EDI standards.”  Web address: 


https://www.puc.nh.gov/Regulatory/Orders/1998ords/22919e.html . 
21 “Consensus Plan for the Transmission of Electronic Data in New Hampshire’s Retail Electric Market,” Docket 


DR 96-150, Electric Utility Industry Restructuring, April 2, 1998, p. 4.  Web address: 


https://www.puc.nh.gov/Electric/EDI/edirev53.pdf.  
22 NH PUC “EDI Information” webpage: https://www.puc.nh.gov/electric/edi.htm 
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part of a data request, which is not an appropriate use of discovery.  Notwithstanding the 1 


objection, the witness provides the following responses:   2 


I believe that the section “Have distribution utilities’ recent investment decisions in the retail 3 


value chain hindered or supported the development of a competitive retail market?” of my 4 


Direct Testimony, which starts on Bates p. 72, substantially addresses this question. 5 


More broadly, Bates p. 51 lines 7 through 9 are as follows: 6 


The lack of a holistic, responsive and market-based decision-making framework means 7 


that decisions regarding the functionality of the retail market remain heavily, and almost 8 


certainly unduly, mediated by the monopoly distribution utilities. 9 


Note that the emphasis is on the lack of a market framework, and how this relegates decision 10 


making to administrative proceedings by default — which are reactive, procedural and 11 


adversarial in nature, siloed in terms of scope in relation to the whole system, and commonly 12 


bifurcated by utility as opposed to applying uniformly across the natural boundaries of the retail 13 


market. The behavior of the electric distribution companies to-date is largely a product, a logical 14 


outcome, of this administrative regime. From that perspective, such behavior underscores the 15 


need to reform the very rules by which this game is played.  16 


Request No. EU to LGC 1-049 Witness & Respondent: Samuel Nash Vautier Golding 17 


REQUEST:  Page 55, line 5: Please provide the referenced EIA 861 datasets.  18 


RESPONSE:  EIA 861 datasets are publicly available online here: 19 


https://www.eia.gov/electricity/data/eia861/.  20 


Please note that "Public Service Co of NH" (utility name) in the 2013 EIA861 dataset 21 


"Advanced_Meters_2013.xls" lacks any data reported under "Number Non AMR/AMI Meters". 22 


Consequently, this utility is missing about 475,000 meters. I notified EIA of the first omission on 23 


7 January 2020 but it appears that the data is still unreported or missing. "Public Service Co of 24 


NH" could presumably provide the data directly.  25 


Request No. EU to LGC 1-050 Witness & Respondent: Samuel Nash Vautier Golding 26 
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REQUEST:  Page 57, line 1:  Please provide a comparison of market prices versus default 1 


energy prices in NH and comment on the competitiveness of 3rd Party pricing for residential 2 


customers.  3 


RESPONSE:  The LGC objects to this question as overly broad and beyond the scope of the 4 


testimony, as it asks the witness to undertake additional research and analysis and develop new 5 


information as part of a data request, which is not an appropriate use of discovery.  6 


Notwithstanding the objection, the witness provides the following responses:   7 


If you assume that residential customers only want a commodity, then you misunderstand 8 


consumer preferences in today’s retail electricity market. Those preferences are heterogenous: 9 


some may value assistance in ensuring continuity of service (e.g. backup generation) at a 10 


premium, or price stability in the form of longer-term hedged products relative to default service, 11 


or access to more granular time-varying pricing and assistance shaping their load to wholesale 12 


price or carbon emission intensity intervals, or to purchase a product with higher renewable or 13 


local generation content, or to access more convenient customer services, or bespoke advisory 14 


services regarding DER products, or help with budgeting and pre-paid or otherwise flexible 15 


payment options — the list goes on. 16 


In a word, freedom is the most accurate metric by which to approximate the potential of a market 17 


to create value for customers: the aggregator’s freedom to innovate in offering new products and 18 


services and the customer’s freedom to choose those same products and services.   19 


Analyzing commodity price is therefore antediluvian and altogether too narrow an accounting — 20 


specious, in fact — without first collecting a sufficiently broad array of market metrics and 21 


accounting for the above service quality and product differentiators. Such a question is 22 


motivated, in my opinion, by ignorance at best and an anti-consumer bias at worst.  23 


Regardless, the strengthening of consumer protection depends upon maximizing long-run 24 


creation of value, in all the many forms valued by consumers. Thus, the framing that lower 25 
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consumer prices of the commodity should be pursued without regard to consequences of scope or 1 


quality of service is both naïve and a threat to social welfare.  2 


Request No. EU to LGC 1-051 Witness & Respondent: Samuel Nash Vautier Golding 3 


REQUEST:  Page 58, lines 6-8: What do you and what does the Council of European 4 


Regulators consider as a sufficiently “low concentration” within a given market 5 


structure?  Please explain.  6 


RESPONSE:  The LGC objects to this question as overly broad and beyond the scope of the 7 


testimony, as it asks the witness to undertake additional analysis and develop new information as 8 


part of a data request, which is not an appropriate use of discovery.  Notwithstanding the 9 


objection, the witness provides the following responses:   10 


Refer to the table on Bates p. 60 for the specific metrics the Council of European Regulators uses 11 


to track progress for this and other key properties of well-functioning markets. Refer to Bates p. 12 


59, footnote 19 for the report from which this table was taken, refer to page 3/74 therein for 13 


documents related to the report, and refer therein to the “2017 Handbook for National Energy 14 


Regulators How to assess retail market functioning”, pages 11 through 17 for detailed tables 15 


summarizing the following for each metric related to this key property: Metric Name; 16 


Description; Purpose; Source of Data; Quantification; Frequency; Unit of Measure; and Data 17 


Completeness.  18 


The aforementioned “2017 Handbook for National Energy Regulators How to assess retail 19 


market functioning” is available online here: https://www.ceer.eu/documents/104400/-/-20 


/840b4ce7-9e4a-5ecc-403a-fad85d6ba268 21 


The tables available therein are excerpted below for your convenience: 22 
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 1 


Request No. EU to LGC 1-052 Witness & Respondent: Samuel Nash Vautier Golding 2 


REQUEST:  Page 58, lines 9-11: What do you and what does the Council of European 3 


Regulators consider as sufficiently “low market-entry barriers” within a given market 4 


structure?  Please explain.  5 
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RESPONSE:  The LGC objects to this question as overly broad and beyond the scope of the 1 


testimony, as it asks the witness to undertake additional analysis and develop new information as 2 


part of a data request, which is not an appropriate use of discovery.  Notwithstanding the 3 


objection, the witness provides the following responses:   4 


Refer to the table on Bates p. 60 for the specific metrics the Council of European Regulators uses 5 


to track progress for this and other key properties of well-functioning markets. Refer to Bates p. 6 


59, footnote 19 for the report from which this table was taken, refer to page 3/74 therein for 7 


documents related to the report, and refer therein to the “2017 Handbook for National Energy 8 


Regulators How to assess retail market functioning”, pages 11 through 17 for detailed tables 9 


summarizing the following for each metric related to this key property: Metric Name; 10 


Description; Purpose; Source of Data; Quantification; Frequency; Unit of Measure; and Data 11 


Completeness.  12 


The aforementioned “2017 Handbook for National Energy Regulators How to assess retail 13 


market functioning” is available online here: https://www.ceer.eu/documents/104400/-/-14 


/840b4ce7-9e4a-5ecc-403a-fad85d6ba268 15 


The tables available therein are excerpted below for your convenience: 16 


 17 
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Request No. EU to LGC 1-053         Witness & Respondent: Samuel Nash Vautier Golding 2 


REQUEST:  Page 59, line 1: Please explain what energy service components are included 3 


within “retail prices” as referenced.  4 


 5 


RESPONSE:  The LGC objects to this question as overly broad and beyond the scope of the 6 


testimony, as it asks the witness to undertake additional analysis and develop new information as 7 


part of a data request, which is not an appropriate use of discovery.  Notwithstanding the 8 


objection, the witness provides the following responses:   9 
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Refer to the table on Bates p. 60 for the specific metrics the Council of European Regulators uses 1 


to track progress for this and other key properties of well-functioning markets. Refer to Bates p. 2 


59, footnote 19 for the report from which this table was taken, refer to page 3/74 therein for 3 


documents related to the report, and refer therein to the “2017 Handbook for National Energy 4 


Regulators How to assess retail market functioning”, pages 11 through 17 for detailed tables 5 


summarizing the following for each metric related to this key property: Metric Name; 6 


Description; Purpose; Source of Data; Quantification; Frequency; Unit of Measure; and Data 7 


Completeness.  8 


The aforementioned “2017 Handbook for National Energy Regulators How to assess retail 9 


market functioning” is available online here: https://www.ceer.eu/documents/104400/-/-10 


/840b4ce7-9e4a-5ecc-403a-fad85d6ba268 11 


The tables available therein are excerpted in the response to Request No. EU to LGC 1-054 for 12 


your convenience. 13 


Request No. EU to LGC 1-054 Witness & Respondent: Samuel Nash Vautier Golding 14 


REQUEST:  Page 59, lines 1-4: If retail prices do not closely reflect wholesale market prices, is 15 


it your opinion that customers are not “paying a fair price”?  16 


RESPONSE:  The LGC objects to this question as overly broad and beyond the scope of the 17 


testimony, as it asks the witness to undertake additional analysis and develop new information as 18 


part of a data request, which is not an appropriate use of discovery.  Notwithstanding the 19 


objection, the witness provides the following responses:   20 


As a foundational matter, it is important to keep in mind that there are eight key properties of 21 


well-functioning markets here, which are as follows: low concentration within a relevant market; 22 


low market-entry barriers; a close relationship between wholesale markets and retail prices; a 23 


range of offers, including demand response; a high level of awareness and trust; the availability 24 


of empowerment tools; sufficient consumer engagement; and appropriate consumer protections. 25 


These are accompanied by a matrix of 25 metrics used to track progress within each of the eight 26 
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key properties (Bates p. 60.). The point is that no one metric, narrowly considered in isolation 1 


from the others, could credibly suffice to indicate a well-functioning market. 2 


The question references one of the above eight key properties but does so in a way that 3 


seemingly misconstrues my testimony. The lines in question from my testimony (Page 59, lines 4 


1-4) state:  5 


“A close relationship between wholesale markets and retail prices to ensure that 6 


consumers receive correct price signals, which is an important incentive for demand 7 


response. In addition, the mark-up between wholesale and retail prices reveals whether 8 


consumers are paying a fair price.” 9 


Referring to the above, I do not consider the wording “close relationship” in the above metric to 10 


be synonymous with the phrase “closely reflect” as used in the question; the latter brings to mind 11 


a direct comparison in a narrow sense, while the latter does not. Furthermore, the metric refers to 12 


“wholesale markets” and not “wholesale market prices” per se; again, the latter is a much 13 


narrower conception than the former. Last but not least, the key property clearly refers to the 14 


“mark-up between wholesale and retail prices” as providing a measure of insight into whether or 15 


not consumers are “paying a fair price” — not whether retail prices “closely reflect wholesale 16 


market prices”.  17 


These distinctions are rather critical, considering that retail pricing structures in fully restructured 18 


markets reflect what the customer has agreed to with their retailer, and therefore naturally 19 


encompass an appropriate range of price-risk structures and product options serving a diversity 20 


of customer preferences and capacities, and within those, a range of correlations between retail 21 


price-risk structures and wholesale price-risk dynamics. Put another way: different retail 22 


products offer a variety of price-risk structures relative to underlying wholesale price-risk drivers 23 


and price movements, and a credible analysis must appropriately capture this reality. In this way, 24 


the key property as cited in my testimony appropriately countenances this real-world complexity, 25 


while the question seems oblivious to it.   26 
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If you refer to the table on Bates p.60, you will see that this key property is actually composed of 1 


two metrics: the first is “Metric 7: Correlation between wholesale and retail energy prices” while 2 


the second is “Metric 8: Mark-up between wholesale and retail energy prices”.  3 


The question has created a chimera by conflating two distinct metrics of this key property — 4 


managing to doubly-misconstrue the key property in question as a consequence. 5 


For a detailed description regarding both of the metrics, refer to the “2017 Handbook for 6 


National Energy Regulators How to assess retail market functioning”,  available online here: 7 


https://www.ceer.eu/documents/104400/-/-/840b4ce7-9e4a-5ecc-403a-fad85d6ba268 8 


There you will find detailed tables containing the following fields for each metric: Metric Name; 9 


Description; Purpose; Source of Data; Quantification; Frequency; Unit of Measure; and Data. 10 


Note that “Metric 7: Correlation between wholesale and retail energy prices” is on page 18/44 to 11 


19/44, and “Metric 8: Mark-up between wholesale and retail energy prices” is on page 19/44 to 12 


20/44. 13 


The tables available therein are excerpted below for your convenience: 14 


 15 
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Request No. EU to LGC 1-055 Witness & Respondent: Samuel Nash Vautier Golding 2 
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 1 


REQUEST:  Page 59, line 5: What is a sufficient range of offers, including demand response 2 


services, for a well-functioning market?  Please explain.  3 


 4 


RESPONSE:  The LGC objects to this question as overly broad and beyond the scope of the 5 


testimony, as it asks the witness to undertake additional analysis and develop new information as 6 


part of a data request, which is not an appropriate use of discovery.  Notwithstanding the 7 


objection, the witness provides the following responses:   8 


Refer to Bates p. 64, footnote 24: for a list of innovative retail products, refer to page 25 of this 9 


report: Dr. Philip R. O’Connor, “Restructuring Recharged,” Retail Energy Supply Association. 10 


April 2017. Available online: 11 


https://www.resausa.org/sites/default/files/RESA_Restructuring_Recharged_White%20Paper_0.12 


pdf  13 


The table referenced is excerpted below for your convenience: 14 
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Refer to the table on Bates p. 60 for the specific metrics the Council of European Regulators uses 1 


to track progress for this and other key properties of well-functioning markets. Refer to Bates p. 2 


59, footnote 19 for the report from which this table was taken, refer to page 3/74 therein for 3 


documents related to the report, and refer therein to the “2017 Handbook for National Energy 4 


Regulators How to assess retail market functioning”, pages 11 through 17 for detailed tables 5 


summarizing the following for each metric related to this key property: Metric Name; 6 


Description; Purpose; Source of Data; Quantification; Frequency; Unit of Measure; and Data 7 


Completeness.  8 


The aforementioned “2017 Handbook for National Energy Regulators How to assess retail 9 


market functioning” is available online here: https://www.ceer.eu/documents/104400/-/-10 


/840b4ce7-9e4a-5ecc-403a-fad85d6ba268 11 


The tables available therein are excerpted below for your convenience: 12 


13 


 14 
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Request No. EU to LGC 1-056 Witness & Respondent: Samuel Nash Vautier Golding 2 


REQUEST:  Page 59, line 12: Do you consider default energy supply options as providing 3 


customer engagement?  4 


RESPONSE:  In the context of the question, yes. (The answer is self-evident to the degree that 5 


I’m curious how anybody could think otherwise.)  6 


However, the context of my testimony that the question cites is rather more specific and prudent 7 


in these regards. Bates p. 59 lines 12-14 reads:  8 


“Sufficient consumer engagement where switches, renegotiations and prosumers are 9 


assessed on a yearly basis. In general, a well-functioning market is one in which a 10 


significant number of consumers engage with the market on a regular basis.” 11 


Refer to the table on Bates p. 60 for the specific metrics the Council of European Regulators uses 12 


to track progress for this and other key properties of well-functioning markets. Refer to Bates p. 13 


59, footnote 19 for the report from which this table was taken, refer to page 3/74 therein for 14 


documents related to the report, and refer therein to the “2017 Handbook for National Energy 15 


Regulators How to assess retail market functioning”, pages 11 through 17 for detailed tables 16 


summarizing the following for each metric related to this key property: Metric Name; 17 


Description; Purpose; Source of Data; Quantification; Frequency; Unit of Measure; and Data 18 


Completeness.  19 
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The aforementioned “2017 Handbook for National Energy Regulators How to assess retail 1 


market functioning” is available online here: https://www.ceer.eu/documents/104400/-/-2 


/840b4ce7-9e4a-5ecc-403a-fad85d6ba268 3 


The tables available therein are excerpted below for your convenience: 4 


 5 
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Request No. EU to LGC 1-057 Witness & Respondent: Samuel Nash Vautier Golding 2 


REQUEST:  Page 59, lines 15-17: What do you consider as appropriate 3 


consumer protections?  Which customer types do you consider as most vulnerable?  4 


RESPONSE:  The LGC objects to this question as overly broad and beyond the scope of the 5 


testimony, as it asks the witness to undertake additional analysis and develop new information as 6 


part of a data request, which is not an appropriate use of discovery.  Notwithstanding the 7 


objection, the witness provides the following responses:   8 


Refer to the table on Bates p. 60 for the specific metrics the Council of European Regulators uses 9 


to track progress for this and other key properties of well-functioning markets. Refer to Bates p. 10 


59, footnote 19 for the report from which this table was taken, refer to page 3/74 therein for 11 


documents related to the report, and refer therein to the “2017 Handbook for National Energy 12 


Regulators How to assess retail market functioning”, pages 11 through 17 for detailed tables 13 


summarizing the following for each metric related to this key property: Metric Name; 14 


Description; Purpose; Source of Data; Quantification; Frequency; Unit of Measure; and Data 15 


Completeness.  16 


The aforementioned “2017 Handbook for National Energy Regulators How to assess retail 17 


market functioning” is available online here: https://www.ceer.eu/documents/104400/-/-18 


/840b4ce7-9e4a-5ecc-403a-fad85d6ba268 19 


The tables available therein are excerpted below for your convenience: 20 
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Request No. EU to LGC 1-058 Witness : Samuel Nash Vautier Golding 2 


 Respondents: Samuel Golding and Clifton Below  3 


REQUEST:  Page 64, lines 5-7: If a New Hampshire “market platform facilitates transactions 4 


between the wholesale generation market, the distribution utility, and the non-utility entities that 5 


serve retail customers and manage portfolios of distributed energy resources” would such a 6 


platform be subject to FERC regulation?  Please explain.  7 
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RESPONSE:  The LGC objects to this question as overly broad and beyond the scope of the 1 


testimony, as it asks the witness to undertake additional research and analysis and develop new 2 


information as part of a data request, which is not an appropriate use of discovery.  It is also 3 


seeking a legal opinion from someone who is not a lawyer.  Notwithstanding the objection we 4 


provide the following response:   5 


A distribution system level transactive energy system platform (or platforms), the data 6 


platform(s) supporting it, and all of the interconnected DERs and eIoT devices connected to the 7 


distribution grid, including DG and storage that is less than 5 MW in capacity23 and are not 8 


participants in the ISO-NE FERC jurisdictional interstate wholesale electricity market  9 


jurisdictional distribution grid should not be subject to FERC regulation.  States have exclusive 10 


jurisdiction over retail and intrastate wholesale sales of electricity and the entire distribution grid 11 


(and generally things connected to that grid, especially including DERs and eIoT devices behind 12 


retail meters) per the Federal Power Act and FERC and US Supreme Court interpretations of that 13 


law.  Please see the response to  Request No. EU to LGC 1-006 for more detail and citations.  14 


Of course the retail market, the state jurisdictional portion of the overall market, is and will 15 


continue to be necessarily connected to the interstate wholesale markets, like the distribution grid 16 


is connected to the transmission grid, so that interface and participation in those markets would 17 


be subject to FERC regulation.  Likewise, DERs including DG less than 5 MW that voluntarily 18 


chooses to participate in the FERC jurisdictional ISO New England markets are subject to FERC 19 


regulation with regard to that participation, even if they are connected to the distribution grid and 20 


are behind a retail meter.  We can’t think of any good reason why a market interface, respecting 21 


jurisdictional boundaries can’t be drawn just like we have a clear boundary between what is 22 


FERC jurisdictional transmission facilities and what is state jurisdictional distribution facilities 23 


with the interface jointly managed and regulated.   24 


 
23 Any generator 5 MW or greater in capacity in New England is required to register as a FERC jurisdictional 


interstate wholesale market participant with ISO New England per OP No.14, so is subject to FERC regulation.  


Bates p. 70







NHPUC Docket No. DE 19-197 


Rebuttal Testimony of Samuel Nash Vautier Golding for the Local Government Coalition 


Page 70 of 83. 


Page 70 


Request No. EU to LGC 1-059 Witness & Respondent: Samuel Nash Vautier Golding 1 


REQUEST:  Page 64, line 9: Please elaborate on the term “permission-less innovation”.  2 


RESPONSE:  Refer to Bates p. 64, footnote 23: Refer to Lynne Kiesling and Michael Giberson, 3 


"The need for electricity retail market reforms," Regulation. Fall 2017. Available online here:  4 


https://www.cato.org/sites/cato.org/files/serials/files/regulation/2017/9/regulation-v40n3-4.pdf 5 


Request No. EU to LGC 1-060 Witness & Respondent: Samuel Nash Vautier Golding 6 


REQUEST:  Page 64, line 13:  Does NH offer a large enough market to drive 7 


the standardization of data exchange and market innovation?  Please include comparison of NH 8 


markets versus New England, Texas and California.   9 


RESPONSE:  The LGC objects to this question as overly broad and beyond the scope of the 10 


testimony, as it asks the witness to undertake additional analysis and develop new information as 11 


part of a data request, which is not an appropriate use of discovery.  Notwithstanding the 12 


objection, the witness provides the following responses:   13 


New Hampshire, as a partially restructured market, is certainly behind the curve. Its relatively 14 


small size is not of particular concern, however, in the context of the question as I understand it. 15 


Refer to LGC 1-061. There are numerous third-party providers of Local Flexibility Markets, for 16 


example, which have developed in mature, fully restructured organized electricity markets. My 17 


understanding is that such companies, having already developed and deployed the necessary 18 


capabilities — often with substantial public and private investment — are now actively seeking 19 


opportunities to deploy their platforms in new markets at marginal cost.  20 


In other words, New Hampshire is likely in a position to “free ride” upon the leadership and 21 


hard-won lessons learned of other markets in this regard — because in the process, they have 22 


collectively created a market of proven, innovative data platform providers, in competition with 23 


one another for market share beyond the confines of their respective native domains.  24 
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Moreover, these are software companies. As any software market matures (i.e. become 1 


standardized in terms of functionality) it becomes a commodity. As such, software companies 2 


are naturally — and keenly! — motivated to capture sufficient market share in strategic domains 3 


so as to create a ‘network effect’ as a means to foreclose their competition. As such, providers 4 


will almost certainly view the opportunity to deploy a statewide platform in New Hampshire as a 5 


“first mover” competitive advantage in capturing and thereby unifying additional state-level 6 


markets within ISO-NE.  7 


Given such context, I would be surprised if New Hampshire were unable to extract advantageous 8 


contractual concessions beyond pure pricing dimensions from qualified bidders e.g. 9 


performance-based contracting, et cetera.  10 


Request No. EU to LGC 1-061 Witness & Respondent: Samuel Nash Vautier Golding 11 


REQUEST:  Page 65, line 4:  Please explain “Local Flexibility Markets” referenced in simple 12 


diagram provided.  13 


RESPONSE:  The LGC objects to this question as overly broad and beyond the scope of the 14 


testimony, as it asks the witness to undertake additional analysis and develop new information as 15 


part of a data request, which is not an appropriate use of discovery.  Notwithstanding the 16 


objection, the witness provides the following responses:   17 


Local flexibility markets (LFM) are a platform approach to allowing intelligent load 18 


management devices and DERs to be autonomously coordinated in a decentralized manner that 19 


is co-optimized across all the horizontal segments of the electric power system. The platform 20 


spans multiple Electric Distribution Company territories and is naturally operated by neutral 21 


third parties.  22 


(Note that a market framework has to be constructed to enable this flexibility because of the lack 23 


of distribution locational marginal pricing — the advent of which will obviate transaction costs 24 


while increasing market efficiency).   25 
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Particularly in the context of increasing variable renewable penetration, closure of thermal power 1 


plants, and the multi-sectoral electrification that decarbonization entails (which at-scale 2 


confound forecasting and traditional planning, resource adequacy and operating regimes), active 3 


orchestration of a growing “grid edge” asset fleet enables efficient allocation of capital across all 4 


geographic and temporal dimensions — which are, generically:  5 


1. Over the short-term and at the regional level: lessening renewable curtailment, price 6 


volatility, high voltage network congestion and ancillary service requirements; 7 


2. Over the short- to medium-term and at the local level: lessening operational stress on existing 8 


low-voltage network components while steering investment in retail technologies and 9 


enabling services towards specific geographies where deployments create system value; and 10 


3. Over the medium- to long-term and at both the local and regional levels: deferring and 11 


refining (i.e. minimizing stranded cost) investments in both generation capacity and low-12 


voltage and high-voltage network upgrades.   13 


Local flexibility markets are thus not only beneficial for retail customers, who receive an 14 


additional revenue stream in exchange for their demand flexibility and DER dispatch, but for the 15 


system as a whole.  16 


From the perspective of an Electric Distribution Company, such markets offer the means to 17 


forego capital expenditures in favor of operational expenditures that procure products from 18 


aggregators to manage congestion on low-voltage networks. This naturally requires the utility to 19 


become a “wires only” enterprise and the evolution of a suitable regulatory regime (e.g. RIIO in 20 


the UK being one such example). 21 


An electric distribution company facing network capacity constraints due to the penetration of 22 


DERs could, for example, transact with aggregators managing fleets of DER and trading 23 


capacity on the local flexibility market platform so as to curtail demand during times of 24 


congestion — or publish operating envelopes around which aggregators trade capacity with one 25 
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another to achieve the same operational objective. Load usage patterns are actively shaped in this 1 


fashion, within targeted geographies, to elevate the level of distributed generation 2 


interconnection that would otherwise (i.e. absent the market) require upgrades to the underlying 3 


network. Further, the development of such a platform architecture enables more granular and 4 


societally equitable marginal cost pricing approaches in comparison to cost-averaging tariff-5 


based regimes, for example by facilitating bid-based capacity reservation tenders to manage the 6 


charging of electric vehicles (to recover the cost of the network).  7 


In fully restructured electricity markets, it is natural to assume such a holistic perspective and to 8 


therefore plan and operate the system in relation to market activity across horizontal segments. 9 


The need for a market-based approach to unlocking operational flexibility is thus as widely 10 


established in the EU and Oceania as it is lacking in the USA (wherein state-level retail markets 11 


remain almost all vertically integrated or partially restructured).  12 


Below are a selection of useful resources in regard to the design of Local Flexibility Markets: 13 


• Smart Grid Task Force (of the European Commission), “Regulatory Recommendations for 14 


the Deployment of Flexibility”, 2015. Available online: 15 


https://ec.europa.eu/energy/sites/ener/files/documents/EG3%20Final%20-16 


%20January%202015.pdf 17 


• CEER, “Distribution Systems Working Group: Flexibility Use at Distribution Level” 17 July 18 


2018. Available online: https://www.ceer.eu/documents/104400/-/-/e5186abe-67eb-4bb5-19 


1eb2-2237e1997bbc 20 


• INTERRFACE Consortium, “INTERRFACE (TSO-DSO-Consumer INTERFACE 21 


aRchitecture) to provide innovative Grid Services for an efficient power system,” 2020. 22 


Available online: 23 


https://cadmus.eui.eu/bitstream/handle/1814/64505/INTERRFACE_D2.4_v1.0.pdf?sequence24 


=1&isAllowed=y 25 


A refreshingly ‘matter of fact’ summary of many key concepts and mechanisms was (as usual) 26 


published by the Nordic Council of Ministers in the 2017 report “Demand Side Flexibility in the 27 


Nordic Electricity Market from a Distribution System Operator Perspective”, available online at: 28 


http://norden.diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:1167837/FULLTEXT01.pdf . A selection of 29 
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quotes follows (note that they refer to Electric Distribution Companies as Distribution System 1 


Operators, or “DSOs”): 2 


“Being a natural, regulated monopoly, the DSO cannot engage in services other than 3 


grid. Hence, to mobilise the full set of incentives to end users, the DSOs rely on other 4 


players taking a role towards end users – like energy service providers or aggregators. 5 


For DSOs, financial incentives are the most likely instruments. This may be in the form of 6 


grid tariffs, investment contributions or purchase of flexibility. 7 


It is likely that many of the measures available to end users have a low marginal loss of 8 


utility. For example, EV home charging can in most cases be done during off-peak hours 9 


at night instead of during evening peak hours. Slow loads like hot water tanks or electric 10 


cables may be switched off during peak hours with no real loss of utility. 11 


To incentivize load shifting, tariffs must include a load based element. We discuss several 12 


relevant models, and point out that dynamic models where the strength of the price signal 13 


depends on the system load, rather than the individual end user load, are more effective 14 


at producing network savings at low socio-economic costs than static models. Also, both 15 


findings from previous studies, as well as comments from DSOs, show that peak load 16 


problems in the grid can normally be addressed with targeted measures from a very 17 


limited number of end users – possibly only 10% or less than the total number of 18 


households. This means that targeted tariff and dynamic models will have significant cost 19 


efficiency advantages over static, general models. 20 


Purchase of flexibility could be organized directly between the DSO and the end user, or 21 


via a third party. From a market perspective, the two models are very different. Direct 22 


purchase from the DSO may be the most efficient model in isolation, but will also affect 23 


market prices for flexibility and the possibility to develop market-driven models with 24 


third-party players. Hence, DSO direct purchase could be negative for developing DSR 25 
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for use in established and future system services markets at TSO level, or new market 1 


solutions at TSO/DSO level.” 2 


This provide the context to understand why: 3 


• “In CEER’s view, flexibility products should be developed in the markets, and the role of the 4 


DSOs would be as user of flexibility that benefits the grids, i.e. the DSO purchases flexibility 5 


from third parties, but does not provide it.”24 6 


• All four local flexibility market platforms currently deployed or under development in the 7 


EU across various member states (NODES, Piclo Flex, Enera, GOPACS) are operated by 8 


non-utility third parties to avoid the platform becoming “monopolistic by nature” and “all 9 


projects engage or tend to engage with multiple DSOs”. 25 10 


• Similarly, local flexibility market platforms deployed in Oceania are operated by third parties 11 


and designed to operate across multiple Electric Distribution Company territories. 12 


Greensync’s “Distributed Energy Exchange” (DeX) platform is one such example.26 13 


Designed in cooperation with 60+ stakeholders as a market platform spanning multiple 14 


Electric Distribution Companies and aggregators, I understand it to be in the early stages of 15 


deployment but apparently already managing ~500+ MW of DER and retail load flexibility 16 


(based upon somewhat dated conversations i.e. about a year ago).  17 


These local flexibility market platforms are deployed, and thus evidently cost effective. Piclo 18 


Flex, to provide another example, reportedly has “200+ flexibility providers” offering “4.5 GWs 19 


of flexibility” at present.27  20 


 
24 CEER, “Distribution Systems Working Group: Flexibility Use at Distribution Level” 17 July 2018 at p. 10. 


Available online: https://www.ceer.eu/documents/104400/-/-/e5186abe-67eb-4bb5-1eb2-2237e1997bbc 
25 INTERRFACE Consortium, “INTERRFACE (TSO-DSO-Consumer INTERFACE aRchitecture) to provide 


innovative Grid Services for an efficient power system,” 2020, at page 43-44 and p. 50. Available online: 


https://cadmus.eui.eu/bitstream/handle/1814/64505/INTERRFACE_D2.4_v1.0.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y 
26 Refer online to: https://arena.gov.au/projects/decentralised-energy-exchange/ and https://greensync.com/ 
27 Refer online to: https://picloflex.com/ 
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Whitepapers, status reports and background materials appear generally available off of each 1 


platform’s websites. Here is a useful simplified market schema from the NORD platform:28 2 


 3 


Note that these market platforms do not obviate the need for aggregators to self-provide DERMS 4 


functionality.  5 


Request No. EU to LGC 1-062 Witness & Respondent: Samuel Nash Vautier Golding 6 


REQUEST: 7 


Page 65, lines 5-11:  Please explain the following questions:  8 


A. Should the utilities still offer energy supply for those customers who fall out of the 9 


competitive energy market?  10 


B. Who would coordinate the demand reduction and operation of the power system if the 11 


distribution utilities only engage with customers for outage and interconnection requests?    12 


C. Should regulators oversee these services outside “wires only” service?     13 


RESPONSE: 14 


 
28 Refer online to: https://nodesmarket.com/market-design/ 
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The LGC objects to this question as overly broad and beyond the scope of the testimony, as it 1 


asks the witness to undertake additional analysis and develop new information as part of a data 2 


request, which is not an appropriate use of discovery.  Notwithstanding the objection, the witness 3 


provides the following responses:   4 


A) Eventually, no. Fully restructured markets confine monopoly power to the domains of natural 5 


monopolies i.e. wires only. Refer to Bates p. 68.  6 


B) Within a fully restructured market, demand management (“demand reduction” is an outdated 7 


concept, mind you) naturally falls to aggregators, which are entities with both the incentives 8 


and ability to do so under properly designed markets. Refer to section “Do you expect that 9 


Community Power Aggregators will help to fully implement RSA 374-F?” beginning on Bates 10 


p. 74. Electric distribution companies naturally maintain a role in the “operation of the power 11 


system”, which is a rather broad phrase. Refer to LGC 1-065 and LGC 1-061.  12 


C) Yes, though in a manner that comports with Principle XIV of the New Hampshire Electric 13 


Restructuring Act i.e. primarily by ensuring the competitive market is functioning efficiently. 14 


Refer to “How should the statewide, multi-use online energy data platform be governed?” 15 


beginning on Bates page 82, “What other metrics are used to track the maturity of retail 16 


energy markets?” beginning on Bates page 57, and “How are fully restructured markets 17 


governed in practice?” beginning on Bates page 60.   18 


Request No. EU to LGC 1-063 Witness & Respondent: Samuel Nash Vautier Golding 19 


REQUEST: 20 


Page 77, line 4:  Please elaborate on “intelligent management of distributed energy” and give 21 


examples of CPA’s currently offering these services.  22 


RESPONSE: 23 


The LGC objects to this question as overly broad and beyond the scope of the testimony, as it 24 


asks the witness to undertake additional analysis and develop new information as part of a data 25 
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request, which is not an appropriate use of discovery.  Notwithstanding the objection, the witness 1 


provides the following responses:   2 


The most advanced CPA market to date is California. The experience of municipalities there is 3 


encouraging. Nearly 200 communities have launched 15 separate agencies (most are joint action 4 


power agencies) that are self-funded and evolving rapidly while selling competitively priced 5 


electricity to 4+ million retail customers.  6 


These agencies are collectively building more than 3,600 megawatts of renewable energy and 7 


storage. Several have creating comprehensive multi-sectoral decarbonization plans. Many are 8 


leveraging municipal authorities and collaborating with each other and with local and regional 9 


agencies, legislators, utilities, labor, developers and manufacturers to remove barriers to rooftop 10 


solar installations, electric vehicles and other retail innovations. One agency negotiated the siting 11 


of a new electric bus factory, creating local jobs and the nation’s first all-electric bus fleet in 12 


partnership with their local transportation authority. Another submitted a lease application for 13 


California’s first offshore wind project. Others are building renewable microgrids for critical 14 


facilities and business parks, and partnering with utilities and energy companies to replace a 15 


natural gas peaker plant, causing health problems in low-income communities, with storage and 16 


a virtual power plant of solar+storage deployed across low-income properties. 17 


Below are a non-exhaustive variety of links regarding these CPA’s current offerings and 18 


initiatives specifically pertaining to the “intelligent management of distributed energy” in 19 


operations, planning and codes and standards: 20 


• https://cal-cca.org/cca-programs/ 21 


• https://cal-cca.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/CCA-Resilience-Iniatitives-August-2020.pdf 22 


• https://www.greentechmedia.com/squared/dispatches-from-the-grid-edge/the-elusive-23 


microgrid-tariff-begins-to-emerge-in-california 24 


• https://cal-cca.org/calcca-launching-new-community-energy-innovation-webinar-series/ 25 


Bates p. 79



https://cal-cca.org/cca-programs/

https://cal-cca.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/CCA-Resilience-Iniatitives-August-2020.pdf

https://www.greentechmedia.com/squared/dispatches-from-the-grid-edge/the-elusive-microgrid-tariff-begins-to-emerge-in-california

https://www.greentechmedia.com/squared/dispatches-from-the-grid-edge/the-elusive-microgrid-tariff-begins-to-emerge-in-california

https://cal-cca.org/calcca-launching-new-community-energy-innovation-webinar-series/





NHPUC Docket No. DE 19-197 


Rebuttal Testimony of Samuel Nash Vautier Golding for the Local Government Coalition 


Page 79 of 83. 


Page 79 


• https://cal-cca.org/ebce-launches-first-of-its-kind-home-battery-backup-program/ 1 


• https://cal-cca.org/inside-clean-energy-whats-a-virtual-power-plant-bay-area-consumers-2 


will-soon-find-out/ 3 


• https://cal-cca.org/clean-power-alliance-approves-new-five-year-clean-energy-programs-4 


plan/ 5 


• https://cal-cca.org/calchoice-associate-member-pico-rivera-innovative-municipal-energy-6 


prime-launches-distributed-energy-resources-program/ 7 


• https://cal-cca.org/peninsula-silicon-valley-collaboration-recognized-for-advancing-8 


electrification-in-building-codes-ev-infrastructure/ 9 


Almost all of this progress in California has occurred since 2016. This is what rapid, cost-10 


effective decarbonization and retail market innovation looks like in practice, in my opinion — 11 


and it is replicable, because we now know how to design Community Power Aggregations 12 


correctly, to a large extent based on the industry’s practical experience in California.  13 


Community Power New Hampshire is being designed based on these proven best practices, and 14 


leveraging the insights of experts like Clifton Below and Dr. Amro M. Farid (e.g. Lebanon’s 15 


transactive energy pilot with Dartmouth College and Liberty Utilities).  16 


Senate Bill 286 has given Community Power Aggregations in New Hampshire even greater 17 


authorities, and thus promises even greater ability to innovate and create value in new ways for 18 


communities going forward.  19 


Request No. EU to LGC 1-064 Witness & Respondent: Samuel Nash Vautier Golding 20 


REQUEST:  Page 82, line 9:  Please explain who should oversee the “decentralized 21 


coordination” of the markets.  22 


RESPONSE:  I believe that the section “How should the statewide, multi-use online energy data 23 


platform be governed?” of my Direct Testimony, which starts on Bates p. 82, substantially 24 


addresses this question. 25 


Request No. EU to LGC 1-065 Witness & Respondent: Samuel Nash Vautier Golding 26 
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REQUEST:  Page 83, line 19:  With regard to “technical knowledge” referenced, please provide 1 


the qualifications of those with experience in power systems operation or electrical engineering 2 


who participated in the Joint Action Summit referenced on Bates Page 80. 3 


RESPONSE:  The LGC objects to this question as overly broad and beyond the scope of the 4 


testimony, as it asks the witness to undertake additional analysis and develop new information as 5 


part of a data request, which is not an appropriate use of discovery.  Notwithstanding the 6 


objection, the witness provides the following responses:   7 


Refer to Bates p. 89 through 93. There were over 80 elected officials, municipal staff and local 8 


energy committee members in attendance at the event; while I’m unsure of — let alone in 9 


possession of — all of their qualifications, among them were all the individuals that comprise 10 


this Local Government Coalition. The keynote speaker was the CEO of Silicon Valley Clean 11 


Energy Authority (a Community Choice Aggregator in California) Girish Balachandran, who is 12 


an electrical engineer with over three decades of executive leadership experience in the public 13 


power industry.   14 


However, I would caution against what I perceive of as a fatal conceit within the question itself: 15 


namely, that “technical knowledge” at a conference for Community Power Aggregations refers 16 


solely to “those with experience in power systems operation or electrical engineering”.  17 


The central challenge for New Hampshire and every other market going forward is as follows: 18 


• The effective engagement of retail customers, in terms of the shaping of their load and use of 19 


intelligent end-use devices and other DERs in a manner that preserves the core mission of the 20 


industry through a period of unprecedented and interminable fundamental change for the 21 


system driven by variable renewable generation, fleet retirements and decarbonization policy.   22 


• The effective engagement of communities, that is to say municipal governments and regional 23 


collaborations thereof and the diverse array of interest groups their decision-making naturally 24 
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and literally incorporates, in terms of re-orienting system planning under the aegis of these 1 


entities in their carrying out of multi-sectoral decarbonization activities. 2 


In that context, I would remind all those with “experience in power systems operation or 3 


electrical engineering” of two considerations of paramount importance going forward that their 4 


domain of expertise often fails to consider: 5 


• Customers are not meters; and  6 


• Communities exercise a broader scope of democratic decision-making and relevant planning 7 


authorities that the electric utility industry needs to integrate into alignment with its own 8 


planning in order to effectuate multi-sectoral decarbonization.  9 


The Community Power Aggregator construct is designed specifically to bridge these gaps for 10 


New Hampshire. With that in mind, refer to section “Do you expect that Community Power 11 


Aggregators will help to fully implement RSA 374-F?” beginning on Bates p. 74 and contrast its 12 


focus with that of section “How would you characterize New Hampshire’s current retail market 13 


structure?” beginning on Bates p. 68.   14 


Request No. EU to LGC 1-066 Witness & Respondent: Samuel Nash Vautier Golding 15 


REQUEST:  Page 84, line 4: How specifically do you recommend that the Commission 16 


structure governance based on the model in Texas?  Who do you recommend as stakeholders in 17 


the governance process? 18 


RESPONSE:  The LGC objects to this question as overly broad and beyond the scope of the 19 


testimony, as it asks the witness to undertake additional analysis and develop new information as 20 


part of a data request, which is not an appropriate use of discovery.  Notwithstanding the 21 


objection, the witness provides the following responses:   22 


I believe that the section “How should the statewide, multi-use online energy data platform be 23 


governed?” of my Direct Testimony, which starts on Bates p. 82, along with the section “How 24 
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are fully restructured markets governed in practice?”, which starts on Bates p. 60, and the 1 


attachments from Bates p. 99 through 128, substantially addresses this question. 2 


Q.  Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 3 


A. Yes.   4 
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ARTICLE 1 
OFFICES 


 
Section 1.1 Principal Office. The principal office of the Retail Operations Council of New 
Hampshire, Inc., a New Hampshire non-stock, non-profit corporation (“ROC”), shall be 
located at such place in New Hampshire as the ROC Board of Directors (the “Board”) may 
determine. Additional offices may be established and maintained at such place or places 
as the Board may from time to time designate. 


 
Section 1.2 Registered Office and Registered Agent. ROC will maintain a registered 
office and a registered agent in New Hampshire. The Board may change the registered 
office and the registered agent as permitted by the New Hampshire [insert code 
reference] thereof. 


 
 


ARTICLE 2 
DEFINITIONS 


 
For purposes of these Bylaws, the following definitions apply: 


 
1. Aggregator. Aggregator shall mean any person or entity that aggregates but 


takes no ownership of the electricity needed to meet that aggregated load, as 
defined under Puc 2002.02.  
 


2. Affiliate. Affiliate shall mean, with respect to any person, any other person who, 
directly or indirectly, through one or more intermediaries: (i) controls, is controlled 
by, or is under common control with such person, as set forth in Subsection (B) 
below; or (ii) exercises substantial influence over such person, is substantially 
influenced by such person, or is under common substantial influence with such 
person, as set forth in Subsection (C) below. Membership in ROC shall not 
create an affiliation with ROC. 


 
(A) Construction 


 


As used in this definition: 


 
(x) “party” shall mean any individual, corporation, limited liability company, 
partnership, firm, joint venture, association, joint stock company, trust, 
unincorporated organization, or other entity; 


 
(y) “person” shall mean any party, but shall exclude electric cooperatives 
and all of the entities listed in [insert code reference]; and 


 


(z) “controls”, “controlled by”, or “under common control with” shall mean 
the possession by a person, directly or indirectly, through one or more 
intermediaries, of the power to direct or cause the direction of the 
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management and/or policies and procedures of another person, whether 
through voting securities, contract or otherwise. 


 
(B) Affiliation Through Control 


 


Ownership by a person of equity securities (whether publicly traded or not) 
of another person shall result in a presumption of no control for purposes of 
this definition if: 


 
1. the holder owns (in its name or via intermediaries) less than 20 


percent of the outstanding securities of the person; or 
 


2. the holder owns (in its name or via intermediaries) 20 percent or 
more of the outstanding securities of the person, and: 


 
a. the securities are held as an investment; 


 
b. the holder does not have representation on the person’s 


board of directors (or equivalent governing body) or vice 
versa; and 


 
c. the holder does not in fact exercise influence over day to 


day management decisions. 
 


An ownership interest of 20 percent or more without all of the conditions set 
forth in Subsection (B)(2)(a) through (c) above shall create a presumption 
of control that may be challenged pursuant to Subsection (D) below. 


 
For purposes of determining whether two otherwise unrelated persons are 
affiliated based on a holder’s ownership of equity securities of both persons, 
the holder’s ownership interest shall not result in common control for 
purposes of this definition if such holder’s ownership meets the foregoing 
conditions for either person. 


 
(C) Affiliation Through Substantial Influence 


 


A person who is not controlling, controlled by or under common control with 
another person as described in Subsection (B) above, may nonetheless be 
determined by the Board, pursuant to Subsection (D) below, to be an 
Affiliate of another person, if allegations brought before the Board are 
substantiated that such person, directly or indirectly, through one or more 
intermediaries, exercises substantial influence over such person, is 
substantially influenced by such person, or is under common substantial 
influence with such person. Such a determination may be made by the 
Board only after notice and an opportunity for hearing at a ROC Board 
meeting as set forth in Subsection (D). 
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(D) Procedure for Board Determinations Regarding Affiliation 
 


1. Any party may challenge the presumption of control pursuant to 
Subsection (B) above, or allege substantial influence pursuant to 
Subsection (C) above, to the Board pursuant to the procedure set 
forth in this Subsection (D). 


 
2. The challenging party shall submit written notice of the challenge to 


ROC’s General Counsel. Such written notice shall identify any 
persons that are the subject of the challenge and shall include a 
detailed summary of the facts supporting the challenge. ROC’s 
General Counsel will provide a recommendation to the Board on the 
challenge. 


 
3. The Board will hear such matter at the next regularly-scheduled 


Board meeting that is at least ten (10) Business Days after the date 
the written notice of challenge is received by ROC’s General 
Counsel. Notice of the Board’s consideration of the challenge shall 
be given pursuant to Section 4.6(b) of these Bylaws. 


 
4. The Board shall have discretion to determine whether the persons 


who are the subject of the challenge are Affiliates of one another for 
purposes of these Bylaws by reference to the factors set forth in this 
definition and other persuasive evidence. The challenging party 
shall bear the burden of proof. 


 
(E) Changes in Affiliates 


 


Members shall notify ROC of any change in Affiliates in accordance with 
Section 3.3(c) of these Bylaws. 


 
2. Community Power Aggregator (“CPA”). CPA has the meaning set forth in 


RSA 53-E:2, II, namely, “a municipality or county that engages in aggregation of 
electric customers within its boundaries” and shall mean a municipal or county 
aggregation established pursuant to RSA 53-E to group retail electric customers 
to provide, broker, or contract for electric power supply and energy services for 
such customers, including a group of such entities operating jointly pursuant to 
RSA 53-E:3, II(b) and RSA 53-A, as defined under Puc 2002.[insert code 
reference] 
 


3. Consumers. Any entity meeting the definition for Residential Consumers, 
Commercial Consumers or Industrial Consumers as set forth in this Article. 


 
4. Commercial Consumers. A commercial consumer in New Hampshire: (a) Small 


and Medium Commercial Consumer – A commercial consumer having a peak 
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demand of [insert number] kilowatts or less (or an organization representing such 
consumers); (b) Large Commercial Consumer – A commercial consumer 
having a peak demand of greater than [insert number] kilowatts. An entity applying 
for ROC membership as either a Small and Medium Commercial Consumer or a 
Large Commercial Consumer is ineligible if that entity has interests in the electric 
industry in any other capacity than as an end-use consumer or customer 
generator, as defined under RSA 362-A:1-a II-b, or represents the interests of 
another entity that has interests in the electric industry in any other capacity than 
as an end-use consumer or customer generator, as defined under RSA 362-A:1-a 


II-b, such as but not limited to, aggregators, competitive electric power suppliers, 
competitive natural gas suppliers, transmission or distribution companies, local 
distribution companies, cooperatives, municipals, or generators and the interest 
is of such an extent or nature that its decisions might be affected or determined 
by it. The three Consumer Directors have the right to determine by majority vote 
of the Consumer Directors whether any applicant or member is ineligible, as 
described above, to become or remain a member of the Consumer Segment. 


 
5. Competitive electric power supplier (CEPS). CEPS shall mean any person or 


entity that sells or offers to sell electricity to retail customers by using the 
transmission and/or distribution facilities of any public utility in New Hampshire, as 
defined under Puc 2002.04. A competitive electric power supplier includes but is 
not limited to owners of electric generating facilities, marketers of electricity, and 
municipalities selling or offering to sell electricity.  


 
6. Cooperative. An entity operating in New Hampshire that is a corporation 


organized under [insert code reference] and operating under that chapter. 
 
7. Director. A member of the Board of ROC. 


 
8. Distributed Energy Resource Company.  Any entity that is not a T&D Entity or 


Affiliate of a T&D Entity and that [insert definition and code reference, if 
applicable]. 


 


9. Limited Producer. Any entity that is not a T&D Entity or Affiliate of a T&D Entity 
and that (i) owns or controls generation capable of operating up to 5 MW in the 
ISO-NE Region, or (ii) is preparing to operate and control generation of up to 5 
MW, as defined under RSA 362-A:1-a, III. 


 


10. Electric Distribution Company (“EDC”). 
 


a. An investor-held, for-profit “electric distribution company” as defined in 
[insert code reference]; or  
 


b. An Affiliate of any such electric distribution company; or 
 


c. A public utility holding company of any such electric distribution company. 
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11. Eligible Voting Director. A Seated Director of the Board of ROC other than the ex 
officio Director who is the Chairman of the New Hampshire Public Utility 
Commission (“NHPUC”), pursuant to these Bylaws, who votes in person or by 
proxy at a meeting properly noticed and held pursuant to these Bylaws. 


 
12. Eligible Voting Representative. A Seated Representative, pursuant to these 


Bylaws, who votes in person or by proxy at a meeting properly noticed and held 
pursuant to these Bylaws. 


 
13. Entity. An Entity includes an organization and all of its Affiliates. 


 
14. ROC Protocols. The document adopted by ROC and approved by the Public Utility 


Commission of New Hampshire, as amended from time to time that contains the 
operating and planning policies, rules, guidelines, procedures, standards, and 
criteria of ROC. 


 
15. ISO-NE Region. The geographic area and associated transmission and 


distribution facilities that are synchronously interconnected with electric utilities 
operating within the jurisdiction of the Independent System Operator of New 
England. 


 
16. Industrial Consumers. An industrial consumer is a consumer with at least one 


meter with average monthly demand greater than [insert number] kilowatts 
consumed within New Hampshire engaged in an industrial process. 


 
17. Local Distribution Company. [insert definition and code reference] 
 
18. Market Participant. For purposes of these Bylaws, a Market Participant is (i) any 


entity that engages in any activity that is in whole or in part the subject of the 
ROC Protocols and has, or should have, a contract regarding such activities with 
ROC or (ii) any entity that qualifies for ROC membership. 


 
19. Market Segment. For purposes of these Bylaws, any of the segments (all of which 


are defined within this Article 2 of these Bylaws) as follows: 
(1) Aggregator; 
(2) Competitive Electric Power Supplier; 
(3) Cooperative; 
(4) Community Power Aggregator; 
(5) Distributed Energy Resource Company; 
(6) EDC and LDC; 
(7) Limited Producer; 
(8) Municipal; or 
(9) Consumer (including: (1) Commercial Consumer comprised of Small 


Commercial Consumer and Large Commercial Consumer, (2) Industrial 
Consumer, or (3) Residential Consumer). 


 


20. Market Segment Director. A Director who has been elected by one of the Market 
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Segments. 
 
21. Member. A member of ROC, the New Hampshire non-stock, non-profit 


corporation, which has been approved by ROC to meet the applicable 
membership qualifications described in Sections 3.1 and 3.2 of these Bylaws, or 
the member’s appointed representative, as the context so requires. 


 


22. Municipal. An entity operating in New Hampshire that owns or controls 
transmission or distribution facilities, owns or controls dispatchable generating 
facilities, or provides retail electric service and is a municipal owned utility as 
defined in [insert code reference] 


 
23. Officer. An individual elected, appointed, or designated as an officer of an entity 


by the entity's governing authority or under the entity's governing documents. 
 
24. NHPUC. The New Hampshire Public Utility Commission, which is the New 


Hampshire state agency that has responsibility and oversight of the activities 
conducted by ROC. 


 
25. Residential Consumers. The appointed Board Director representing residential 


consumer interests, an organization or agency representing the interests of 
residential consumers in New Hampshire, or the Residential Consumer 
Representative on the Technical Advisory Committee (“TAC”). An entity applying 
for ROC membership as a Residential Consumer is ineligible if that entity has 
interests in the electric industry in any other capacity than as an end-use consumer 
or customer generator, as defined under RSA 362-A:1-a II-b, or represents the 
interests of another entity that has interests in the electric industry in any other 
capacity than as an end-use consumer or customer generator, as defined under 
RSA 362-A:1-a II-b, such as but not limited to, aggregators, power marketers, retail 
electric providers, transmission or distribution companies, cooperatives, 
municipals, or generators. The three Consumer Directors have the right to 
determine by majority vote of the Consumer Directors whether any applicant or 
member is ineligible, as described above, to become or remain a member of the 
Consumer Segment. 


 
26. Seated Director. A Director, or the Director’s designated Segment Alternate when 


serving in the Director’s stead (if applicable), who is currently serving, having been 
selected in accordance with these Bylaws, regardless of attendance at meetings. 
A vacant position shall not be considered a “Seated Director”. 


 


27. Seated Representative. A TAC Representative (as defined in Section 5.1 of these 
Bylaws) or a member of a subcommittee of TAC, or the TAC Representative’s 
designated alternate representatives when serving in the TAC Representative’s 
stead (if applicable), who is currently serving, having been selected in accordance 
with these Bylaws, regardless of attendance at meetings. A vacant position shall 
not be considered a “Seated Representative”. 
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28. Segment. For purposes of these Bylaws, a “Segment” refers to a Market Segment 
as defined in this Article 2 of these Bylaws. 


 
29. Segment Alternate. A designated alternate Board representative, duly elected by 


his respective Market Segment, who can attend and vote at meetings in the 
absence of the respective Market Segment Director (including while such Director 
is unable to attend a Board meeting or while such Director’s seat is vacant). Each 
Segment Alternate must meet all qualifications of a Director and shall receive all 
Board materials. 


 
30. Transmission and Distribution (“T&D”) Entity. Any entity that is an EDC, 


Cooperative or Municipal that owns or controls transmission and/or distribution 
facilities in the ISO-NE Region or any entity that is a “[insert term],” as defined in 
[insert code reference], operating in the ISO-NE Region. 


 
31. Unaffiliated Director. A Director who is unaffiliated with a Market Participant and 


who meets the requirements identified in Section 4.3(b). 
 
 


ARTICLE 3 
MEMBERS 


 
Section 3.1 Membership. 


 


(a) Members must qualify in one of the following segments as defined in Article 2: 
(1) Aggregator; 
(2) Competitive Electric Power Supplier; 
(3) Cooperative; 
(4) Community Power Aggregator; 
(5) Distributed Energy Resource Company; 
(6) Electric Distribution Company and Local Distribution Company; 
(7) Limited Producer; 
(8) Municipal; or 
(9) Consumer in one of three subsegments: (i) Residential, (ii) Small and 


Medium Commercial; and (iii) Large Commercial & Industrial. 


(b) Except for the Consumer Segment, Members must have an actual financial 
interest in the New Hampshire retail market or ISO-NE wholesale electric market and 
be able to do business in one of these markets. A Member must maintain its 
registration or certification by the NHPUC to the extent it is required to do so by 
statute or NHPUC rule. 


 
(c) The Board may adopt and amend Member application procedures. 


 
Section 3.2 Membership Types and Voting Rights. ROC Members may be Full Members, 
Associate Members, or Adjunct Members as hereinafter described: 
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(a) Full Members – shall have the rights and obligations as described in these 
Bylaws including the right to vote on all matters submitted to the general 
membership (such as election of Directors, election of TAC Representatives and 
amendments to the Certificate of Formation and these Bylaws). 


 
(b) Associate Members – shall have the rights and obligations as described in these 


Bylaws excluding the right to vote on any matter submitted to the general 
Membership (such as election of Directors, election of TAC Representatives and 
amendments to the Certificate of Formation and these Bylaws). 


 
(c) Adjunct Members – may be approved for Adjunct Membership by the Board if such 


entity does not meet the definitions and requirements to join as a Full or 
Associate Member. Adjunct Members shall have no right to vote on any matter 
submitted to the general Membership nor any right to be elected or appointed to 
the ROC Board, TAC or any subcommittee of the Board or TAC. Adjunct 
Members shall be bound by the same obligations as other Members of ROC. 


 
Section 3.3 Obligations of All Members. 


 


(a) Each Member must comply with any applicable planning and operating criteria, 
procedures and guides adopted by or under the direction of the Board to maintain 
the integrity of the intrastate market, coordinate planning, promote comparable 
access to the intrastate market by all users and to further the exempt purposes of 
ROC. 


 
(b) Consistent with applicable laws and regulations, Members must share information 


at ROC’s request as necessary for the furtherance of the exempt purposes or 
activities of ROC and consistent with NHPUC rules relating to confidentiality. 


 
(c) Each Member shall fully disclose any Affiliates in its annual Membership 


application submitted pursuant to procedures adopted under Section 3.1(c). If a 
Member’s Affiliates change prior to submission of the next year’s Membership 
application, the Member shall notify ROC of any change in writing by letter to the 
General Counsel or by the online link found on ROC’s website on the 
Membership page. When there is a change to Affiliates previously submitted to 
ROC, the notice must be submitted upon the earliest of: (i) promptly after the 
Member’s designated representative has obtained actual knowledge; (ii) promptly 
after any Member’s representative who serves on a ROC governing body or 
committee with Membership representation (such as, the Board of Directors, 
Technical Advisory Committee or TAC subcommittee) has obtained actual 
knowledge; or (iii) within 90 days of a change to the Member’s Affiliates. A 
Member’s designated and voting representatives are responsible for taking steps 
to remain informed about the Member’s Affiliates and for conducting a reasonable 
inquiry if they have reason to believe that there may have been a change in 
Affiliates. 


 
Section 3.4 Annual Member Dues. Each Member annually shall pay dues to ROC (the 
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“Annual Member Dues”). Each Member shall pay its Annual Member Dues within thirty 
(30) days after receipt of ROC’s annual statement of such dues. Failure to do so shall 
constitute such Member as being in arrears. Except as provided below, Annual Member 
Dues for Full Members shall be $2,000. Annual Member Dues for Associate Members 
shall be $500. Annual Member Dues for Adjunct Members shall be $500. The Annual 
Member Dues for Residential and Commercial Consumer Members shall be $100 for Full 
Membership and $50 for Associate Membership. Office of Consumer Advocate (“OCA”) 
and the appointed Residential Consumer TAC Representative(s) shall be eligible to be 
Full Members without the payment of Annual Member Dues. Any Member may request 
that the Member’s Annual Member Dues be waived by the Board of Directors for good 
cause shown. 


 
Section 3.5 Representation. Each Member shall appoint a representative to receive 
notices from ROC and shall give to the ROC Chief Executive Officer (“CEO”) or his 
designee in writing (signed by a duly authorized representative of the Member) the name 
of the person thus appointed. For Full Members, such appointed representative shall 
also act on behalf of the Full Member at all meetings of the Full Members. 


 
Section 3.6 Participation. 


 


(a) No Entity shall simultaneously hold more than one Full Membership. Any Entity 
may also simultaneously have a maximum of one seat on each of the following: 
the Board and TAC. 


 
(1) Except for Adjunct Members, Members must qualify for Membership in a 


Segment. Entities may join ROC in any Segment in which they qualify for 
Membership provided that an Entity may join as a Full Member in only one 
Segment. In the event that an Entity qualifies for more than one Segment, 
such Entity may join such other Segments as an Associate Member upon 
payment of the Associate Annual Member Dues for each Segment in which 
such Entity desires to participate as an Associate Member. Once an Entity has 
applied to be and has been approved by ROC to meet the minimum 
qualifications as a Full Member of a Segment, the Entity must continue to 
vote in that Segment for a minimum of one year. If, at any point during the 
membership year, an Entity no longer meets qualifications for the Segment for 
which it was originally approved by ROC, the Entity may not vote in that 
Segment; however, that Entity may then immediately elect to become a Full 
Member in any Segment for which it does qualify. Except as otherwise 
provided in these Bylaws, an Associate Member may be selected by the Full 
Members of a Segment in which the Associate Member participates to serve 
as a voting member of the Board, TAC or any subcommittee of the Board or 
TAC. 


 
(b) Subject to any specific provisions in these Bylaws or the Certificate of Formation, 


each Full Member in good standing is entitled to one vote on each matter 
submitted to a vote of the Full Members. A Full Member in good standing is one 
that is not in arrears for payment of its Annual Member Dues for a Full 
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Membership or payment of any other fees owed to ROC unless in good faith 
disputed, is not in breach of any contract with ROC, and is not suspended or 
expelled as a Full Member as of the record date of the meeting. Full Members 
that are not in good standing are not entitled to vote on any matters unless and 
until they have regained good standing. 


 
Section 3.7 Meetings of the Full Members. 


 


(a) Full Members shall meet at least annually on a date to be established by the Board 
(“Annual Meeting”). Except for appointed Directors, the representatives of the Full 
Members shall confirm the members of the Board at the Annual Meeting, and 
conduct such other business as may be properly brought before them. 


 
(b) Special meetings of the Full Members may be called by the Board. 


 
(c) Written or printed notice of any meeting of the Full Members shall be delivered to 


each Member at least three weeks prior to the date of the meeting. Notice to 
Members of such meetings shall be by mail, facsimile, or email. Notice shall 
include an agenda explaining the purpose of the meeting and any business upon 
which the Full Members will be requested to vote. 


 
(d) The record date for determining Full Members entitled to notice shall be on the 


Friday which is at least thirty days but not more than thirty-six days prior to the 
meeting date. 


 
(e) Representation at any meeting of ROC of at least fifty-one percent (51%) of the 


Full Members, in person or by proxy, shall constitute a quorum for the transaction 
of business at such meeting; and abstentions do not affect calculation of a 
quorum. Except as otherwise provided in these Bylaws, an act of fifty-one 
percent (51%) of the Full Members shall be the act of the Full Members. For 
purposes of voting of the Full Members, Full Members who abstain from voting 
shall not have their votes included in the total number of votes from which the 
requisite percentage of affirmative votes is required for action.  


(f) Written proxies may be used for meetings of the Full Members in accordance 
with any relevant provisions in these Bylaws and the New Hampshire [insert code 
reference] thereof. For any meeting of the Full Members, proxies shall count 
towards a quorum. 


 
(g) Unless otherwise provided by law, any action required or permitted to be taken at 


any meeting of the Full Members may be taken without a meeting, if a consent in 
writing, setting forth the action to be taken, is signed by a sufficient number of 
Full Members as would be necessary to take that action at a meeting at which all 
of the Full Members were present and voted. Full Members may participate in and 
hold a meeting by means of a conference telephone or other similar 
communications equipment, or another suitable electronic communications 
system, including videoconferencing technology or the Internet, or any 
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combination, if the telephone or other equipment or system permits each person 
participating in the meeting to communicate with all other persons participating in 
the meeting, and participation in a meeting pursuant to this Section shall 
constitute presence in person at such meeting, except where a person 
participates in the meeting for the express purpose of objecting to the transaction 
of any business on the ground that the meeting is not lawfully called or convened. 
Where action is taken without a meeting, notice of the proposed action shall be 
provided to Full Members in accordance with Section 3.7(c). 


 
Section 3.8 Sanction, Suspension, Expulsion, or Termination of Members. No Member, 
either a Member organization or a Member representative, may be sanctioned, expelled 
or suspended, and no Membership or Memberships in ROC may be terminated or 
suspended except pursuant to the following procedure, which is intended to be fair and 
reasonable and carried out in good faith, absent a Board resolution providing an 
alternative procedure: 


 
(a) Written notice. An intent to terminate, expel or suspend a Member shall be 


preceded by twenty (20) days written notice of the date when a hearing will be held 
to determine whether the Member shall be expelled, suspended, terminated or 
sanctioned. Such notice shall set forth the reasons therefore. Said notice must be 
given by first class or certified mail sent to the last address of the Member to be 
expelled, suspended, terminated or sanctioned, as shown in ROC’s records. 


 
(b) Hearing. An opportunity shall be provided for the Member to be heard, orally and 


in writing. The Member shall be entitled to have counsel present at and to 
participate in the hearing at his or its own expense, and to present and cross- 
examine any witnesses. The hearing shall be conducted at the next meeting of the 
Board for which there is time to give proper notice. 


 
(c) Liability. A Member who has been sanctioned, expelled, terminated or suspended 


shall be liable to ROC for fees as a result of obligations incurred or commitments 
made prior to sanction, expulsion, termination or suspension. 


 


(d) Challenges. Any proceeding challenging an expulsion, suspension, sanction or 
termination, including a proceeding in which defective notice is alleged, must be 
commenced within one year after the effective date of the expulsion, suspension, 
sanction or termination. Any such proceeding before the Board will be subject to 
the hearing requirements described in (b) of this section. 


 
Section 3.9 Resignation. Any other provision of these Bylaws notwithstanding, any 
Member may withdraw from participation in the activities of ROC at any time upon 
written notice to the CEO, whereupon it shall cease to be a Member, shall cease to be 
entitled or obligated to participate in the activities of the Board, TAC or any subcommittee 
of the Board or TAC and shall have no further obligations as a Member; provided, 
however, that if such notice is given more than thirty (30) days after such Member’s 
receipt of its statement of Annual Member Dues for a fiscal year, the Member shall be 
obligated to pay its Annual Member Dues for the full fiscal year within which such 
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termination is effective. 
 
Section 3.10 Reinstatement. A former Member may submit a written request for 
reinstatement of Membership. The Board may choose to reinstate Membership on any 
reasonable terms that the Board deems appropriate. 


 
Section 3.11 Property Ownership and Control. Subject to applicable laws, rules, 
regulations, agreements, and ROC Protocols, each Member shall retain sole control of 
its own facilities and the use thereof, and nothing in these Bylaws shall require a 
Member to construct or dedicate facilities for the benefit of any other electric system or 
allow its facilities to be used by any other Member, or to construct or provide any facilities 
for its own use, and nothing herein shall be deemed to impair the ability or right of any 
Member to take such actions or to fail to act, as it deems necessary or desirable, with 
respect to the management, extension, construction maintenance and operation of its 
own facilities, present and future. A Member has no interest in specific property of ROC 
and waives the right to require a partition of any ROC property. 


 
 


ARTICLE 4 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS 


 
Section 4.1 Powers. The affairs of ROC shall be managed by the Board (“Board”). 


 


Section 4.2 The Board. The Board shall be composed of a total of eighteen (18) Directors 
as follows: 


 
(a) The Chair of the NHPUC as an ex officio non-voting Director; 


 


(b) The CEO as an ex officio voting Director; 
 
(c) Five (5) voting Directors selected as Unaffiliated Directors. 
 


(d) The Consumer Advocate of OCA as an ex officio voting Director representing 
Residential Consumers; 


 
(e) One (1) voting Director elected by the Large Commercial & Industrial Consumer 


Segment and one (1) Segment Alternate; 
 
(f) One (1) voting Director elected by the Small and Medium Commercial Consumer 


Segment and one (1) Segment Alternate; and 


(g) Eight (8) voting Directors elected by their respective Segments as follows: 
 


1. One (1) Aggregator and one (1) Segment Alternate; 
 


2. One (1) Competitive Electric Power Supplier and one (1) Segment 
Alternate; 
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3. One (1) Cooperative and one (1) Segment Alternate; 


 
4. One (1) Community Power Aggregator and one (1) Segment Alternate; 


 
5. One (1) Distributed Energy Resource Company and one (1) Segment 


Alternative 
 


6. One (1) Electric Distribution Company and Local Distribution Company and 
one (1) Segment Alternate; 


 
7. One (1) Limited Producer and one (1) Segment Alternate; and 


 
8. One (1) Municipal and one (1) Segment Alternate.  


 
 
Section 4.3 Selection, Tenure, and Requirements of Directors and Segment Alternates. 


 


(a) Selection of Market Segment Directors and Segment Alternates. 
 


(1) For Consumer Directors, the following shall apply: The Director and 
Segment Alternate from the Small and Medium Commercial Consumer 
subsegment shall be elected by the Small and Medium Commercial 
Consumer Full Members. If there are no Small and Medium Commercial 
Consumer Full Members eligible or willing to serve, then the current Small 
and Medium Commercial Consumer Director shall appoint the Consumer 
Director and Segment Alternate. The Large Commercial and Industrial 
Consumer Director and Segment Alternate shall be elected by the Large 
Commercial and Industrial Consumer Full Members. 


 
(2) Within each Market Segment represented on the Board (except for the 


Consumer Segment which follows the process described in Section 
4.3(a)(1)), only Full Members of the respective Membership Segment for 
the available Board seat shall be allowed to elect a Director and a 
Segment Alternate for that seat. 


 


(3) The Board shall establish procedures for the election and appointment of 
new Directors, Segment Alternates and Representatives of TAC. A 
Segment may choose an alternate election procedure for the year by an 
affirmative vote of at least two-thirds of members of that Segment and may 
conduct elections as needed to fill any Director or Segment Alternate 
vacancies. 


 
(4) With regard to eligibility of Consumer Directors (other than the ex officio 


Consumer Director representing Residential Consumers), Market 
Segment Directors and Segment Alternates, the following shall apply: 
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(i) Each Director and Segment Alternate respectively elected by the 
Commercial and Industrial Consumer subsegments or the 
Aggregator, Competitive Electric Service Provider, Community 
Power Aggregator, Distributed Energy Resource Company, Electric 
Distribution Company and Local Distribution Company, or Limited 
Producer Market Segments must be an employee of: 


 
a. a Full or Associate Member; or 


 
b. an Affiliate of a Full or Associate Member of the respective 


Market Segment or subsegment which provides services through 
the Affiliate’s employees to such Full or Associate Member. 


 
(ii) Each Director and Segment Alternate respectively elected by the 


Large Commercial Consumer subsegment as described in Section 
4.3(a)(1) or by the Cooperative or Municipal Market Segments must 
be an employee of a Full or Associate Member. 


 
(iii) Unless otherwise provided in these Bylaws, if a Director or Segment 


Alternate  is  elected  or  appointed  to  serve  on  the   Board,   
such person is only eligible to serve in such capacity so long as he 
or she is an employee of the same Member or Affiliate as described 
in  Section  4.3(a)(4)(i)  (as  applicable),   as   he   or    she    was  
at the time of such election or appointment. If the Member or 
Affiliate as described in Section 4.3(a)(4)(i)(b) (as applicable) is 
subject to a corporate restructure for tax or operational purposes 
which is not the result of a merger or acquisition, then such 
restructure shall not affect the eligibility of the Director or Segment 
Alternate. 


 
(b) Selection of Unaffiliated Directors. 


 
(1) The Nominating Committee shall consist of all of the voting Directors, other 


than the CEO. The Chair and Vice-Chair of the Nominating Committee shall 
be the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Board, respectively, absent a request for 
an election of these positions by a member of the Nominating Committee. 


(2) The Nominating Committee shall retain an executive search firm to locate 
and present candidates with the required qualifications. Qualifications for 
Unaffiliated Directors shall be as follows: 


 
(i) Experience in one or more of these fields: senior corporate 


leadership; professional disciplines of finance, accounting, 
engineering or law; regulation of utilities; risk management; and 
information technology. 


 
(ii) Independence of any Market Participant in the ISO-NE Region. 


Requirements of such independence include, but are not limited to, 
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the following: 
 


a. An Unaffiliated Director or family member (any spouse, 
parent, spouse of a parent, child or sibling, including step and 
adoptive relatives and household member) shall not have the 
following: 


 
1. Current or recent ties (within the last two years) as a 


director, or Officer of a Market Participant or its 
Affiliates; 


 
2. Current or recent ties (within the last two years) as an 


employee of a ROC Member or NERC-Registered 
Entity operating in the ISO-NE Region; 


 
3. Direct business relationships, other than retail 


customer relationships, with a Market Participant or its 
Affiliates; and 


 
4. To the extent that an Unaffiliated Director or family 


member (any spouse, parent, spouse of a parent, child 
or sibling, including step and adoptive relatives) living 
in the same household or any other household member 
owns stocks or bonds of Market Participants, these 
must be divested or placed in a blind trust prior to being 
seated on the Board. 


 
b. An Unaffiliated Director shall not have any relationship that 


would interfere with the exercise of independent judgment in 
carrying out the responsibilities of a ROC board member, 
including the Delegated Authority pursuant to these Bylaws. 


 
(iii) Residence in the State of New Hampshire is preferred. 


(iv) Other criteria as approved by the Board. 
 


(3) The Nominating Committee or its subcommittee shall interview the qualified 
candidates; and the Nominating Committee shall select, by at least a two- 
thirds majority, an Unaffiliated Director(s) (as such seat is vacant) to present 
to ROC Membership for its approval. 


 
(4) The Membership shall vote by Segment as described in Section 13.1(d) in 


favor or against the proposed Unaffiliated Director(s) as needed to fill 
Unaffiliated Director positions. A proposed Unaffiliated Director(s) that is 
approved by at least five out of nine Segments shall be elected as an 
Unaffiliated Director(s). Upon election by the Membership, ROC staff shall 
file a petition for approval of the Unaffiliated Director(s) with the NHPUC. 
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(5) The Membership-elected Unaffiliated Director(s) shall be seated only upon 
approval by the NHPUC. If elected by the Membership, an Unaffiliated 
Director shall not begin service for his initial term and be seated on the 
Board until the NHPUC approves such election. An Unaffiliated Director 
who has been elected by the Membership for any renewal term shall 
cease service on the Board upon expiration of the Unaffiliated Director’s 
current term and shall not be re-seated on the Board for a renewal term 
until the NHPUC approves such election of the Unaffiliated Director for a 
renewal term. If the NHPUC does not approve of the Unaffiliated Director for 
any of the initial or renewal terms, then the Nominating Committee shall 
recommend another Unaffiliated Director candidate to the Membership for 
election and, if elected by the Membership, for approval by the NHPUC as 
soon as reasonably possible. 


 
(c) Terms. The term for all Market Segment Directors shall be for one year. Any Market 


Segment Director may be reappointed or reelected for consecutive terms. The 
term for all Unaffiliated Directors shall be three-year terms, which shall be 
staggered to the extent possible, unless changed by Amendment to these Bylaws. 
An Unaffiliated Director may be reelected for up to two consecutive terms. In order 
to serve on the Board during their terms, all Directors and Segment Alternates shall 
continuously remain in good standing and meet their respective minimum 
requirements and qualifications of their Director and Segment Alternate positions, 
respectively. 


 
(d) Director Voting Weights. All voting Directors shall have a single vote each. 


 


(e) Alternates and Proxies. Market Segment Directors with a Segment Alternate may 
not designate other alternate representatives and may not designate another 
Director as a proxy unless their Segment Alternate is unavailable. Unaffiliated 
Directors may designate another Director, preferably an Unaffiliated Director 
whenever possible, as a proxy if unable to attend a Board meeting. Consumer 
Directors and ex officio Directors may designate a proxy or an alternate 
representative who may attend meetings and vote (if applicable) in the absence 
of such Director. 


 
(f) Prohibitions on Certain Stakeholder Memberships and Representation. With the 


exception of the Consumer Advocate and representatives of OCA, no Director or 
Segment Alternate shall vote or otherwise become or hold themselves out as a 
member, representative or alternate of TAC; any of TAC’s subcommittees, task 
forces or working groups; or any other group the decisions of which may ultimately 
be appealed to the Board. For a period of one year from the last date of service as 
an Unaffiliated Director, the former Unaffiliated Director shall not represent a 
Market Participant before the Board, TAC, any of TAC’s subcommittees, task 
forces or working groups. 


 
Section 4.4 Chair and Vice Chair. Annually and as needed, the Board shall elect, from 
the Board’s membership, by an act of the Board as set forth in Section 4.7, a Chair and 
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a Vice Chair. The Chair shall be one of the Unaffiliated Directors. The Vice Chair shall be 
an Unaffiliated Director who may serve as needed in the Chair’s absence (including a 
vacancy of the Chair position). The CEO shall not be qualified to act as the Vice Chair. 


 
Section 4.5 Vacancies and Removal. 


 


(a) A vacancy of a Director or Segment Alternate position will occur if: (1) the 
respective Director, other than an Unaffiliated Director, or Segment Alternate 
elected or appointed is no longer employed by the Entity for which the Director or 
Segment Alternate was employed at the time of his election or appointment; (2) 
the respective Director or Segment Alternate resigns his Director or Segment 
Alternate position from the Board; or (3) the Director or Segment Alternate is 
removed from the Board in accordance with the provisions of Section 4.5(b). 


 
(b) A Director or Segment Alternate may be removed: (1) with or without cause at any 


time by whomever had the right to appoint such respective Director or Segment 
Alternate, or if elected, by an affirmative vote of sixty percent (60%) of the Members 
allowed to elect that Director or Segment Alternate; or (2) with cause by the Board 
upon at least seventy-five percent (75%) affirmative votes of the eligible, remaining 
voting Directors. Removal shall occur if: (1) a Director, other than an Unaffiliated 
Director, a Segment Alternate, or the organization that a Director, other than an 
Unaffiliated Director, or Segment Alternate represents no longer meets the criteria 
of their representative Segment; or (2) an Unaffiliated Director, a Director, a 
Segment Alternate, or the organization that a Director or Segment Alternate 
represents is: (A) found by the Board to have committed a prohibited act as 
identified in Section 9.3 of these Bylaws pursuant to and after completion of a 
hearing process as described in Section 9.3 of these Bylaws, and (B) the Board 
recommends removal of an Unaffiliated Director, a Director or a Segment Alternate 
from the Board. Any Board action to remove a Director or a Segment Alternate 
from the Board shall be subject to review by the NHPUC. An Unaffiliated Director 
may be removed by the NHPUC in accordance with applicable law. 


 


(c) The right to elect Directors or Segment Alternates may not be assigned, sold, 
pledged or transferred in any manner. 


 
(d) A vacancy may be filled only by the persons authorized to elect or appoint such 


Director or Segment Alternate. 
 
(e) The Chair of the Nominating Committee shall notify the NHPUC Commissioners 


when a vacancy of an Unaffiliated Director position occurs and shall provide 
information to the NHPUC Commissioners as required by the NHPUC. 


 
(f) Any Director or Segment Alternate so chosen shall serve in his respective Director 


or Segment Alternate position until the earlier of the expiration of his term, 
resignation, ineligibility, inability to serve or removal. 
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Section 4.6 Meetings. 


 


(a) The Board shall meet at least quarterly, with at least one meeting occurring in 
conjunction with the Annual Meeting of the Members. Additional meetings of the 
Board shall be held at such time and at such place or (for meetings held in 
accordance with Section 4.7(e)) via such means as may from time to time be 
determined by the Board. Special meetings of the Board may be called by the 
Chair or Vice Chair of the Board, or the CEO or his designee. Special meetings of 
any subcommittee having at least one Director may be called by the Chair or Vice 
Chair of the subcommittee, or the CEO or his designee. 


 
(b) Notice stating the purpose, business to be transacted, place or (for meetings held 


in accordance with Section 4.7(e)) access information, date and hour of any 
meeting of the Board or any Board subcommittee where at least one Board 
Director is present shall be given to each Director and made available 
electronically to the public on the Internet not less than one week before the date 
of the meeting; provided, however, the Board or any subcommittee having at least 
one Director may meet on urgent matters on such shorter notice, not less than 1 
hour, as the person or persons calling such meeting reasonably may deem 
necessary or appropriate for urgent matters. For purposes of these Bylaws, an 
urgent matter is an emergency or public necessity (including but not limited to an 
imminent threat to public health and safety or to the ROC market or system), or a 
reasonably unforeseen situation. A matter shall be considered an urgent matter if 
it would be difficult or impossible for a quorum of Directors or subcommittee 
members to physically convene in one location and failure to consider the matter 
without delay may result in operational (including but not limited to those activities 
and functions affecting the ROC market or system), regulatory, legal, 
organizational or governance risk. 


 
(c) The Board and its subcommittees having at least one Director may meet to 


consider urgent matters in accordance with Section 4.7(e). The Board must ratify 
any action taken on notice of less than one week or at a meeting held in 
accordance with Section 4.7(e) at its next regularly scheduled meeting. 


 
(d) The Board shall promulgate procedures allowing public access to meetings of the 


Board and Board subcommittees and allowing for members of the public to provide 
comment on the matters under discussion at public portions of meetings of the 
Board and subcommittees. 


 
(e) Meetings of the Board or Board subcommittees shall be open to the public 


provided that the Board or Board subcommittee on which at least one Board 
Director sits may, at its discretion, exclude any persons who are not Directors from 
any meeting or portion of any meeting held in Executive Session, including for 
purposes of voting. An Executive Session shall be held at the discretion of the 
Board or Board subcommittee for sensitive matters including, but not limited to, 
confidential personnel information, contracts, lawsuits, deliberation of purchase of 
real property, competitively sensitive information, deployment or implementation 
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of security devices or other information related to the security of New Hampshire’s 
electrical and gas distribution network and discussion of any matters on which the 
Board receives legal advice from its attorney(s) in which the New Hampshire 
Disciplinary Rules of Professional Conduct impose on the attorney(s) a duty to 
preserve confidentiality, including but not limited to anticipated or pending 
litigation, administrative agency contested cases, and other regulatory matters. 


 
(f) The Secretary or his designee shall keep minutes of every Board meeting. 


 
Section 4.7 Quorum; Action by Directors; Abstentions; Proxies; Seated Directors; and 
Meetings by Telephone. 


 


(a) Except as may be otherwise specifically provided by law, the Certificate of 
Formation or these Bylaws, at all meetings of the Board, fifty percent (50%) of the 
Seated Directors shall constitute a quorum for the transaction of business; and 
abstentions do not affect calculation of a quorum. 


 
(b) The act of: (i) at least two-thirds of the affirmative votes of the Eligible Voting 


Directors; and (ii) at least 50% of the total Seated Directors shall be the act of the 
Board, unless the act of a greater number is otherwise required by law, the 
Certificate of Formation, or these Bylaws. If a quorum shall not be present at any 
meeting of the Board, the Directors present may adjourn the meeting. 


 
(c) For purposes of voting on the Board, Directors who abstain from voting shall not 


have their votes included in the total number of votes from which the requisite 
percentage of affirmative votes is required for action. 


 
(d) Written proxies may be used for meetings of the Board or any subcommittees of 


the Board in accordance with any relevant provisions in these Bylaws and the 
New Hampshire [insert code reference] thereof. For any meeting of the Board or 
any subcommittee of the Board, a Segment Alternate or designated alternate 
representative, where permitted by these Bylaws, attending in place of a member 
shall be counted towards a quorum, while proxies shall not be counted towards a 
quorum. 


 
(e) Directors (for urgent matters in accordance with Section 4.6) may participate in 


and hold a meeting by means of a conference telephone or other similar 
communications equipment, or another suitable electronic communications 
system, including videoconferencing technology or the Internet, or any 
combination, if the telephone or other equipment or system permits each person 
participating in the meeting to communicate with all other persons participating in 
the meeting, and participation in a meeting pursuant to this Section shall constitute 
presence in person at such meeting, except where a person participates in the 
meeting for the express purpose of objecting to the transaction of any business on 
the ground that the meeting is not lawfully called or convened. 


 
Section 4.8 Subcommittees. The Board shall confirm the Representatives of the 
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Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and may appoint subcommittees as it deems 
necessary and appropriate to conduct the business of ROC. The designation of 
subcommittees and the delegation thereto of authority shall not operate to relieve the 
Board or any individual Director of any responsibility imposed upon it or him by law. 


 
Section 4.9 Other Appointments. The Board may elect, from among its members, or 
direct the TAC to elect, from among its members, persons to serve on NEPOOL and 
ISO-NE committees and associated subcommittees, task forces, and working groups. 
The selection of the representatives or delegation of the selection of the representatives 
to TAC shall require an act of the Board as set forth in Section 4.7. If more than one 
representative is requested or required, such representatives directly selected by the 
Board shall be from different Segments. 


 
Section 4.10 Duties. It shall be the duty of the Board to initiate any specific action required, 
in its opinion, to fulfill the exempt purposes of ROC as stated in the Articles of 
Incorporation, within the limitations of the Certificate of Formation, applicable law, and 
these Bylaws. Such action may be taken by the Board, by such subcommittee(s) as may 
be formed by the Board, the CEO as directed by the Board or by individuals appointed by 
the Board provided that the following actions of the Board may not be delegated: (a) 
approval of the Budget (as defined in Section 10.3); (b) approval of the employment and 
terms for the CEO, as well as termination of CEO’s employment; (c) ratification of other 
Officers of ROC; (d) annual selection of a qualified independent public accounting firm 
(“Auditor”) to audit the financial statements of ROC; (e) approval of the initiation of any 
non-routine filing to a regulatory agency that requests regulatory action; and (f) initiation 
of any lawsuit. The Board shall adopt policies regarding the delegation of the following 
actions: (a) the acquisition of real property; (b) the sale of ROC assets; (c) the execution 
of contracts; (d) large purchases; and (e) borrowing money or establishing a line of 
credit in the name of ROC. 


 
 


ARTICLE 5 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 


 


Section 5.1 TAC Representatives. 
 


(a) For the purposes of this section, membership in the TAC shall be divided in 
accordance with the definitions of the Segments described in Section 3.1. TAC 
shall be comprised of the following (“Representatives”): 


 
(1) Representatives of four Members elected from each of the nine Segments 


(other than as described for the Consumer Segment) listed in Section 3.1. 


 
(2) For the Consumer Segment, Full Members of each subsegment shall elect 


its Representatives. For any subsegment in which there are no Full 
Members, the Consumer Director of that subsegment shall appoint such 
Representatives. For the Residential, Commercial and Industrial 
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subsegments, the TAC Representative seats are as follows: 
 


(i) The Consumer Advocate’s designee as an ex officio voting member; 
 


(ii) One Representative of Residential Consumers;  
 


(iii) One Representative of Small & Medium Commercial Consumers; 
 


(iv) One Representative of Large Commercial Consumers; and 
 


(v) Two Representatives of Industrial Consumers. 
 
(b) Each TAC Representative shall be entitled to one vote on matters submitted to 


TAC. 
 
(c) Fifty-one percent (51%) of the eligible, Seated Representatives of TAC shall 


constitute a quorum for the transaction of business; and abstentions do not affect 
calculation of a quorum. Affirmative votes of: (i) two-thirds of the Eligible Voting 
Representatives of TAC; and (ii) at least 50% of the total Seated Representatives 
shall be the act of TAC. For purposes of voting on TAC, TAC Representatives shall 
not have their votes included in the total number of votes from which the requisite 
percentage of affirmative votes is required for action if: (i) they are not present and 
have not designated a proxy, or (ii) they abstain from voting. 


 
(d) Written proxies may be used for meetings of TAC or any subcommittees of TAC in 


accordance with any relevant provisions in these Bylaws and the New Hampshire 
[insert code reference] thereof. For any meeting of TAC or any subcommittee of 
TAC, where permitted by these Bylaws, attending in place of a member shall be 
counted towards a quorum, while proxies shall not be counted towards a quorum. 


(e) Unless otherwise provided by law, any action required or permitted to be taken at 
any meeting of TAC Representatives or any subcommittee of TAC may be taken 
without a meeting, if a consent in writing, setting forth the action to be taken, is 
signed by a sufficient number of TAC Representatives or subcommittee members 
as would be necessary to take that action at a meeting at which all of the TAC 
Representatives and subcommittee members were present and voted. TAC 
Representatives or subcommittee members may participate in and hold a meeting 
by means of a conference telephone or other similar communications equipment, 
or another suitable electronic communications system, including 
videoconferencing technology or the Internet, or any combination, if the telephone 
or other equipment or system permits each person participating in the meeting to 
communicate with all other persons participating in the meeting, and participation 
in a meeting pursuant to this Section shall constitute presence in person at such 
meeting, except where a person participates in the meeting for the express 
purpose of objecting to the transaction of any business on the ground that the 
meeting is not lawfully called or convened. Where action is taken by TAC without 
a meeting, notice of the proposed action shall be provided to the TAC 
Representatives in accordance with Section 5.3. 
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(f) Each Segment may choose to participate in “Participatory Voting” as described 


herein. If a Segment chooses to engage in Participatory Voting, each TAC 
Representative elected by that Segment shall be required to present the decision 
of the Full Members of that Segment. A Full Member may delegate an employee 
or agent other than the Member representative described in Section 
3.5 to vote on its behalf for purposes of Participatory Voting. If a Full Member of a 
Segment using Participatory Voting is unable or does not wish to attend a TAC 
meeting that Member may deliver a written proxy, at any time prior to the start of 
the meeting at which it will be voted, to a Participatory Voting delegate of any 
Member of the same Segment. A Full Member delegate in attendance at a TAC 
meeting may give a written proxy to a Participatory Voting delegate of any 
Member of the same Segment during such meeting. 


 
(g) All TAC Representatives shall be appointed or elected annually by the Full 


Members of their respective Segments. The term for all TAC Representatives shall 
be one year. Any TAC Representative may be reappointed or reelected for 
consecutive terms, without limitation. A vacancy shall be filled by the same means 
used to elect or appoint the previous TAC Representative. No Entity shall 
participate in more than one Segment of TAC. The Representatives of TAC shall 
elect from amongst themselves a Chair and Vice Chair subject to confirmation by 
the Board. The Chair and Vice Chair shall provide full disclosure pursuant to 
Section 9.2 (Potential Conflicts of Interest) of these Bylaws during the confirmation 
process, and any person speaking on behalf of TAC before the Board shall provide 
full disclosure pursuant to Section 9.2 (Potential Conflicts of Interest) of these 
Bylaws before speaking on behalf of TAC. 


(h) Each person (other than the Residential Consumers Representative) serving on 
TAC or any subcommittee thereof must be an employee or agent of a Full or 
Associate Member. Unless otherwise provided in these Bylaws, if an employee or 
agent of a Member is elected or appointed to serve on TAC or any subcommittee 
thereof, such person is only eligible to serve in such capacity so long as he or she 
is an employee or agent of the same Member as he or she was at the time of such 
election or appointment. 


 
(i) In the event that a Small Commercial Consumer Representative cannot be 


identified to serve on TAC, that seat may be filled by any other Commercial 
Consumer representative appointed by the Consumer Director of the Small 
Commercial subsegment provided that such representative represents at least one 
consumer in New Hampshire. Any Representative of the Consumer Segment 
appointed to TAC by a Consumer Director, if not otherwise a Member of ROC, 
shall be allowed to vote on TAC without the payment of the Annual Member 
Service Fees. An appointed Commercial Consumer TAC Representative is eligible 
to serve in such capacity so long as he or she is an employee or representative of 
the same company as he or she was at the time of such appointment. 


 
Section 5.2 Functions of TAC. TAC shall have the authority to create subcommittees, task 
forces and study groups (“subcommittees”). TAC shall determine the eligibility 
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requirements, quorum requirements and voting structure for each subcommittee. TAC 
shall (a) through its subcommittees make such studies and plans as it deems appropriate 
to accomplish the purposes of ROC, the duties of its subcommittees and the policies of 
the Board, (b) report the results of such studies and plans to the Board as required by 
the Board, (c) review and coordinate the activities and reports of its subcommittees, (d) 
make such recommendations to the Board as it deems appropriate or as required by the 
Board, (e) perform such other duties as directed by the Board and (f) make 
recommendations regarding ROC expenditures and projects. In accordance with ROC 
procedures and applicable law and regulations, certain guidelines, criteria and other 
actions approved by TAC may be effective upon approval by TAC; provided however, 
that such actions are reported to the Board for review and nothing herein shall affect the 
ability of the Board to independently consider such guidelines, criteria and actions, and 
to take such action with respect thereto as the Board deems appropriate, including 
revocation and remand with instructions. 


 
Section 5.3 Meetings. TAC and its subcommittees shall meet as often as necessary to 
perform their duties and functions. All meetings of TAC and its subcommittees shall be 
called by their respective chairmen and all such meeting notices shall be sent in writing 
to each member at least one week prior to the meeting, unless an emergency condition 
should suggest otherwise (such emergency to be by mutual consent of a majority of the 
Seated Representatives of TAC or subcommittee). Any Member may request notification 
of any such meetings and may have an employee or a TAC-approved representative for 
that Member attend as an observer. Each Representative of TAC may designate in writing 
an alternate representative who may attend meetings in the absence of the 
Representative and vote on the Representative’s behalf. 


 


Section 5.4 Other Appointments. TAC shall elect representatives to the various 
NEPOOL and ISO-NE committees and associated subcommittees, task forces, and 
working groups, as directed by the Board. The selection of TAC representatives to 
NEPOOL and ISO-NE shall require an act of TAC as set forth in Section 5.1(c). If more 
than one representative is requested or required, TAC should consider selecting 
representatives from different Segments. 


 
 


ARTICLE 6 


 
Intentionally Omitted. 


 
 


ARTICLE 7 
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 


 
Section 7.1 CEO Hiring and Duties. The Board shall hire a Chief Executive Officer (“CEO”) 
who, under the Board’s supervision and direction shall carry on the general affairs of 
ROC. The CEO shall be a member of the staff of ROC and shall be an ex officio voting 
Director. It shall be his duty to approve the expenditure of the monies appropriated by the 
Board in accordance with the Budget approved by the Board. The CEO shall make an 
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annual report and periodic reports to the Board concerning the activities of ROC. The 
CEO shall serve as President of ROC. He or she shall comply with all orders of the 
Board. All agents and employees of ROC shall report, and be responsible, to the CEO. 
The CEO shall perform such other duties as may be determined from time to time by the 
Board. 


 
Section 7.2 Notice of CEO Vacancy. The Board Chair or the Board Chair’s designee shall 
notify the NHPUC Commissioners when a vacancy occurs for the CEO. 


 
Section 7.3 CEO Selection. The Board Chair or the Board Chair’s designee shall provide 
information to the NHPUC Commissioners regarding selection of the CEO requested by 
any of the NHPUC Commissioners as required by the NHPUC. 


 
Section 7.4 CEO Compensation. The compensation of the CEO shall be approved by the 
Board. 


 
 


ARTICLE 8 
OFFICERS 


 
Section 8.1 General. The Officers of ROC shall consist of a President, one or more Vice 
Presidents, a Secretary, and such Officers and assistant Officers as the Board may 
create. The CEO shall serve as President of ROC. Any two (2) or more offices may be 
held by the same person, except the offices of President and Secretary. A subcommittee 
duly designated may perform the functions of any officer and the functions of two or more 
officers may be performed by a single subcommittee. 


 
Section 8.2 Tenure. The CEO of ROC shall be elected and the other Officers of ROC 
shall be ratified by the Board at such time and in such manner and for such a term not 
exceeding one (1) one year, as shall be determined from time to time by the Board. Any 
Officer may be re-elected or re-ratified for consecutive terms, without limitation. All 
Officers of ROC shall hold office until their successors are chosen and qualified or until 
their earlier resignation or removal. Any Officer elected or appointed may be removed by 
the persons authorized to elect or appoint such Officer whenever in their judgment the 
best interests of ROC will be served thereby. 


 
 


ARTICLE 9 
TRANSACTIONS OF CORPORATION 


 
Section 9.1 Deposits and Checks. All of ROC’s funds will be deposited to the credit of 
ROC in banks, trust companies, or other depositories that the Board approves. 


 
Section 9.2 Potential Conflicts of Interest. Each Director, Segment Alternate, TAC 
Representative and subcommittee member shall have an affirmative duty to disclose to 
the Board, TAC or subcommittee (as the case may be) any actual or potential conflicts of 
interest of the Director, Segment Alternate, TAC Representative or subcommittee 
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member or his employer where, and to the extent that, such conflicts or potential conflicts 
directly or indirectly affect any matter that comes before the Board, TAC or subcommittee, 
as the case may be. A Director or Segment Alternate with a direct interest in a matter, 
personally or via his employer, or by having a substantial financial interest in a person 
with a direct interest in a matter, shall recuse himself from deliberations and actions on 
the matter in which the conflict arises and shall abstain on any vote on the matter and not 
otherwise participate in a decision on the matter. A direct interest is a specific interest of 
a person or entity in a particular matter, provided that an interest that is common to entities 
in the Market Segment of a Director or Segment Alternate or a general interest of some 
or all Market Segment Directors or Segment Alternates in a matter does not constitute 
direct interest. Any disclosure of a direct interest by a Director or Segment Alternate shall 
be noted in the minutes of the Board meeting at which the direct interest is disclosed. 
Mere attendance at the meeting, if the Director, Segment Alternate, TAC Representative 
or subcommittee member recuses himself or herself from the deliberation and action on 
the matter in which the conflict arises, shall not constitute participation. 


 
ROC may not make any loan to a Director, Segment Alternate or Officer of ROC. A 
Member, Director, Segment Alternate, TAC Representative, Officer, or subcommittee 
member of ROC may lend money to and otherwise transact business with ROC except 
as otherwise provided by these Bylaws, the Certificate of Formation, and applicable law. 
Such a person transacting business with ROC has the same rights and obligations 
relating to those matters as other persons transacting business with ROC. ROC may not 
borrow money from, or otherwise transact business with, a Member, 


Director, Segment Alternate, TAC Representative, Officer, or subcommittee member of 
ROC unless the transaction is described fully in a legally binding instrument and is in 
ROC’s best interests. ROC may not borrow money from, or otherwise transact business 
with, a Member, Director, Segment Alternate, Officer, TAC Representative or 
subcommittee member of ROC without full disclosure of all relevant facts and without 
the Board’s approval, not including the vote of any person having a personal interest in 
the transaction. 


 
Section 9.3 Prohibited Acts. As long as ROC exists, no Member, Director, Segment 
Alternate, Officer, or subcommittee member of ROC may: 


 
(a) Do any act in violation of the Certificate of Formation or these Bylaws; 


 
(b) Do any act in violation of a binding obligation of ROC except with the Board’s 


prior approval; 
 
(c) Do any act with the intention of harming ROC or any of its operations; 


 
(d) Receive an improper personal benefit from the operation of ROC; 


 
(e) Use ROC’s assets, directly or indirectly, for any purpose other than in furtherance 


of ROC’s exempt purposes; 
 
(f) Wrongfully transfer or dispose of ROC property, including intangible property 
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such as good will; 
 
(g) Use ROC’s name (or any substantially similar name) or any trademark or trade 


name adopted by ROC, except on behalf of ROC in the ordinary course of its 
business or as a reference to the New Hampshire region; 


 
(h) Disclose any of ROC’s or Members’ business practices, trade secrets, or any 


other confidential or proprietary information not generally known to the business 
community to any person not authorized to receive it; 


 
(i) With regard to the Directors and Segment Alternates, do any act in violation of a 


ROC rule [as that term is defined in [insert code reference], or applicable statute. 


Violations of these prohibited acts may lead to sanction, suspension, expulsion or 
termination after a hearing conducted using the same procedure as described in Article 
3 of these Bylaws. 


 
 


ARTICLE 10 
EXPENSES, BOOKS AND RECORDS 


 
Section 10.1 Member Representatives’ Expenses and Compensation of Certain Directors 
and TAC Representatives. 


 


(a) Except as described below, ROC shall not bear the personal and travel expenses 
of each person who serves as a representative of a Member or as a Director, 
Segment Alternate, TAC Representative or subcommittee member. Except as 
provided below, no such person shall receive any salary or other compensation 
from ROC. 


 
(b) The Board shall have the authority to fix the compensation of its Unaffiliated 


Directors who may be paid a fixed sum plus reimbursement of travel expenses for 
attendance at each meeting of the Board, or a stated compensation as a member 
thereof, or any combination of the foregoing. Unaffiliated Directors, who are 
members of standing or special committees, may be allowed like compensation 
and reimbursement of travel expenses for attending committee meetings. 
Unaffiliated Directors and Consumer Directors may be reimbursed for registration, 
travel, lodging and related expenses for training activities and Unaffiliated Directors 
shall be reimbursed for travel lodging and related expenses for attending each 
meeting of the Board. The reimbursement of travel expenses by ROC shall be in 
accordance with ROC policies on the reimbursement of appropriate and 
reasonable, documented travel expenses. 


 
(c) The Board shall fix the compensation for the appointed Residential Consumer TAC 


Representative for attendance at each meeting of the Board, TAC, or any standing 
or special committee of such on an annual basis. Any Residential Consumer TAC 
Representative shall not be an agent of ROC for any purpose and shall not be 
considered to be serving at ROC’s request, even though compensated by ROC. 
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Section 10.2 ROC Expenses. The expenses of ROC shall include, but not be limited to, 
administrative expenses, operational costs and debt service. 


 
Section 10.3 Budget. A budget (the “Budget”) for ROC for the ensuing one or more 
fiscal years shall be adopted by the Board. In connection with the Board’s approval, the 
Budget, including cost of liability insurance, for ROC shall be compiled by the CEO and 
submitted to the Board. To be effective, the Budget must be approved by an act of the 
Board as set forth in Section 4.7. The representatives of each Member shall be promptly 
notified of the Budget following adoption of the Budget by the Board. 


 


Section 10.4 Loans and Guarantees. Neither participation in the activities of ROC nor 
any provision of these Bylaws or of the Certificate of Formation shall be deemed to 
constitute a pledge or loan of the credit of any Member for the benefit of ROC or a 
guarantee by any Member of any obligation of ROC. 


 
Section 10.5 Access to Books and Records. All Members of ROC will have access to 
the books and records of the organization, including financial statements and budgets; 
however, the Board shall establish procedures by which a Member, upon written demand 
stating the purpose of the demand may examine and copy the books and records of 
ROC. If necessary to protect the confidential information of ROC, a Member requesting 
examination of ROC’s books and records may be required to sign a confidentiality and 
non-disclosure agreement before viewing such information. The procedures shall 
include policies that provide reasonable protection against the unnecessary disclosure 
of information related to individual employees, including their compensation. 


 
Section 10.6 Audit. At least annually, an audit of the financial statements of ROC shall be 
performed by the Auditor approved by the Board. The Auditor’s opinion and the audited 
financial statements will be made available to all Members as described in Section 10.5. 


 
Section 10.7 Fiscal Year. The fiscal year of ROC shall be from January 1 through the 
following December 31, or as otherwise fixed by resolution of the Board. 


 
 


ARTICLE 11 
INDEMNIFICATION 


 
Section 11.1 Indemnification. EACH PERSON WHO AT ANY TIME SHALL SERVE, OR 
SHALL HAVE SERVED, AS A DIRECTOR, OFFICER, EMPLOYEE OR AGENT OF 
ROC, OR ANY PERSON WHO, WHILE A DIRECTOR, OFFICER, EMPLOYEE OR 
AGENT OF ROC, IS OR WAS SERVING AT ITS REQUEST AS A DIRECTOR, 
OFFICER, PARTNER, VENTURER, PROPRIETOR, TRUSTEE, EMPLOYEE, AGENT 
OR SIMILAR FUNCTIONARY OF ANOTHER FOREIGN OR DOMESTIC 
CORPORATION, PARTNERSHIP, JOINT VENTURE, SOLE PROPRIETORSHIP, 
TRUST, EMPLOYEE BENEFIT PLAN OR OTHER ENTERPRISE, SHALL BE ENTITLED 
TO INDEMNIFICATION AS, AND TO THE FULLEST EXTENT, PERMITTED BY [insert 
code reference] OF THE NEW HAMPSHIRE [insert code reference] OR ANY 
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SUCCESSOR STATUTORY PROVISION, AS FROM TIME TO TIME AMENDED, SUCH 
ARTICLE OR SUCCESSOR PROVISION, AS SO AMENDED, BEING INCORPORATED 
IN FULL IN THESE BYLAWS BY REFERENCE. THE FOREGOING RIGHT OF 
INDEMNIFICATION SHALL NOT BE DEEMED EXCLUSIVE OF ANY OTHER RIGHTS 
TO WHICH THOSE TO BE INDEMNIFIED MAY BE ENTITLED AS A MATTER OF LAW 
OR UNDER ANY AGREEMENT, VOTE OF DISINTERESTED DIRECTORS, OR OTHER 
ARRANGEMENT. 


 


ARTICLE 12 
NOTICES 


 
Section 12.1 Form. Unless otherwise provided in these Bylaws, any notice required by 
these Bylaws to be given to a Member, Director, Segment Alternate, committee or 
subcommittee member, TAC Representative, member of a subcommittee of TAC, or 
Officer of ROC must be given by at least two of the following methods: mail, facsimile, 
email, or website posting. If mailed, a notice is deemed delivered when deposited in the 
mail addressed to the person at his address as it appears on the corporate records, with 
postage prepaid. A person may change his address in the corporate records by giving 
written notice of the change to the CEO. 


 
Section 12.2 Signed Waiver of Notice. Whenever any notice is required by law or under 
ROC’s Certificate of Formation or these Bylaws, a written waiver signed by the person 
entitled to receive such notice is considered the equivalent to giving the required notice. 
A waiver of notice is effective whether signed before or after the time stated in the notice 
that was to be given. 


 
Section 12.3 Waiver of Notice by Attendance at a Meeting. Attendance at a meeting shall 
constitute a waiver of notice of such meeting, except where attendance is for the express 
purpose of objecting to the transaction of any business on the ground that the meeting is 
not lawfully called or convened. 


 
Section 12.4 Objection. If any person, who is a voting member of a group holding a 
meeting, reasonably objects to the transaction of business regarding a specific issue, or 
issues, at a meeting on the grounds that the meeting is not properly called or convened 
or that the issue, or issues, was improperly noticed, the issue or issues in question may 
not be addressed at that meeting. The Chair of such meeting shall determine if such 
objection is reasonable. 


 
ARTICLE 13 


AMENDMENTS 
 
Section 13.1 Amendments to these Bylaws. Subject to the provision that no amendment 
to these Bylaws may limit the rights of a Member to resign from Membership and subject 
to approval by the NHPUC, these Bylaws may be amended, altered, or repealed by the 
voting Segments through the following procedure: 


 
(a) Any Full Member suggesting amendments to these Bylaws must submit a 
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proposal of the amendment, including any necessary supporting documents, to the 
CEO. 


 
(b) The CEO shall place the proposal on the agenda for a Board meeting in the time 


and manner prescribed by the Board.  


(c) If the proposal is approved by an act of the Board as set forth in Section 4.7, the 
Board shall place the proposal on the agenda of the next Annual Meeting of the 
Full Members unless the Board in its discretion calls a Special Meeting of the Full 
Members to vote on the proposal or determines to seek Membership approval 
without a meeting as provided in Section 3.7(g). 


 
(d) Full Members must vote to enact the Board-approved amendment by the 


following voting procedure: 


 
(1) For the purposes of voting on Bylaws, each Segment shall have one whole 


vote. 
 


(2) Except for the Consumer Segment, an affirmative vote of at least two-thirds 
of the Full Members of a Segment present constitutes an affirmative vote 
by that Segment. 


 
(3) For purposes of voting on Bylaws amendments, the Consumer Segment 


shall be subdivided into the following Consumer subgroups: 
 


(i) Residential Consumers; 
 


(ii) Commercial Consumers; and 
 


(iii) Industrial Consumers. 
 


An affirmative vote of the majority of the Full Members within a Consumer 
subgroup shall constitute an affirmative vote of that subgroup. An 
affirmative vote of at least two of the three Consumer subgroups shall 
constitute an affirmative vote of the Consumer Segment. 


 
(4) An affirmative vote by at least five of the nine Segments shall be 


necessary to amend these Bylaws. 


 
Section 13.2 Amendments to the Certificate of Formation. In accordance with the 
procedures set forth in the New Hampshire [insert code reference], an affirmative vote 
of at least two-thirds of all Full Members shall be required to amend the Certificate of 
Formation. 


 
ARTICLE 14 


MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
 
Section 14.1 Legal Authorities Governing Construction of Bylaws. These Bylaws shall be 


Bates p. 113







ROC Public 


 
30 


construed under New Hampshire law. All references in these Bylaws to statutes, 
regulations, or other sources of legal authority will refer to the authorities cited, or their 
successors, as they may be amended from time to time. 


 
Section 14.2 Legal Construction. Any question as to the application or interpretation of 
any provision of these Bylaws shall be resolved by the Board. To the greatest extent 
possible, these Bylaws shall be construed to conform to all legal requirements and all 
requirements for obtaining and maintaining all tax exemptions that may be available to 
nonprofit corporations. If any Bylaw provision is held invalid, illegal, or unenforceable in 
any respect, the invalidity, illegality, or unenforceability will not affect any other provision, 
and these Bylaws will be construed as if they had not included the invalid, illegal, or 
unenforceable provision. 


 
Section 14.3 Headings. The headings used in these Bylaws are for convenience and may 
not be considered in construing these Bylaws. 


 
Section 14.4 Number and Gender. All singular words include the plural, and all plural 
words include the singular. All pronouns of one gender include reference to the other 
gender. 


 
Section 14.5 Parties Bound. These Bylaws will bind and inure to the benefit of the 
Members, Directors, Segment Alternates, TAC Representatives, Officers, subcommittee 
members, employees, and agents of ROC and their respective administrators, legal 
representatives, successors, and assigns except as these Bylaws otherwise provide. 


 
Section 14.6 Effective Date. The effective date of these Amended and Restated Bylaws 
is [insert date], provided that the Board may implement transition procedures before the 
effective date in order to ensure a smooth transition to the structure described in these 
Bylaws. 
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Preamble: Definitions 
 


0.1  The Definitions included in the Bylaws of the Retail Operations Council of New 
Hampshire, Inc. (the “Bylaws”) are incorporated by reference. 


 
I. Meeting Procedures 


 
1.1 Meeting Schedule. Board meetings are normally held on the third Tuesday of the 


month when the Board is scheduled to meet, but may be moved or held by 
agreement of the Board, provided that the Board shall meet at least quarterly 
consistent with the Bylaws. 


 


1.2 Meeting Notice. Notice of each full Board meeting with the Board agenda shall be 
given consistent with the Bylaws. 


 
1.3 Board Agenda Items. A Director is entitled to place matters the Director 


reasonably considers important on the Board agenda if notification of such 
matters and background materials are received by the Secretary of the 
Corporation no later than 5 p.m. Eastern Prevailing Time eleven days before the 
date of the Board meeting (e.g., normally on the Friday before the second 
Tuesday of the month during which the Board is scheduled to meet). ROC 
Members and Market Participants, with permission of the Chair, may request that 
matters be placed on the Board agenda if notification of such matters and 
background materials are received by the Secretary of the Corporation no later 
than 5 p.m. Eastern Prevailing Time eleven days before the date of the Board 
meeting (e.g., normally on the Friday before the second Tuesday of the month 
during which the Board is scheduled to meet). 


 
1.4 Board Packet. When a Board agenda contemplates the Board taking specific 


actions, ROC staff will provide Directors a “Board Packet” with all appropriate 
information at least seven (7) days prior to the meeting to allow study of and 
reflection on the issue raised. If such information is not available seven (7) days 
in advance of the meeting, ROC staff shall send information to the Directors as 
soon as such information is reasonably available. Information that ROC staff 
provides to the Directors which is not “sensitive” (as described in Section 4.6(e) 
of the Bylaws) must also be made available electronically to the public on the 
Internet, along with the agenda of the meeting. A Director may request that the 
Board defer action if he or she requires additional information or additional time 
to review appropriate information. 


 
1.5 Minutes. Minutes shall be kept for all meetings of the full Board, Board 


Committees, TAC and TAC subcommittees. Such minutes, except those which 
are held in Executive Session, shall be posted on ROC’s website for at least one 
year following the date of the meeting. ROC shall maintain a permanent record of 
the minutes of full Board meetings. ROC shall maintain records of meetings of 
TAC and TAC subcommittees for five years.  
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1.6 Executive Session. The Board may meet in Executive Session for purposes 
consistent with governing law and with the Bylaws. The notice for Executive 
Session discussion items may be worded such that the sensitive nature of the item 
is not compromised or disclosed. Except for acting to approve the minutes of prior 
Executive Sessions, the Board shall emerge from Executive Session before voting 
or taking any action on any Executive Session noticed items or based on Executive 
Session discussions. 


 
II. Responsibilities, Qualifications, and Compensation of the Board of Directors 


 


2.1 Annual Goals and Objectives. In keeping with its fiduciary duties to ROC, the 
Board shall establish the overall direction and affirm the annual goals and 
objectives developed by ROC staff. The Board shall review such goals and 
objectives on an ongoing basis, and may issue policies and resolutions setting 
forth direction of ROC management actions to attain such goals and objectives. 
The Board’s primary responsibility is to ensure that ROC maintains reliability and 
operates in a fair, efficient and non-discriminatory manner. The Board is also 
responsible for overseeing ROC’s administration of the ROC Protocols. 


 
2.2 Duties. The Board shall faithfully discharge its duties by conducting its affairs in  


a highly ethical and sound business manner. The Board, collectively and 
severally, will not direct the policies and actions of ROC from perspectives of 
private gain or personal advantage. 


 
2.3 Chief Executive Officer and Management. Subject to applicable approval by the 


New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (NHPUC), the Board shall retain a 
Chief Executive Officer (“CEO”) with the capabilities to execute Board policies. 
The Board delegates to the CEO all general powers and duties necessary to 
accomplish ROC’s purpose, goals, and objectives as established by the Board, 
except for those specifically reserved to the Board by the Bylaws or herein. The 
CEO and management are required to supply Directors with sufficient information 
to keep Directors properly informed about the business and affairs of ROC. 


 
2.4 Matters Reserved for Board Approval. Except for and subject to those matters 


which require NHPUC approval or are mandated by the NHPUC without Board 
approval, the Board expressly reserves the following matters for Board approval: 


 
2.4.1 Those matters reserved by the Bylaws. 


 
2.4.2 Approval of the initiation of any non-routine filing that seeks regulatory 


action by a regulatory agency; provided that emergency situations may 
require immediate regulatory filings to protect the interests of ROC and 
may be filed by the General Counsel in its reasonable discretion without 
prior approval of the Board if there is concurrence of the CEO, 
General Counsel, the Chair and Vice Chair of the Board for such filing, 
and provided that the Board is notified as soon as practicable. 


 
2.4.3 Initiation of any lawsuit; provided that emergency situations may require 
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immediate legal action including the initiation of a lawsuit to protect the 
interests of ROC. Such a lawsuit may be initiated by the General Counsel 
without prior approval of the Board if there is concurrence of the CEO, 
General Counsel, the Chair and Vice Chair of the Board for such filing, 
and provided that the Board is notified as soon as practicable and the 
Board subsequently ratifies the filing. 


 
2.4.4 Approval of the purchase of goods or services for ROC’s use, or of a 


contract for such purchase, with a value of over $[insert amount] if such 
purchase or contract is not contemplated in ROC’s Board-approved 
Budget. With regard to this section, exceptions for such approval are as 
follows: 


 
2.4.4.1 NHPUC-Directed Goods or Services. If ROC is directed, required 
or ordered to purchase goods or services by contract or otherwise by the 
NHPUC, no Board approval is required. 


 
2.4.4.2 Emergency Business-Continuity Purchases. If ROC needs to 
make emergency purchases up to $[insert amount] which are necessary to 
meet business continuity or other immediate needs that, if not met, may 
result in an interruption to ROC’s normal business, such purchases may 
be made according to ROC’s procedures without seeking prior approval; 
however, ratification of such purchases must be sought at the next Board 
meeting. 


 
2.4.5 Approval of the sale or pledge of any ROC assets valued in excess of one 


million dollars $[insert amount]. 
 


2.4.6 Establishment of any line of credit, loans, or other forms of indebtedness 
in the name of ROC exceeding $[insert amount]. 


 
2.5 CEO Delegations. The Board shall exercise reasonable diligence to ensure that 


the delegations to the CEO provided in this policy statement are properly 
implemented. The Board will articulate clear and coherent goals and statements 
of its expectations through its policies and the adoption of the Budget. The CEO 
is responsible for fulfilling these commitments and managing the organization. 


 
2.6 Individual Director Duties. Each Director shall, individually, have the following 


duties: 
 


2.6.1 Attend all regular, special and urgent meetings of the Board when notified, 
unless circumstances prevent the Director from attending. If attendance is 
not possible, Bylaws procedures for Segment Alternates, Proxies and 
Alternate Representatives shall be followed. 


 
2.6.2 Participate in the selection of the members of all committees and 


subcommittees of the Board represented by his or her particular Market 
Segment. 
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2.6.3 Not disclose the confidential information of ROC to unauthorized people. 


 


2.6.4 Handle any actual or potential conflict of interest in accordance with 
Bylaws Section 9.2. 


 
2.6.5 Consistent with the fiduciary duty of care in overseeing, monitoring, and 


supervising the affairs of ROC, prepare for and participate to the best of 
his or her ability in determination of policy and other matters coming 
before the Board. 


 
2.6.6 Set policy and make decisions in the best interest of the ROC organization 


and the ROC market. 
 


2.6.7 Upon joining the Board and annually thereafter, sign the ROC Director 
Ethics Agreement. 


 
2.7 Director Qualifications. Each Director shall meet the following qualifications: 


 


2.7.1 Have a willingness to serve the Membership of ROC and to commit the 
time and resources necessary to carry out the duties of a Director. 


 
2.7.2 Be willing to work cooperatively with ROC Members. 


 


2.7.3 For Market Segment Directors, possess significant electric energy-related 
work experience in a senior or executive management level in the Market 
Segment he or she represents, and meet employment qualifications as 
required by the Bylaws. 


 
2.7.4 Meet all qualifications defined by the Bylaws or required by the NHPUC or 


New Hampshire or other governing law. 
 


2.8 Compensation and Expense Reimbursement for Unaffiliated Directors. 
 


2.8.1 Unaffiliated Director Compensation. Each Unaffiliated Director will receive 
the following: 


 
2.8.1.1 Annual Retainer. The Annual Retainer shall be $[insert amount] and 


shall cover a full calendar year (January to December) and shall be 
paid to each Unaffiliated Director in equal monthly installments of 
$[insert amount]. 


 


2.8.1.2 Board Committee Chair Compensation. Each Unaffiliated Director 
who serves as the Chair of a Committee of the Board shall be paid 
$[insert amount ] in additional to the Annual Retainer. 


 
2.8.1.3 Board Vice Chair Compensation. Each Unaffiliated Director who 


serves as the Vice Chair of the Board shall be paid $[insert amount] 
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in addition to the Annual Retainer. 
 


2.8.1.4 Board Chair Compensation. Each Unaffiliated Director who serves as 
the Chair of the Board shall be paid $[insert amount] per year, in 
addition to the Annual Retainer. 


 


2.8.2 Expense Reimbursement. 
 


2.8.2.1 Affiliated Directors. Affiliated Directors are generally expected to be 
reimbursed by their employers. Unaffiliated Directors, and Affiliated 
Directors who may receive limited reimbursement from time to time, 
shall comply with the ROC Business Expense Reimbursement 
Corporate Standard. 


 
2.8.2.2 Business Expense Reimbursement. General Counsel shall provide 


Directors with the Business Expense Reimbursement Corporate 
Standard and a summary thereof, upon new Directors joining the 
Board and also whenever modifications are made to the Standard. 


 
2.9 Compensation for Residential Consumer TAC Representative. 


 


2.9.1 Retainer, Meeting Fees and Compensation Cap. Compensation for the 
Residential Consumer TAC Representative shall be as follows: (i) a 
retainer of $[insert amount] per month; and (ii) $[insert amount] per TAC or 
other standing or special TAC subcommittee meeting actually attended. 
Total compensation for the Residential Consumer TAC Representative 
shall not exceed $[insert amount] per month. 


 


2.9.2 Business Expense Reimbursement. The Residential Consumer TAC 
Representative shall be eligible for reimbursement of reasonable business 
expenses associated with attending meetings of TAC or other standing or 
special TAC subcommittee, but shall comply with the ROC Business 
Expense Reimbursement Corporate Standard. 


 
III. Delegation of Authority to the Chief Executive Officer 


 
3.1 CEO Responsibility and Authority. Consistent with the goals, objectives, policies, 


and specific directions of the Board, and the Bylaws, the CEO is responsible for 
carrying out the business activities of ROC. The CEO shall have the authority to 
execute contracts and agreements, establish lines of credit, and take all other 
lawful actions, as he may deem expedient and proper in conducting the business 
of ROC, except as may be limited by the Board. 


 
3.2 CEO Delegation to Officers and Employees. The CEO may delegate his authority 


to other ROC officers or employees in his discretion, except as limited by the 
Board. The CEO shall issue appropriate management procedures setting forth 
the direction of staff management and other employee actions to fulfill the goals, 
objectives, policies and other directions of the Board. 
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3.3 Budget. The CEO will present to the Board by October of each year when the 


Budget is to be approved, or at such other time as directed by the Board, a 
Budget to carry out the Board’s directives for the following year or longer as 
directed by the Board. The Budget will include projections of ROC’s overall 
financial performance and financing plans, and describe the services, projects, 
programs, and the associated revenues and expenditures for the next fiscal year. 
Adoption of the Budget by the Board and as approved by the NHPUC authorizes 
the CEO to complete work plans and make associated expenditures as provided 
for in accordance with the Budget. 


 
3.4 Information for the Board. The CEO is responsible for bringing policy matters to 


the attention of the Board when its current policies give inadequate direction for 
ROC operations or leave ROC at a disadvantage because of changing 
conditions. The CEO will provide thorough, well-organized information to the 
Board in a timely manner. Communications to the Board will be made forthrightly 
and with candor in the evaluation of the conduct of business and operations of 
ROC. In the discretion of the CEO, significant contracts, agreements, or other 
major decisions may be brought to the Board for specific approval. In 
coordination with the General Counsel, the CEO shall represent ROC in 
communicating the position and interests of ROC to legislative bodies. 


 
3.5 Internal Controls. Consistent with the Board’s guidance and the ROC Internal 


Control Management Program, the CEO will approve and enforce appropriate 
policies, standards and procedures for ROC, to ensure adequate internal controls 
for ROC business and operations. 


 
IV. the Sale of ROC Assets 


 
4.1  Sale of Assets. Personal property that is no longer necessary, convenient or of 


beneficial use to the business of ROC, and that has a fair market value of $[insert 
amount] or less may be sold, transferred, auctioned, or conveyed by the CEO for 
its fair market value. ROC shall use revenues from the sale of its property to 
offset ROC expenses. 


 
V. Termination or Liquidation of ROC 


5.1  Termination or Liquidation. Upon termination or liquidation of ROC, the Board 
shall, consistent with applicable federal and state regulatory requirements, 
liquidate ROC, and dispose of its property and assets in the manner required by 
its governing documents and New Hampshire law applicable to non-profit 
corporations. 


 
VI. Member Examination of the Corporate Financial Books and Records of ROC 


 
6.1 Member Right of Inspection. Every Member shall have the right at any 


reasonable time to inspect ROC’s corporate financial books and records of 
account subject to the following Procedures: 
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6.1.1 The Member representative must be acting upon the authority of the 
Member, as evidenced in writing by the representative designated and 
listed in ROC’s records for that Member. 


 
6.1.2 The writing must state a legitimate business purpose for the inspection 


and identify the documents the Member desires to inspect. 
 


6.1.3 The writing must state the date and time of the inspection, such date and 
time to be no less than 10 days after ROC receives the request and shall 
be during ROC’s normal business hours. 


 
6.1.4 If the information requested is determined to be Confidential Information of 


ROC, ROC shall require the Member to sign a Confidentiality and Non-
Disclosure Agreement in a form acceptable to ROC. Non-public 
information relating to individual ROC employees, including compensation, 
shall not be subject to disclosure. ROC retains the right to withhold 
information that is confidential by law or by contract. 


 
6.1.5 If the information requested is determined to be Confidential Information of 


a ROC Member, ROC shall not disclose such information except as 
provided in the ROC Protocols. 


 


6.1.6 If Confidential Information is requested by the Member or a Market 
Participant who provided ROC the information, ROC shall provide copies 
of such information to the Member or Market Participant, or its designee 
upon written authorization by the Member or Market Participant. 


 
6.2 Prohibition against Dissemination of Confidential Information. No Member shall 


use or disseminate any information obtained as a result of any such inspection in 
its capacity as a Member, for his or her own personal gain, to the detriment of 
ROC or its staff, or to the detriment of any competitors of any Entity with which 
the Member is affiliated, except in connection with the enforcement of a tariff, 
contract or applicable law and consistent with the Protocols and ROC’s policy 
regarding Confidential Information. 


 


VII. Selection of New Board Members, Board Chair and Vice Chair, and TAC 
Representatives 


 
7.1 Annual Meeting and Record Date. At least two months prior to the Annual 


Meeting of the Full Members, the ROC Board will set the date and location for the 
Annual Meeting. The Record Date for determining the Full Members entitled to 
notice of and representation at the Annual Meeting is set forth in the Bylaws. 


 
7.2 Elections of TAC Representatives, Market Segment Directors and Segment 


Alternates. For TAC Representatives, Market Segment Directors and Segment 
Alternates, as appropriate, to be elected by their respective Market Segments, 
one of two procedures shall apply: (a) ROC will provide all Full Members of the 
Segment or Subsegment with advance notice that the Segment or Subsegment 
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will be holding the election, and follow-up notice of election results; or (b) ROC 
will directly facilitate the election according to the following procedures: 


 
7.2.1 On the next business day after the Record Date, ROC will send a list of all 


the Members in each Segment or Subsegment, by membership level (i.e., 
Full, Associate or Adjunct) to ROC Members. 


 
7.2.2 ROC will request that Full Members of each Segment or Subsegment 


nominate Directors, Segment Alternates, as appropriate, and TAC 
Representatives and forward their nominations to ROC. 


 
7.2.3 With the nominations provided, ROC will then create and provide ballots to 


Full Members for return to ROC. 
 


7.2.4 ROC will facilitate a meeting of the Segment or Subsegment to assist in 
the nomination and election process if requested. 


 
7.2.5 Only Full Members may participate in the election of Directors, Segment 


Alternates, as appropriate, and TAC Representatives for the Segment or 
Subsegment in which they are members. 


 
7.2.6 Each seat shall be filled by the person receiving the most votes (proxies 


allowed) of eligible Full Members. 
 


7.3 Selection and Election of Unaffiliated Directors. For Unaffiliated Directors, subject 
to applicable law, statute or NHPUC rule, the following procedures shall apply: 


 
7.3.1 All new Unaffiliated Directors shall be selected in accordance with the 


process established in the Bylaws. 
 


7.3.2 Six months prior to the expiration of an Unaffiliated Director’s term, such 
Director shall indicate whether he or she wishes to remain on the Board 
for another term (if applicable). If the Unaffiliated Director desires to 
remain on the Board, the Nominating Committee will vote on whether such 
Unaffiliated Director may be nominated again for the Board. 


 
7.3.3 If an Unaffiliated Director elects to leave the Board or, due to the 


upcoming expiration of an Unaffiliated Director, the Nominating Committee 
otherwise elects to seek potentially a new Unaffiliated Director, the 
Nominating Committee shall retain an executive search firm to begin the 
candidate selection process, pursuant to the Bylaws. 


 


7.3.4 Where feasible, elections for Unaffiliated Directors will be held and 
approval by the NHPUC sought within a timeframe that will allow such 
Directors to be seated on the Board so as to avoid or minimize the length 
of Unaffiliated Director vacancies on the Board. 


 
7.4 Appointment of Residential Consumer TAC Representatives. Notwithstanding 
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Section 7.2, for the Residential Consumer Subsegment, the Consumer Advocate 
shall appoint Residential Consumer TAC Representative(s). ROC will assist, if 
requested, in providing potential candidates for such seats. The Consumer 
Advocate shall identify their appointees to ROC at least one week prior to the 
Annual Meeting. ROC will notify new Consumer appointees of the information 
necessary to attend the Annual Meeting. 


 
7.5 Facilitation of Election. If a Segment is unable to elect a Director, Segment 


Alternate, as appropriate, or TAC Representative at least two weeks prior to the 
Annual Meeting, ROC will notice a meeting of the Segment to facilitate the 
election. 


 
7.6 Election Results and Confirmation. Prior to the Annual Meeting of Full Members, 


ROC will determine the results of the elections. At the Annual Meeting, the new 
Directors, Segment Alternates and TAC Representatives will be announced and 
confirmed. The new Directors, Segment Alternates and TAC Representatives will 
be seated according to their elected terms. 


 
7.7 Election and Terms of Board Chair and Vice Chair. The Board shall elect the 


Board Chair and Vice Chair pursuant to the Bylaws. The Board Chair and Vice 
Chair shall be elected to serve in their positions until their respective successors 
are elected in the following year to avoid any break in service of Board 
leadership. 


 


VIII. Participation by Parties Opposing Actions Recommended by TAC or ROC 
Staff 


 
8.1 Procedural Situations Addressed by this Section. Any ROC Member, Market 


Participant, NHPUC Staff, or ROC staff may: (a) appeal a TAC action to reject, 
defer, remand or refer a matter that would have proceeded to the Board for 
consideration had it been recommended for approval by TAC, and requires a 
TAC recommendation as part of the approval process, directly to the ROC Board 
(“TAC Appeal”); or (b) submit written comments requesting a Board action to 
reject, defer, remand, or refer a matter that is before the Board for consideration, 
and requires a TAC recommendation as part of the approval process (“TAC 
Recommendation Opposition”); or (c) submit written comments opposing a voting 
item recommended by ROC staff that does not require a TAC recommendation 
prior to Board action (“ROC Recommendation Opposition”). Board consideration 
of TAC Appeals and TAC or ROC Recommendation Oppositions will be 
conducted pursuant to the process and timelines provided in this Section VIII. 


 
8.2 Advance Notice of TAC Appeals, TAC Recommendation Oppositions, or ROC 


Recommendation Oppositions. It is the policy of the Board that important 
arguments and information relating to a TAC Appeal or a TAC or ROC 
Recommendation Opposition be available to the Board in writing far enough in 
advance to enable informed decisions on such matters. The Board, and its 
members, may discount arguments and information that are provided out of time 
and/or that were not provided to TAC. 
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8.3 Procedural Timeline for TAC Actions Not Designated as Urgent. Written notice of 


TAC Appeals or TAC Recommendation Oppositions on matters that have not 
been granted Urgent status as part of the TAC review and recommendation 
process or that the Board Chair or Vice-Chair or a NHPUC Commissioner 
designates as urgent must be submitted to ROC’s General Counsel within ten 
(10) Business Days after the date of the TAC action which serves as the basis for 
the TAC Appeal or Comments on TAC Recommendation. The Board will hear 
such matter at the next regularly-scheduled Board meeting that is at least ten 
(10) Business Days after the date of the TAC Appeal or TAC Recommendation 
Opposition. The following deadlines will apply to the parties involved: 


 
8.3.1 The TAC Chair or Vice-Chair shall designate a TAC Advocate to defend 


the TAC action at least eight (8) Business Days before the Board meeting. 
 


8.3.2 ROC shall post notice of the TAC Appeal or TAC Recommendation 
Opposition, and identify the TAC Advocate on the ROC website, and notify 
TAC of the same, at least seven (7) Business Days before the Board 
meeting. 


 


8.3.3 The party appealing or contesting the TAC recommendation and the TAC 
Advocate must, and any other interested Entity may, provide a position 
statement, with or without supporting data, to ROC’s General Counsel at 
least six (6) Business Days before the Board meeting. 


 
8.3.4 ROC will distribute all timely position statements to the Board in the Board 


Packet as described in Section 1.2 above. 
 


The Board Chair or Vice-Chair may override any deadline in this Section 8.3 for 
good cause shown. 


 


8.4 Expedited Procedural Timeline for Urgent TAC Actions. Notwithstanding Section 
8.3, an expedited process shall apply to TAC Appeals or TAC Recommendation 
Oppositions of: (a) TAC actions related to decisions on items designated as 
Urgent; or (b) any other TAC action that the Board Chair or Vice-Chair or a 
NHPUC Commissioner designates as urgent. Written notice of  such TAC 
Appeals or  TAC Recommendation Oppositions must be submitted to ROC’s 
General Counsel within forty-eight (48) hours after the end of the relevant TAC 
meeting and those TAC Appeals or TAC Recommendation Oppositions shall be 
heard at the next Board meeting, and the TAC Chair and Vice-Chair shall work 
with ROC’s General Counsel to preserve the intent of Sections 8.2 and 8.3 above 
as fully as possible, given that such matters will be heard on less than ten 
Business Days’ notice. 


 
8.5 Procedural Timeline for ROC Recommendation Oppositions. The process for 


ROC Recommendation Oppositions applies to situations in which the Board 
agenda includes a voting item that does not require a TAC recommendation 
before it comes before the Board for a vote. If a party seeks Board consideration 
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of its comments opposing a ROC Recommendation for Board action, and 
requests that ROC include the comments in the Board Packet, the party must 
provide written notice to ROC’s General Counsel at least ten (10) Business Days 
before the date of the Board meeting where the issue will be on the agenda and 
submit its comments with ROC’s General Counsel at least eight (8) days before 
the date of the Board meeting where the issue will be on the agenda. If a party 
seeks to submit comments after the Board Packet has been delivered to Board 
members, the timing of the publication and distribution of the comments (as well 
as of any comments supporting the ROC Recommendation) will be at the 
discretion of the Board Chair or Vice-Chair. 


 


IX. Board Policy on Approval of User Fees 
 


9.1 User Fees Approval Process. The Board may authorize ROC to charge 
reasonable user fees for services provided by ROC to any Market Participant or 
other Entity. A new user fee must be approved by the Board pursuant to the 
Revision Request process set forth in Section 2 of the Protocols. User fees 
charged by ROC must be identified in the ROC Fee Schedule included in the 
Protocols. 


 
9.2 New User Fee Criteria. The Board retains the full authority to adopt user fees for 


services provided by ROC, including fees currently included in the Protocols, but 
establishes the following policy guidelines for establishing user fees which are 
not currently included in the Protocols: 


 
9.2.1 Material Impact. A new user fee should produce revenue in excess of 


$[insert amount] annually, or materially improve ROC operations. 
 


9.2.2 Incremental Revenues. The revenues recovered by a new user fee should 
be incremental to revenue recovered through the System Administration 
Fee. 


 
9.2.3 Limited Beneficiaries. A new user fee should be for a service that benefits 


a relatively few discrete Market Segments or Market Participants rather 
than providing general benefit to most Market Segments or Market 
Participants. 


 


X. Determination of Affiliate Relationship for Membership 
 


10.1 Membership Applicant Procedure. Any applicant for Membership (Membership 
Applicant) shall follow the procedure in this section to request Board 
determination of whether entities are Affiliates of one another for the purpose of 
determining Member Segment and voting rights pursuant to the definition of 
“Affiliate” in the Bylaws (Article 2, Paragraph 1). 


 
10.2 Verified Letter or Affidavit. The Membership Applicant shall send to the Board 


Chair with a copy to the General Counsel either (1) a letter verified by an 
authorized representative of the Membership Applicant or (2) an affidavit 
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executed by an authorized representative of the Membership Applicant, 
requesting Board determination of Affiliate relationship for purposes of the 
definition of “Affiliate”. The verified letter or affidavit must provide sufficient facts 
of relevant corporate relationships of the Membership Applicant to allow for the 
Board’s review of corporate relationships in consideration of the definition of 
“Affiliate”. 


 


10.3 Deadline for Submission. The Membership Applicant must send the verified letter 
or affidavit to be received no later than the submission date for the Board Packet 
materials for the Board meeting preceding the Membership application deadline 
for the following Membership year. 


 
XI. Review and Reaffirmation 


 
11.1  Review and Reaffirmation.  The Board may amend this document at any time by 


a vote that complies with Bylaws requirements, but at a minimum the Policies 
and Procedures shall be reviewed and reaffirmed annually, at or before the 
annual Strategic Planning Meeting. 
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These Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Procedures are based upon incorporated 
provisions of the ROC Bylaws.  Upon amendment of the ROC Bylaws, these 
Procedures should be reviewed to ensure consistency with any Bylaws revisions. 
 
I.  FUNCTIONS OF TAC 
 
  A. Duties 


   The TAC shall make recommendations to the Board as it deems appropriate 
or as required by the Board and perform any other duties as directed by the 
Board.  TAC shall have the authority to create subcommittees, task forces and 
work groups, as it deems necessary and appropriate to conduct the business 
of TAC.  TAC shall review and coordinate the activities and reports of its 
subcommittees. 


 
  B. Studies 
   The TAC shall itself, through its subcommittees, or through ROC staff, make 


and utilize such studies or plans as it deems appropriate to accomplish the 
purposes of ROC, the duties of its subcommittees and the policies of the 
Board.  Results of such studies and plans shall be reported to the Board as 
required by the Board. 


  
  C. Prioritization of Projects Proposed by the Market 
   The TAC shall be responsible for setting the priority of projects approved 


through the Platform Change Request (PCR), Protocol Revision Request 
(PRR) and Market Guide Revision (MGR) processes. TAC may delegate the 
responsibility for recommending the priority of market projects to one of its 
subcommittees.     


 
 
II.  MEMBERSHIP 
 
  A. Qualifications and Appointment 
   TAC Representatives, as defined in the ROC Bylaws Section 3.1, TAC 


Representatives, shall be elected or appointed according to the provisions of 
the ROC Bylaws and procedures established by the ROC Board.  An Entity 
and its affiliates that are Members of ROC shall have no more than one 
representative on TAC. 


 
  B. Term of Representatives 
   TAC Representatives shall be selected annually in December of each year for 


service in the following calendar year.  
 
  C. Membership 
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   The TAC shall be comprised of Representatives of Members from each 
Market Segment as defined in the ROC Bylaws: Aggregators, Competitive 
Electric Service Providers, Community Power Aggregators, Distributed 
Energy Resource Companies, Electric Distribution Companies and Local 
Distribution Companies, Limited Producers, and Consumers.  The Full 
Members of each Segment are responsible for electing or appointing their 
Representatives to TAC.  In addition, the ROC Chief Executive Officer (CEO) 
or the ROC CEO’s designee shall be an ex-officio, non-voting member of 
TAC.  If a Member elects to engage a consultant to represent them at TAC 
and/or TAC subcommittees, such consultant shall disclose the Entity or 
Entities it is representing at each meeting.   


 
  D. Vacancies 


Vacancies shall be filled in the manner prescribed by the ROC Bylaws.  
 


  
III.  CHAIR AND VICE-CHAIR 
 


A. Qualifications and Appointment 
   As provided in the ROC Bylaws, the Chair and Vice-Chair shall be elected by 


TAC and confirmed by the ROC Board. 
   
  B. Duties 
   The Chair shall be responsible for setting the agenda and presiding over all 


TAC meetings.  The Chair shall also report to the Board on behalf of TAC.   
The Vice-Chair shall act as Chair at TAC meetings in absence of the Chair. 


 
C. Election Process 


ROC staff will open the floor for nominations for the Chair.  Once nominations 
have been closed, TAC Representatives will cast votes on the nominations 
for Chair.  If there is more than one nomination, ballots will be used for casting 
votes.  Each TAC Representative will be allowed one vote.  The candidate 
receiving a simple majority (51%) of TAC Representatives voting will be 
elected.  If no simple majority is reached, ROC staff will identify the two 
candidates receiving the most votes and conduct another vote.  Votes will be 
conducted until either a simple majority of the TAC is reached or an 
acclamation of TAC.  Following election of the Chair, the Chair election 
process will be utilized for selecting the Vice-Chair. 
 


 
IV.  MEETINGS 
 
  A. Quorum and Action 
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   As provided in the ROC Bylaws: Fifty-one percent (51%) of eligible, Seated 
Representatives of TAC shall constitute a quorum required for the transaction 
of business; and abstentions do not affect calculation of a quorum.  Each 
voting member represented on TAC may designate, in writing, an Alternate 
Representative who may attend meetings, vote on the member’s behalf and 
be counted toward establishing a quorum.  Each voting member represented 
on TAC may designate in writing a proxy who may attend meetings and vote 
on the member’s behalf, but shall not be counted toward establishing a 
quorum.  If the TAC Representative wishes to designate an Alternate 
Representative or proxy, a notification of the designation of such Alternate 
Representative or proxy must be sent to ROC and shall be valid for the time 
period designated by the TAC Representative. TAC Representatives may 
participate in the meeting via telephone, but may not vote via telephone and 
participation via telephone shall not count towards a quorum. 


 
  B. Meeting Schedule 
   The TAC and its subcommittees shall meet as often as necessary to perform 


their duties and functions.  
 
  C. Participatory Voting: 


   As provided in the ROC Bylaws, each Segment may choose to utilize 
"Participatory Voting" as follows:  
If a Segment chooses to engage in Participatory Voting, each TAC 
Representative elected to serve and present at the meeting shall be required 
to vote the decision of the majority of Full Members of their Segment in 
attendance at a TAC meeting.  A Full Member may delegate an employee or 
agent other than the Member representative to vote on its behalf for purposes 
of Participatory Voting.  If a Full Member of a Segment using Participatory 
Voting is unable or does not wish to attend a TAC meeting, such Member may 
deliver a written proxy, at any time prior to the start of the meeting to a 
Participatory Voting delegate of any Member of the same Segment.  A Full 
Member delegate in attendance at a TAC meeting may give written proxy to 
a Participatory Voting delegate of any Member of the same Segment during 
such meeting.  If the consumer Segment chooses to utilize "Participatory 
Voting", each consumer type (retail, commercial and industrial) with 
representative(s) present shall each have equal voting strength in 
determining how the TAC Representatives of the Segment shall vote.  


 
  D. Notification 


As provided in the ROC Bylaws, all meetings of the TAC shall be called by 
the Chair and all such meeting notices shall be sent in writing (including e-
mail or fax) to each member at least one week prior to the meeting.  All 
agenda items requiring a vote of TAC must be noticed for a vote with 
supporting documentation published at least one week prior to the meeting.  
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Material that becomes available less than one week prior to the meeting may 
be considered if a majority of the TAC agrees to consider the additional 
material.  An emergency meeting of the TAC may be held with less than one 
week notice if a majority of the members of TAC consent to the meeting.  Any 
ROC Member may request notification of TAC meetings.  


 
  E. Conduct of Meetings 
   The Chair shall preside at all meetings and is responsible for preparation of 


agendas for such meetings.  In the absence of the Chair, the Vice-Chair or 
another TAC Representative shall preside at the meeting.  The Chair, or the 
presiding Member, shall be guided by Appendix A, ROC Meeting Rules of 
Order, in the conduct of the meetings.  ROC staff shall be responsible for 
recording minutes of TAC meetings and distributing such minutes and other 
communications to all members of TAC and for posting such information on 
the ROC website.  TAC meetings and TAC subcommittee meetings may be 
attended by any interested observers; provided, however, persons may be 
excluded from portions of TAC meetings and TAC subcommittee meetings 
where third party confidential information is presented or discussed (e.g., 
confidential vendor or bid information and generation unit and distributed 
energy resource asset information).  Participants shall disclose the Entity or 
Entities they are representing at each TAC and/or TAC subcommittee 
meeting. 


 
  F. Voting 
   In matters determined by the Chair to require a vote of TAC, or when any TAC 


Representative requests a vote on an issue, each TAC Representative shall 
have one vote.  As provided in the ROC Bylaws, an act of TAC requires 
affirmative votes of: (i) two-thirds of the Eligible Voting Representatives of 
TAC; and (ii) at least 50% of the total Seated Representatives.  For purposes 
of voting on TAC, TAC representatives shall not have their votes included in 
the total number of votes from which the requisite percentage of affirmative 
votes is required for action if: (i) they are not present and have not designated 
a proxy, or (ii) they abstain from voting.   


     
G. Electronic Mail Voting 


In matters determined by the Chair to require a vote of TAC which are urgent 
or otherwise require action prior to the next meeting, a vote via electronic mail 
(e-mail vote) may be utilized.  A request for an e-mail vote can only be initiated 
by the Chair or Vice Chair.  An e-mail vote is permitted provided a notification 
is distributed to the TAC distribution list that includes a detailed description of 
the issue or proposition and accompanied by supporting documentation.  For 
e-mail votes, a quorum of Standing Representatives must participate in the 
vote.  Participation requires casting a vote or abstaining.  Votes shall be 
submitted to ROC for tallying by the close of two Business Days after 
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notification of the vote.  Votes are tallied in the same manner as a regular 
meeting.  The final tally shall be distributed to the TAC distribution list and 
posted on the ROC website. 


 
 
V.  SUBCOMMITTEES 
 


A.  Duties 
Subcommittees shall make recommendations to TAC as they deem 
appropriate or as required by TAC and shall perform any other duties as 
directed by TAC. 
 


B.  Alternate Representatives and Proxies 
Each Standing Representative of a subcommittee may designate in writing an 
Alternate Representative who may attend meetings, vote on the Standing 
Representative’s behalf and be counted toward establishing a quorum.  Each 
Standing Representative of a subcommittee (except for the Platform and 
Protocol Subcommittee (P&PS)) may designate, in writing, a proxy who may 
attend meetings and vote on the member’s behalf, but shall not be counted 
toward establishing a quorum.  If the Standing Representative wishes to 
designate an Alternate Representative or proxy, a notification of the 
designation of such Alternate Representative or proxy must be sent to ROC 
and shall be valid for the time period designated by the Standing 
Representative.  Alternate Representatives, if not employed by the voting 
member thereby represented, must be confirmed in writing by such member 
(signed by a duly authorized representative of the member).   
 


C.  Chair and Vice Chair 
Unless otherwise directed by TAC, the Standing Representatives of each 
subcommittee shall elect a Chair and Vice-Chair from the subcommittee’s 
standing membership for a term of one year on a calendar year basis.  The 
Chair and Vice-Chair shall be confirmed by TAC.  Each Chair shall be 
responsible for setting the agenda and presiding over respective 
subcommittee meetings.  The Chair shall also report on subcommittee 
activities and present recommendations to TAC.  The Vice-Chair shall act as 
Chair at subcommittee meetings in the absence of the Chair. 
 


D.  Meetings and Notification 
The subcommittee Chair is responsible for calling meetings as often as 
necessary for the subcommittee to perform its duties and functions.  Meeting 
notices shall be sent to each Standing Representative, the subcommittee 
distribution list, and posted on the ROC website at least one week prior to the 
meeting, unless an emergency condition requires a shorter notice. 
 


Bates p. 133







ROC 
Technical Advisory Committee Procedures 


 
 


 


TAC Procedures [insert date]  Page 6
  
  


In addition, subcommittee meetings are attended by ROC Staff person(s) who 
coordinate ROC support of the meeting, including meeting arrangements, 
meeting minutes, and ROC Staff participation in the meeting. 
 
 


E. Appeal Procedures 
Any Entity that demonstrates it is affected by a TAC subcommittee decision 
may appeal the TAC subcommittee vote to TAC utilizing the following 
process: 
1. Any appeal (including requested relief) must be submitted to ROC (insert 


email address) within seven days after the date of the TAC subcommittee 
vote.   


2. Appeals shall be heard at the next regularly scheduled TAC meeting that 
is at least seven days after the date of the requested appeal. 


3. The appropriate TAC subcommittee Chair or Vice-Chair shall designate a 
TAC subcommittee advocate to defend the TAC subcommittee vote prior 
to the TAC meeting.   


4. ROC shall notify the TAC and the relevant TAC subcommittee of the 
appeal and the TAC subcommittee advocate.   


5. The appealing party and the TAC subcommittee advocate shall provide a 
position statement to ROC prior to the TAC meeting.  Any other interested 
Entity may also provide a position statement to ROC prior to the TAC 
meeting.  Position statements should be submitted to ROC by no later than 
1700 Eastern Prevailing Time on the day prior to the TAC meeting.    


6. ROC will distribute all position statements to the TAC.   
7. The TAC Chair or Vice-Chair will allocate a designated amount of time on 


the agenda for consideration of the appeal allowing for the appealing party, 
TAC subcommittee advocate, and any Entities providing position 
statements to address the TAC on the TAC subcommittee vote.   


8. An appeal of a TAC subcommittee vote does not require a motion by the 
TAC.  TAC shall vote on the appealing party’s requested relief after 
consideration of the appeal.  If the TAC vote fails to grant the appealing 
party’s requested relief, the appeal shall be deemed rejected by TAC 
unless at the same meeting TAC later votes to recommend approval of, 
defer, remand or refer the issue.  The rejected appeal as well as any other 
TAC votes shall be subject to appeal pursuant to ROC Board Policies and 
Procedures, Section VIII. Appeal Procedures. 


9. The TAC Chair or Vice-Chair may override any deadline in this Section for 
good cause shown. 


 
An expedited process may be utilized for appeals of (a) TAC subcommittee 
votes related to decisions on items designated as Urgent; or (b) any other 
TAC subcommittee vote that the TAC Chair or Vice-Chair designates as 
urgent.  Such appeals must be submitted to ROC (insert email address) within 
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48 hours after the end of the relevant TAC subcommittee meeting and shall 
be heard at the next regularly scheduled TAC meeting.   
 


F. Working Group/Task Force  
 
1. Comments or Revision Requests.  Working groups and task forces must 


obtain approval from the governing TAC subcommittee (or TAC if the 
working group or task force reports directly to TAC) prior to submitting to 
ROC for official posting of new Revision Requests or comments on 
Revision Requests when the governing TAC subcommittee (or TAC if the 
working group or task force reports directly to TAC) is not the next approval 
authority of such new Revision Requests or comments.  
 


2.  Chair and Vice Chair.  Participants at working group and task force 
meetings will offer nominations for Chair and Vice Chair which will be 
subject to approval by TAC or the governing TAC subcommittee. 


 
 


G.  Standing TAC Subcommittees 
There shall be four standing TAC subcommittees with representatives as 
follows: 


 
   1. Intrastate Market Subcommittee (IMS); Operations and Performance 


Subcommittee (OPS); and Regional Markets Integration Subcommittee 
(RMIS) 
 
Membership:  Membership shall consist of one to four Standing 
Representatives from each Segment elected or appointed by the voting 
members of the respective Segment, with the exception of the Consumer 
Segment.  The Consumer Segment shall consist of three subsegments 
(Residential, Small and Medium Commercial, and Large Commercial and 
Industrial).  The number of Standing Representatives for each Segment 
shall be determined by the TAC members representing that Segment.  
Standing Representatives, if not employed by the voting member thereby 
represented, must be confirmed in writing by such member (signed by a 
duly authorized representative of the member).  These will be the voting 
members of the subcommittee.  ROC shall appoint appropriate staff 
member(s) to attend and participate in the subcommittee meetings.  A 
Member entity and its affiliates that are also ROC Members shall have 
no more than one representative per TAC subcommittee as it pertains to 
Section V. G. 1. 
 
Quorum:  At least one Standing Representative from each of four 
Segments and a majority of the Standing Representatives must be 
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present at a meeting to constitute a quorum.  Standing Representatives 
may participate in the meeting and vote via telephone, but participation 
via telephone shall not count towards a quorum. 
 
Votes:  Each Segment shall have a Segment Vote of 1.0 except the 
Consumer Segment, which shall have a Segment Vote of 1.5.  Segment 
Votes shall be equally divided into Fractional Segment Votes among the 
Standing Representatives, designated Alternate Representatives and 
proxies of each Segment that cast a vote.  The Consumer Segment Vote 
shall be equally divided into a Fractional Segment Vote of 0.5 for each of 
the three subsegments. The Fractional Segment Vote for each 
subsegment of the Consumer Segment is allocated to the Standing 
Representatives, designated Alternate Representatives, and proxies of 
the subsegment casting a vote.  For the Consumer Segment, if no 
Standing Representative from a subsegment is present at a meeting, the 
Consumer Segment vote is allocated equally to the subsegment(s) that 
cast a vote.  If a representative from a subsegment abstains from a vote, 
the fraction of the Consumer Segment Vote allocated to such 
representative is not included in the vote tally. 
 
Voting:  Only Standing Representatives, their designated Alternate 
Representative, or proxy may vote.  A motion of the subcommittee 
passes when a majority (unless a two-thirds vote is required for the 
motion as prescribed in Appendix A, ROC Meeting Rules of Order) of the 
aggregate of the Fractional Segment Votes are (i) affirmative, and (ii) a 
minimum total of three.  The results of all votes taken will be reported to 
TAC, whether or not the vote passed. 
 
Abstentions:  In the event that a voting member, their designated 
Alternate Representative, or proxy, is not present during a roll call vote, 
or abstains from voting, that member’s fractional vote will be reallocated 
equally among the remaining voting members of that Segment; except 
for the Consumer Segment. 
 
E-Mail Voting:  An e-mail vote is permitted provided a notification is 
distributed to the subcommittee distribution list that includes a detailed 
description of the issue or proposition.  A request for an e-mail vote can 
only be initiated by the Chair or Vice Chair.  A quorum of Standing 
Representatives must participate in the e-mail vote.  Participation requires 
casting a vote, or abstaining.  Votes shall be submitted to ROC for tallying 
by the close of two Business Days after notification of the vote.  Votes are 
tallied in the same manner as a regular meeting.  The final tally shall be 
distributed to the subcommittee distribution list and posted on the ROC 
website.  
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   2. Platform & Protocol Subcommittee (P&PS)  


 
The P&PS is mandated by the ROC Protocols. 
 
Membership:  Membership shall consist of two Standing Representatives 
from each Segment with the exception of the Consumer Segment.  The 
Consumer Segment shall consist of three Standing Representatives 
(Residential, Commercial, and Industrial).  Each Standing Representative 
may designate in writing an Alternate Representative who may attend 
meetings, vote on the Standing Representative’s behalf and be counted 
toward establishing a quorum.  However, Standing Representatives at 
P&PS may not assign proxy. 
 
Quorum:  In order to take action, a quorum must be present.  A quorum is 
defined as at least one Standing Representative in each of at least four 
Segments. 
 
Votes:  At all meetings, each Segment shall have one Segment Vote.  The 
representative of each Voting Entity, present at the meeting and 
participating in the vote, shall receive an equal fraction of its Segment’s 
Vote, except for the Consumer Segment which shall be divided into three 
subsegments (Residential, Small and Medium Commercial, and Large 
Commercial and Industrial) that receive one third of the Consumer 
Segment Vote.  Within each Consumer Segment subsegment, the 
representative of each Voting Entity casting a vote shall receive an equal 
fraction of its subsegment’s vote.  For the Consumer Segment, if no 
representative from a subsegment casts a vote, such subsegment’s 
fractional vote is allocated equally to the subsegment(s) that cast(s) a vote.    
For purposes of counting votes in the Consumer Segment, an abstention 
shall not be considered as a cast vote. 
 
Voting Entities:  Entities entitled to vote (Voting Entities) are ROC Full 
Members, ROC Associate Members, and ROC Adjunct Members.  Voting 
Entities must align themselves each calendar year with a Segment for 
which they qualify or, for Adjunct Members, a Segment to which they are 
similar.  Voting Entities that align themselves with a Segment must be 
aligned with that same Segment for all TAC subcommittees, and remain 
aligned with that Segment for the entire calendar year.  For each 
Subcommittee that is part of Section V. G. 2., a Member entity and its 
affiliates that are also ROC Members must designate one Segment in 
which to participate and vote for the Subcommittee term regardless of the 
Segment for which the entity or its affiliate qualifies.  Once the designation 
is made an entity and its affiliates may not vote in another Segment for 
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one calendar year in that Subcommittee; provided, however, that if due to 
changed circumstances Members subject to such designation become no 
longer affiliated, the Members no longer affiliated shall each, upon 
notifying ROC, thereafter be eligible to participate and vote in the 
Subcommittee in a Segment for which it is eligible.  If multiple affiliates 
attend a meeting, the Full Member shall designate the Voting Entity.  
 
If Alternate Representatives are not employed by the voting member 
thereby represented, they must be confirmed in writing by such member 
(signed by a duly authorized representative of the member).   Voting 
Entities must be present at the meeting to vote as they are not allowed to 
vote via the telephone or to designate a proxy.  
 
Voting: Only one representative of each Voting Entity present at the 
meeting may vote.  Voting Entities may be represented by a direct 
employee, or may file a letter of agency designating an individual not 
directly employed by the Voting Entity to vote on its behalf.  Agents holding 
letters of agency for more than one Voting Entity may vote on behalf of 
only one Voting Entity at any particular meeting. 
 
A motion of the subcommittee passes when a majority (unless a two-thirds 
vote is required for the motion as prescribed in Appendix A, ROC Meeting 
Rules of Order) of the aggregate of the fractional Segment Votes are (i) 
affirmative, and (ii) a minimum total of three.  The results of all votes taken 
will be reported to TAC, whether or not the vote passed. 
 
Abstentions:  In the event that a representative of a Voting Entity abstains 
from a vote, the Segment Vote is allocated among the members casting a 
vote. Abstentions within the Consumer Segment shall be addressed as 
described above.  
 
E-Mail Voting:  An e-mail vote is permitted provided a notification is 
distributed to the subcommittee distribution list that includes a detailed 
description of the issue or proposition.  E-mail votes for P&PS are primarily 
conducted for administrative purposes.  A request for an e-mail vote can 
only be initiated by the Chair or Vice Chair.  For e-mail votes, each 
Standing Representative shall have one vote and a quorum of Standing 
Representatives must participate in the vote.  Participation requires 
casting a vote or abstaining.  The affirmative votes of eight Standing 
Representatives shall be the act of the subcommittee by e-mail vote.  
Votes shall be submitted to ROC for tallying by the close of two Business 
Days after notification of the vote.  A P&PS e-mail vote on a request for 
Urgent Status shall be submitted to ROC for tallying within 48 hours.  The 
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final tally shall be distributed to the subcommittee distribution list and 
posted on the ROC website. 


    
 


VI.  VOTING AT REMOTE MEETINGS FOR TAC AND TAC SUBCOMMITTEES 
UNDER EXTENUATING CIRCUMSTANCES DECLARATION 


 
Under extenuating circumstances (an emergency or public necessity, 
including but not limited to an imminent threat to public health or safety, or a 
reasonably unforeseen situation) and after consulting with the TAC Chair 
and Vice Chair, the ROC General Counsel may declare that remote voting is 
permitted for TAC and TAC Subcommittee duties and functions.  A notice 
will be sent to all ROC Members and a Market Notice will be sent to all 
Market Participants when such a declaration begins and when the return to 
normal meeting procedures resumes.  Any such meeting must use 
conference telephone or other similar communications equipment, or 
another suitable electronic communications system, including 
videoconferencing technology or the Internet, or any combination, if the 
telephone or other equipment or system permits each person participating in 
the meeting to communicate with all other persons in the meeting.  
Participation in a meeting shall constitute presence in person at such 
meeting, except where a person participates in the meeting for the express 
purpose of objecting to the transaction of any business on the ground that 
the meeting is not lawfully called or convened.   In such meetings, TAC and 
TAC Subcommittees may vote via such electronic communications 
system.  If necessary as determined by the Chair and Vice Chair, validation 
of the votes taken via such electronic communications system will be 
conducted after the meeting.   


 
 
VII.  AMENDMENT 
 
   These Procedures may be amended upon motion by any member of TAC and 


approval of that motion by vote of TAC, provided such amendment may not 
be in conflict with the ROC Bylaws, Board Procedures, or Board resolutions.  
The ROC Board may, upon its own motion, amend these Procedures upon 
reasonable notice to the TAC membership. 
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Appendix A, ROC Meeting Rules of Order 
 


Introduction:      
These rules of order provide parliamentary procedure at all TAC and TAC Subcommittee 
meetings and are intended to ensure order and fairness in the decision-making process.  
The minimum quorum to convene a meeting shall be as described in the TAC 
Procedures for each respective stakeholder group.  The Standard Code of Parliamentary 
Procedure shall guide stakeholder meetings in all areas not addressed by the ROC 
Protocols, ROC Bylaws, TAC Procedures, subcommittee charters, or these rules.  Any 
conflicts between these rules and Robert’s Rules of Order shall be determined in favor 
of these rules.      
 
Main Motions 
Main motions are used to present new business, such as action to be taken on Revision 
Requests, concepts, and methodologies. 
 
Main Motion Examples: 


YOU WANT TO: YOU SAY: 2ND? DEBATE? AMEND? 


Endorse “X” 
methodology 


I move to endorse “X” 
methodology 


Yes Yes Yes 


Take action as defined 
in a revision request 
(e.g., recommend 
approval, reject, defer 
decision, refer or 
remand) 


I move to recommend 
approval of revision request 


Yes Yes Yes 


    
 
Secondary Motions 
Secondary motions address procedural issues and assist with the order and 
management of the meeting.  They are applicable to pending main motions and 
discussion items equally.  
 
Secondary Motion Examples: 


 YOU WANT TO: YOU SAY: 2ND? DEBATE? AMEND? 


Close the meeting I move to adjourn Yes No No 


Take break I move to recess for Yes No Yes 


Lay aside temporarily I move to table/defer Yes Yes Yes 


Return to a previously 
tabled item 


I move to remove from the 
table the item regarding* 


Yes Yes Yes 
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Stop debate and vote I call the question* Yes No No 


Limit or extend debate 
I move that debate be 
limited/extended to* 


Yes No No 


Refer to another 
stakeholder group 


I move to refer the 
motion/discussion to 


Yes Yes Yes 


Modify the wording of 
a motion  


Will you accept a friendly 
amendment to  


No No No 


Modify the wording of 
a motion 


I move to amend the motion 
to 


Yes Yes Yes 


Withdraw motion I withdraw my motion  No No No 


Reconsider a previous 
motion 


I move to reconsider Yes Yes Yes 


Ask a question on the 
rules 


Question on the rules/point of 
order 


No No No 


Suspend the rules of 
Notice 


I move to waive notice for* Yes Yes No 


* Requires a two-thirds vote in favor for approval. 


 
Motion Descriptions: 
 
Table: 
This motion postpones a discussion item indefinitely or for a specified time.  If a time 
is specified, the group may return to the discussion item prior to the expiration of the 
specified time with the adoption of a motion to take from the table.  If no time to return 
to the item was specified, the chair may direct the return to the item at their discretion.   
 
Call the question: 
This motion closes debate and is applicable only to the immediately pending motion.  
Once adopted, no further debate is allowed and a vote on the pending question must 
immediately be conducted.   If a motion to call the question is adopted while an 
amendment is pending, then a vote is taken immediately on the amendment.  Once 
the vote on the amendment is complete, then debate on the main motion may continue.  
To be applicable to a main motion, a motion to call the question must be adopted while 
the main motion is immediately pending.  This motion requires a two-thirds vote in favor 
for approval. 
 
Limit/Extend debate: 
The motion to limit debate requires that all debate regarding a particular pending 
motion be completed before the expiration of a specified amount of time.  The allotted 
time for discussion may be extended through a motion to extend debate.  The chair 
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must immediately conduct a vote on the pending motion at the expiration of time.  This 
motion requires a two-thirds vote in favor for approval.        
 
Refer: 
The Chair may, without objection by any voting member, direct any discussion item to 
any working group or task force of the subcommittee, or request review by any other 
TAC Subcommittee.  If adopted, this motion requires the Chair to take this action per 
the direction of the motion.   
 
Friendly Amendment: 
This is a request to revise the language of a pending motion and is directed at the 
mover and second of a pending motion.  If accepted by the mover and the second, the 
pending motion is amended without the need for action by the group.  If the friendly 
amendment is opposed by either the pending motion mover or the second, then the 
pending motion remains in its original form.  If the friendly amendment is accepted by 
the mover, but opposed by the main motion second, and the second is withdrawn, the 
Chair may solicit an alternate second.  If an alternate second is provided, the pending 
motion is amended without the need for action by the group.  This motion has the same 
class and rank order as the more formal motion to amend.  A pending motion may also 
be amended through the formal amendment process (see “Amend” below). 
   
Amend: 
If adopted, this motion revises the language of the pending motion regardless of 
opposition by the pending motion mover or second.  This motion itself requires a 
second and is adopted by a vote of the group per TAC Procedures.     
 
Waive Notice: 
The usual course of business for TAC and TAC Subcommittees is to post and distribute 
a meeting agenda indicating items upon which respective groups will be voting at least 
one week in advance.  Adoption of a motion to waive notice authorizes a vote upon 
items with insufficient notice.  This motion requires a two-thirds vote in favor for 
approval.    
 
Withdraw: 
This is a unilateral action by the mover or the second of a pending motion.  If the mover 
withdraws, the pending motion is terminated.   If the second withdraws, then the motion 
remains as a properly laid motion without a second for which any other member may 
second.  A withdrawal by either the mover or the second ceases to be available once 
the Chair has begun the vote on the motion or while a motion to call the question is 
pending. 
 
Reconsider: 
This motion renews consideration of a particular item or motion previously considered 
during the current meeting.  The mover of a motion to reconsider must be a member 
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that voted on the prevailing side of the motion to be reconsidered, and must clearly 
identify the motion or action to be reconsidered.  Once a motion to reconsider has been 
adopted by the committee, any member may move to void, amend or, reinstate the 
motion or decision that is reconsidered.  If a motion to reconsider has been adopted 
regarding a particular item, but no further action is then taken, the previous motion or 
decision remains in effect as if the motion to reconsider had not been adopted.  For 
the purposes of this paragraph, a meeting held over multiple days shall be considered 
as a single meeting if it is held by the same stakeholder group and the days of the 
meeting are contiguous.  
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1 REVISION REQUEST AND BUDGETING PROCESS  


1.1 Introduction 


(1) A request to make additions, edits, deletions, revisions, or clarifications to the ROC 


Protocols, including any attachments and exhibits to the ROC Protocols, is called a 


Protocol Revision Request (PRR).  Except as specifically provided otherwise in the 


following sentence or in other sections of these Protocols, Sections 1.2, Submission of a 


Protocol Revision Request or Platform Change Request, through 1.8, Review of Guide 


Changes, apply to all PRRs.  ROC Members, Market Participants, New Hampshire Public 


Utilities Commission (NHPUC) Staff, the Interstate Market Monitor (IMM), the 


Independent System Operator of New England (ISO-NE), the New England Power Pool 


(NEPOOL), the ROC Board, and any other Entities are required to utilize the process 


described herein prior to requesting, through the NHPUC or other Governmental 


Authority, that ROC make a change to these Protocols, except for good cause shown to 


the NHPUC or other Governmental Authority. 


(2) A request that ROC change its Statewide Platform that does not require a revision to the 


Protocols is called a Platform Change Request (PCR).  Except as specifically provided in 


other sections of these Protocols, Sections 1.2 through 1.7, Review of Project 


Prioritization and Annual Budget Process, apply to all PCRs. 


(3) The “next regularly scheduled meeting” of the Platform and Protocol Subcommittee 


(P&PS), the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), an Assigned TAC Subcommittee (as 


defined below), or the ROC Board shall mean the next regularly scheduled meeting for 


which required notice can be timely given regarding the item(s) to be addressed, as 


specified in the appropriate ROC Board or committee procedures. 


(4) ROC may make non-substantive corrections at any time during the processing of a 


particular PRR.  Under certain circumstances, however, the Protocols can also be revised 


by ROC rather than using the PRR process outlined in Section 1.4, Protocol Revision and 


System Change Procedure. 


(a) This type of revision is referred to as an “Administrative PRR” or “Administrative 


Changes” and shall consist of non-substantive corrections, such as typos 


(excluding grammatical changes), internal references (including table of 


contents), improper use of acronyms, and references to ROC Protocols, NHPUC 


Substantive Rules, the Independent System Operator of New England (ISO-NE) 


rules, New England Power Pool Generation Information System (NEPOOL GIS), 


North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) regulations, Federal 


Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) rules, etc.  Additionally, updates to 


Section 23, Forms, may also be processed as Administrative PRRs.   


(b) ROC shall post such Administrative PRRs to the ROC website and distribute the 


PRR to P&PS at least ten Business Days before implementation.  If no Entity 


submits comments to the Administrative PRR in accordance with paragraph (1) of 


Section 1.4.4, Platform and Protocol Subcommittee Review and Action, ROC 
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shall implement it according to paragraph (4) of Section 1.6, Protocol Revision 


Implementation.  If any ROC Member, Market Participant, NHPUC Staff, 


Independent System Operator of New England (ISO-NE) staff, New England 


Power Pool (NEPOOL) staff, the IMM, or ROC submits comments to the 


Administrative PRR, then it shall be processed in accordance with the PRR 


process outlined in Section 1.4. 


1.2 Submission of a Protocol Revision Request or Platform Change Request 


(1) The following Entities may submit a Protocol Revision Request (PRR) or Platform 


Change Request (PCR) (“Revision Request”): 


(a) Any Market Participant; 


(b) Any ROC Member; 


(c) New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (NHPUC) Staff; 


(f) The Interstate Market Monitor (IMM); 


(g) The Independent System Operator of New England (ISO-NE); 


(h) The New England Power Pool (NEPOOL); 


(i) The ROC Board; and 


(h) Any other Entity that meets the following qualifications: 


(i) Resides (or represents residents) in New Hampshire or operates in the 


ISO-NE electricity market; and 


(ii) Demonstrates that Entity (or those it represents) is affected by the [insert 


relevant protocol references, e.g. Customer Registration, etc.] sections of 


these Protocols. 


1.3 Platform and Protocol Subcommittee 


(1) The Platform and Protocol Subcommittee (P&PS) shall review and recommend action on 


formally submitted Protocol Revision Requests (PRRs) and Platform Change Requests 


(PCRs) (“Revision Requests”) provided that: 


(a) P&PS meetings are open to ROC, ROC Members, Market Participants, the 


Independent System Operator of New England (ISO-NE), The New England 


Power Pool (NEPOOL), the IMM and NHPUC Staff; 


(b) Each Market Segment is allowed to participate; and 


Bates p. 147







SECTION 1:  REVISION REQUEST PROCESS 


ROC PROTOCOLS – [INSERT DATE]  3 


PUBLIC 


(c) Each Market Segment has equal voting power. 


(2) Where additional expertise is needed, the P&PS may refer a Revision Request to working 


groups or task forces that it creates or to existing Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) 


subcommittees, working groups or task forces for review and comment on the Revision 


Request.  Suggested modifications—or alternative modifications if a consensus 


recommendation is not achieved by a non-voting working group or task force—to the 


Revision Request should be submitted by the chair or the chair’s designee on behalf of 


the subcommittee, working group or task force as comments on the Revision Request for 


consideration by P&PS.  However, the P&PS shall retain ultimate responsibility for the 


processing of all Revision Requests. 


(3) ROC shall consult with the P&PS chair to coordinate and establish the meeting schedule 


for the P&PS.  The P&PS shall meet at least once per month and shall ensure that 


reasonable advance notice of each meeting, including the meeting agenda, is posted on 


the ROC website. 


1.4 Protocol Revision and System Change Procedure 


1.4.1 Review and Posting of Protocol Revision Requests 


(1) Protocol Revision Requests (PRRs) shall be submitted electronically to ROC by 


completing the designated form provided on the ROC website.  Excluding ROC-


sponsored PRRs, ROC shall provide an electronic return receipt response to the submitter 


upon receipt of the PRR. 


(2) The PRR shall include the following information: 


(a) Description of requested revision and reason for suggested change; 


(b) Impacts and benefits of the suggested change on ROC market structure, ROC 


operations, and Market Participants, to the extent that the submitter may know 


this information; 


(c) List of affected Protocol Sections and subsections; 


(d) General administrative information (organization, contact name, etc.); and 


(e) Suggested language for requested revision. 


(3) ROC shall evaluate the PRR for completeness and shall notify the submitter, within five 


Business Days of receipt, if the PRR is incomplete, including the reasons for such status.  


ROC may provide information to the submitter that will correct the PRR and render it 


complete.  An incomplete PRR shall not receive further consideration until it is 


completed.  In order to pursue the PRR, a submitter must submit a completed version of 


the PRR. 
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(4) If a submitted PRR is complete or upon completion of an PRR, ROC shall post the PRR 


on the ROC website and distribute to the Platform and Protocol Subcommittee (P&PS) 


within three Business Days. 


(5) For any ROC-sponsored PRR, ROC shall also post an initial Impact Analysis on the ROC 


website, and distribute it to P&PS.  The initial Impact Analysis will provide P&PS with 


guidance as to potential ROC computer systems, operations, or business functions that 


could be affected by the submitted PRR. 


1.4.2 Review and Posting of Platform Change Requests 


(1) Platform Change Requests (PCRs) shall be submitted electronically to ROC by 


completing the designated form provided on the ROC website.  Excluding ROC-


sponsored PCRs, ROC shall provide an electronic return receipt response to the submitter 


upon receipt of the PCR.   


(2) The PCR shall include the following information: 


(a) Description of desired additional system functionality or the additional 


information desired and reason for suggested change; 


(b) Impacts and benefits of the suggested change to ROC market structure, ROC 


operations and Market Participants, to the extent that submitter may know this 


information; 


(c) General administrative information (organization, contact name, etc.); and 


(d) Summary of requested changes to ROC systems. 


(3) ROC shall evaluate the PCR to determine whether the request should be submitted as an 


PRR.  If ROC determines that the PCR should be submitted as an PRR, ROC will notify 


the submitter within five Business Days of receipt, and the submitter shall withdraw its 


PCR and may submit an PRR in its place.  If ROC deems it necessary for further review 


beyond the five Business Days, ROC shall notify the submitter. 


(4) ROC shall evaluate the PCR for completeness and shall notify the submitter, within five 


Business Days, if the PCR is incomplete, including the reasons for such status.  ROC may 


provide information to the submitter that will correct the PCR and render it complete.  An 


incomplete PCR shall not receive further consideration until it is completed.  In order to 


pursue the PCR requested, the submitting Entity must submit a completed version of the 


PCR. 


(5) If a submitted PCR is complete or upon completion of an PCR, ROC shall post the PCR 


on the ROC website and distribute to the P&PS within three Business Days. 


(6) For any ROC-sponsored PCR, ROC shall also post an initial Impact Analysis on the ROC 


website, and distribute it to P&PS.  The initial Impact Analysis will provide P&PS with 
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guidance as to potential ROC computer systems, operations, or business functions that 


could be affected by the submitted PCR. 


1.4.3 Withdrawal of a Protocol Revision Request or Platform Change Request 


(1) A submitter may withdraw or request to withdraw an PRR or PCR (“Revision Request”) 


by submitting a completed Request for Withdrawal form provided on the ROC website.  


ROC shall post the submitter’s Request for Withdrawal on the ROC website within three 


Business Days of submittal. 


(2) The submitter of a Revision Request may withdraw the Revision Request at any time 


before P&PS recommends approval of the Revision Request.  If P&PS has recommended 


approval of the Revision Request, the request for withdrawal must be approved by the 


Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) if the Revision Request has not yet been 


recommended for approval by TAC.  If TAC has recommended approval of the Revision 


Request, the request for withdrawal must be approved by the ROC Board if the Revision 


Request has not yet been approved by the ROC Board.  Once approved by the ROC 


Board, a Revision Request cannot be withdrawn. 


1.4.4 Platform and Protocol Subcommittee Review and Action 


(1) Any ROC Member, Market Participant, the NHPUC Staff, the Independent System 


Operator of New England (ISO-NE), the New England Power Pool (NEPOOL), the 


IMM, or ROC may comment on a Revision Request. 


(2) To receive consideration, comments must be delivered electronically to ROC in the 


designated format provided on the ROC website within 14 days from the posting date of 


the Revision Request.  Comments submitted after the 14-day comment period may be 


considered at the discretion of P&PS after these comments have been posted.  Comments 


submitted in accordance with the instructions on the ROC website—regardless of date of 


submission—shall be posted to the ROC website and distributed to the P&PS within 


three Business Days of submittal. 


(3) The P&PS shall consider the Revision Request at its next regularly scheduled meeting 


after the end of the 14-day comment period.  At such meeting, the P&PS may take action 


on the Revision Request.  The quorum and voting requirements for P&PS action are set 


forth in the Technical Advisory Committee Procedures.  In considering action on a 


Revision Request, P&PS may: 


(a) Recommend approval of the Revision Request as submitted or as modified; 


(b) Reject the Revision Request; 


(c) Defer decision on the Revision Request; or 
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(d) Refer the Revision Request to another TAC subcommittee, working group, or task 


force as provided in Section 1.3, Platform and Protocol Subcommittee. 


(4) If a motion is made to recommend approval of a Revision Request and that motion fails, 


the Revision Request shall be deemed rejected by P&PS unless at the same meeting 


P&PS later votes to recommend approval of, defer, or refer the Revision Request.  The 


rejected Revision Request shall be subject to appeal pursuant to Section 1.4.11.1, Appeal 


of Platform and Protocol Subcommittee Action. 


(5) Within three Business Days after P&PS takes action, ROC shall post a P&PS Report 


reflecting the P&PS action on the ROC website.  The P&PS Report shall contain the 


following items: 


(a) Identification of submitter of the Revision Request; 


(b) Protocol language or summary of requested changes to ROC systems, 


recommended by the P&PS, if applicable;  


(c) Identification of authorship of comments; 


(d) Proposed effective date(s) of the Revision Request; 


(e) Priority and rank for any Revision Requests requiring a ROC project for 


implementation; and 


(f) P&PS action. 


(6) The P&PS chair shall notify TAC of Revision Requests rejected by P&PS. 


1.4.5 Comments to the Platform and Protocol Subcommittee Report 


(1) Any ROC Member, Market Participant, NHPUC Staff, the Independent System Operator 


of New England (ISO-NE), the New England Power Pool (NEPOOL), the IMM, or ROC 


may comment on the P&PS Report.  Comments submitted in accordance with the 


instructions on the ROC website—regardless of date of submission—shall be posted on 


the ROC website and distributed to the committee(s) (i.e., P&PS and/or TAC) 


considering the Revision Request within three Business Days of submittal. 


(2) The comments on the P&PS Report will be considered at the next regularly scheduled 


P&PS or TAC meeting where the Revision Request is being considered. 


1.4.6 Revision Request Impact Analysis 


(1) If P&PS recommends approval of a Revision Request, ROC shall prepare an Impact 


Analysis based on the proposed language or proposed system changes in the P&PS 


Report.  If ROC has already prepared an Impact Analysis, ROC shall update the existing 


Bates p. 151







SECTION 1:  REVISION REQUEST PROCESS 


ROC PROTOCOLS – [INSERT DATE]  7 


PUBLIC 


Impact Analysis, if necessary, to accommodate the language or system changes 


recommended for approval in the P&PS Report. 


(2) The Impact Analysis shall assess the impact of the proposed Revision Request on ROC 


staffing, computer systems, operations, or business functions and shall contain the 


following information: 


(a) An estimate of any cost and budgetary impacts to ROC for both implementation 


and on-going operations; 


(b) The estimated amount of time required to implement the Revision Request; 


(c) The identification of alternatives to the Revision Request that may result in more 


efficient implementation; and 


(d) The identification of any manual workarounds that may be used as an interim 


solution and estimated costs of the workaround. 


(3) Unless a longer review period is warranted due to the complexity of the proposed P&PS 


Report, ROC shall post an Impact Analysis on the ROC website, for a Revision Request 


for which P&PS has recommended approval of, prior to the next regularly scheduled 


P&PS meeting, and distribute to P&PS.  If a longer review period is required by ROC to 


complete an Impact Analysis, ROC shall submit comments with a schedule for 


completion of the Impact Analysis. 


1.4.7 Platform and Protocol Subcommittee Review of Impact Analysis 


(1) After ROC posts the results of the Impact Analysis, P&PS shall review the Impact 


Analysis at its next regularly scheduled meeting.  P&PS may revise its P&PS Report after 


considering the information included in the Impact Analysis or additional comments 


received on the P&PS Report. 


(2) Within three Business Days of P&PS consideration of the Impact Analysis and P&PS 


Report, ROC shall post the P&PS Report on the ROC website.  If P&PS revises the 


P&PS Report, ROC shall update the Impact Analysis, if necessary, post the updated 


Impact Analysis on the ROC website, and distribute it to the committee(s) (i.e., P&PS 


and/or TAC) considering the Impact Analysis.  If a longer review period is required for 


ROC to update the Impact Analysis, ROC shall submit comments with a schedule for 


completion of the Impact Analysis. 


(3) If the Revision Request requires a ROC project for implementation, at the same meeting, 


P&PS shall assign a recommended priority and rank for the associated project. 
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1.4.8 Technical Advisory Committee Vote 


(1) TAC shall consider any Revision Requests that P&PS has submitted to TAC for 


consideration for which both a P&PS Report and an Impact Analysis (as updated if 


modified by P&PS under Section 1.4.7, Platform and Protocol Subcommittee Review of 


Impact Analysis) have been posted on the ROC website.  The following information must 


be included for each Revision Request considered by TAC: 


(a) The P&PS Report and Impact Analysis;  


(b) The recommended P&PS priority and rank, if a ROC project is required; and 


(c) Any comments timely received in response to the P&PS Report. 


(2) The quorum and voting requirements for TAC action are set forth in the Technical 


Advisory Committee Procedures.  In considering action on a P&PS Report, TAC shall: 


(a) Recommend approval of the Revision Request as recommended in the P&PS 


Report or as modified by TAC, including modification of the recommended 


priority and rank if the Revision Request requires a project; 


(b) Reject the Revision Request;  


(c) Defer decision on the Revision Request; 


(d) Remand the Revision Request to P&PS with instructions; or 


(e) Refer the Revision Request to another TAC subcommittee or a TAC working 


group or task force with instructions. 


(3) If a motion is made to recommend approval of a Revision Request and that motion fails, 


the Revision Request shall be deemed rejected by TAC unless at the same meeting TAC 


later votes to recommend approval of, defer, remand, or refer the Revision Request.  If a 


motion to recommend approval of a Revision Request fails via email vote according to 


the Technical Advisory Committee Procedures, the Revision Request shall be deemed 


rejected by TAC unless at the next regularly scheduled TAC meeting or in a subsequent 


email vote prior to such meeting, TAC votes to recommend approval of, defer, remand, 


or refer the Revision Request.  The rejected Revision Request shall be subject to appeal 


pursuant to Section 1.4.11.2, Appeal of Technical Advisory Committee Action. 


(4) Within three Business Days after TAC takes action on the Revision Request, ROC shall 


post a TAC Report reflecting the TAC action on the ROC website.  The TAC Report 


shall contain the following items: 


(a) Identification of the submitter of the Revision Request; 


(b) Modified Revision Request language proposed by TAC, if applicable; 
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(c) Identification of the authorship of comments; 


(d) Proposed effective date(s) of the Revision Request; 


(e) Priority and rank for any Revision Requests requiring a ROC project for 


implementation; 


(f) P&PS action; 


(g) TAC action; and  


(h) ROC’s position on the Revision Request. 


(5) If TAC recommends approval of a Revision Request, ROC shall forward the TAC Report 


to the ROC Board for consideration pursuant to Section 1.4.10, ROC Board Vote. 


1.4.9 ROC Impact Analysis Based on Technical Advisory Committee Report 


(1) ROC shall review the TAC Report and, if necessary, update the Impact Analysis as soon 


as practicable.  ROC shall distribute the updated Impact Analysis, if applicable, to TAC 


and post it on the ROC website.  If a longer review period is required for ROC to update 


the Impact Analysis, ROC shall submit comments with a schedule for completion of the 


Impact Analysis. 


1.4.10 ROC Board Vote 


(1) Upon issuance of a TAC Report and Impact Analysis to the ROC Board, the ROC Board 


shall review the TAC Report and the Impact Analysis at the next regularly scheduled 


meeting.  For Urgent Revision Requests, the ROC Board shall review the TAC Report 


and Impact Analysis at the next regularly scheduled meeting, unless a special meeting is 


required due to the urgency of the Revision Request.   


(2) The quorum and voting requirements for ROC Board action are set forth in the ROC 


Bylaws.  In considering action on a TAC Report, the ROC Board shall: 


(a) Approve the Revision Request as recommended in the TAC Report or as modified 


by the ROC Board; 


(b) Reject the Revision Request; 


(c) Defer decision on the Revision Request; or 


(d) Remand the Revision Request to TAC with instructions. 


(3) If a motion is made to approve a Revision Request and that motion fails, the Revision 


Request shall be deemed rejected by the ROC Board unless at the same meeting the ROC 


Board later votes to approve, defer, or remand the Revision Request.  The rejected 
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Revision Request shall be subject to appeal pursuant to Section 1.4.11.3, Appeal of ROC 


Board Action. 


(4) Within three Business Days after the ROC Board takes action on a Revision Request, 


ROC shall post a Board Report reflecting the ROC Board action on the ROC website. 


1.4.11 Appeal of Action 


(1) The following processes are to be used to appeal an action related to a Revision Request. 


1.4.11.1 Appeal of Platform and Protocol Subcommittee Action 


(1) Any ROC Member, Market Participant, NHPUC Staff, the Independent System Operator 


of New England (ISO-NE), the New England Power Pool (NEPOOL), the IMM, or ROC 


may appeal a P&PS action to reject, defer or refer a Revision Request, directly to the 


TAC.  Such appeal to the TAC must be submitted electronically to ROC by completing 


the designated form provided on the ROC website within seven days after the date of the 


relevant P&PS appealable event.  ROC shall reject appeals made after that time.  ROC 


shall post appeals on the ROC website within three Business Days of receiving the 


appeal.  Appeals shall be heard at the next regularly scheduled TAC meeting that is at 


least seven days after the date of the requested appeal.  An appeal of a Revision Request 


to TAC suspends consideration of the Revision Request until the appeal has been decided 


by TAC. 


1.4.11.2 Appeal of Technical Advisory Committee Action 


(1) Any ROC Member, Market Participant, NHPUC Staff, the Independent System Operator 


of New England (ISO-NE), the New England Power Pool (NEPOOL), the IMM, or ROC 


may appeal a TAC action to reject, defer, remand or refer a Revision Request directly to 


the ROC Board.  Appeals to the ROC Board shall be processed in accordance with the 


ROC Board Policies and Procedures.  An appeal of a Revision Request to the ROC Board 


suspends consideration of the Revision Request until the appeal has been decided by the 


ROC Board. 


1.4.11.3 Appeal of ROC Board Action 


(1) Any ROC Member, Market Participant, NHPUC Staff, the Independent System Operator 


of New England (ISO-NE), or the New England Power Pool (NEPOOL), or the IMM 


may appeal any decision of the ROC Board regarding a Revision Request to the NHPUC.  


Such appeal to the NHPUC must be made within any deadline prescribed by the NHPUC, 


but in any event no later than 35 days of the date of the relevant ROC Board appealable 


event.  Notice of any appeal to the NHPUC or other Governmental Authority must be 


provided, at the time of the appeal, to ROC’s General Counsel.  If the NHPUC rules on 


the Revision Request, ROC shall post the ruling on the ROC website. 
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1.5 Urgent and Board Priority Protocol Revision Requests and Platform Change 


Requests 


(1) The party submitting a Protocol Revision Request (PRR) or Platform Change Request 


(PCR) (“Revision Request”) may request that the Revision Request be considered on an 


urgent timeline (“Urgent”) only when the submitter can reasonably show that an existing 


Protocol or condition is impairing or could imminently impair ROC retail market 


operations, or is causing or could imminently cause a discrepancy between a ISO-NE 


settlement formula and a provision of these Protocols. 


(2) The Platform and Protocol Subcommittee (P&PS) may designate the Revision Request 


for Urgent consideration upon a valid motion in a regularly scheduled meeting of the 


P&PS or at a special meeting called by the P&PS leadership.  Criteria for designating a 


Revision Request as Urgent are that the Revision Request requires immediate attention 


due to:  


(a) Serious concerns about ROC market operations under the unmodified language or 


existing conditions; or  


(b) The crucial nature of ISO-NE settlement activity conducted pursuant to any 


settlement formula. 


(3) The ROC Board may designate any existing Revision Request a Board Priority Revision 


Request.  If the ROC Board directs ROC Staff to file a Revision Request, it may further 


direct that a Revision Request be designated a Board Priority Revision Request.  All 


Board Priority Revision Requests will be considered on an Urgent timeline. 


(4) ROC shall prepare an Impact Analysis for Urgent and Board Priority Revision Requests 


as soon as practicable. 


(5) The P&PS shall consider the Urgent or Board Priority Revision Request and Impact 


Analysis, if available, at its next regularly scheduled meeting, or at a special meeting 


called by the P&PS leadership to consider the Urgent or Board Priority Revision Request. 


(6) If recommended for approval by P&PS, ROC shall post a P&PS Report on the ROC 


website within three Business Days after P&PS takes action.  The TAC chair may request 


action from TAC to accelerate or alter the procedures described herein, as needed, to 


address the urgency of the situation. 


(7) Any Urgent or Board Priority Revision Requests shall be subject to an Impact Analysis 


pursuant to Section 1.4.9, ROC Impact Analysis Based on Technical Advisory 


Committee Report, and ROC Board consideration pursuant to Section 1.4.10, ROC Board 


Vote. 
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1.6 Protocol Revision Implementation 


(1) Upon ROC Board approval, ROC shall implement Protocol Revision Requests (PRRs) on 


the first day of the month following ROC Board approval, unless otherwise provided in 


the Board Report for the approved PRR. 


(2) For such other PRRs, the Impact Analysis shall provide an estimated amount of time 


required to implement the PRR and ROC shall provide notice as soon as practicable, but 


no later than ten days prior to actual implementation, unless a different notice period is 


required in the Board Report for the approved PRR. 


(3) If the ROC Board approves changes to the Protocols, such changes shall be, in 


accordance with rules and procedures adopted by the NHPUC: 


(a) Either filed with the NHPUC for informational purposes as soon as practicable, 


but no later than one day before the effective date of the changes; or 


(b) Submitted to the NHPUC for review and approval or denial by a Hearing Officer, 


as appropriate; and  


(b) Subsequently incorporated into the Protocols and posted on the ROC website as 


soon as practicable, but no later than one day before the effective date of the 


changes. 


(4) ROC shall implement an Administrative PRR on the first day of the month following the 


end of the ten Business Day posting requirement outlined in Section 1.1, Introduction. 


1.7 Review of Project Prioritization and Annual Budget Process 


(1) The Platform and Protocol Subcommittee (P&PS) shall recommend to the Technical 


Advisory Committee (TAC) an assignment of a project priority for each approved 


Protocol Revision Request (PRR) and Platform Change Request (PCR) (“Revision 


Request”) that requires an associated project. 


(2) Annually during the ROC budget process, the P&PS shall review the priority of all 


market-requested projects and recommend new or revised project priorities for market-


requested projects.     


(3) TAC shall consider the project priority of each Revision Request and make 


recommendations to the ROC Board. 


(4) The ROC Board shall take one of the following actions regarding the project 


prioritization recommended by TAC: 


(a) Approve the TAC recommendation as originally submitted or as modified by the 


ROC Board;  
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(b) Reject the TAC recommendation;  


(c) Remand the TAC recommendation to TAC with instructions; or  


(d) Defer consideration of the TAC recommendation. 


1.8 Review of Guide Changes 


(1) The revision process for the ROC market guides shall be governed by the individual 


guides and assigned subcommittees.  The Platform and Protocol Subcommittee (P&PS) 


shall review changes to market guides proposed by other subcommittees that may conflict 


with existing Protocols and report the results of its review to the submitting 


subcommittee. 
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Public Service of New Hampshire d/b/a Eversource Energy   
Docket No. DE 19-197  
  
Date Request Received: 09/22/2020 Date of Response: 10/02/2020 
Request No. STAFF 1-024 Page 1 of 1 
Request from: New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission Staff 
 
Witness: Christine Riley Hastings, Justin Eisfeller 
 


 
Request: 
Reference Testimony at Page 50 of 55 describing a governance model including an Operations 
Committee.  
a.  Please describe which responsibilities of the proposed Operations Committee would need 


approval from the Governance Working Group and/or Commission via semi-annual proposals and 
why.  


b.  Please describe which responsibilities would be entirely under the authority of the Operations 
Committee and why.  


 
 
Response: 
a.  The Operations Committee (OC) would need approval of the Governance Working Group (GWG) 


for draft or revised operating policies and procedures; platform scoping and pricing changes; 
operating and capital budget revisions; and final decisions on security restrictions on users of the 
platform. The OC and GWG would need approval of the Commission on governance changes, and 
operating and capital budget approvals, as those items relate to the core mandate of the 
Commission’s authority. 


 
b.  The Operations Committee (OC) would make decisions on day-to-day operations and security 


including short term restrictions on platform access due to immediate cyber concerns; platform 
change management categorization (there is an expectation that change management approvals 
will vary with change complexity and risk); and cyber event classification and incident response. 
The OC would also be responsible for making technical design decisions where the decision affects 
the operations or security of the platform.  
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ISO-NE PUBLIC


A U G U S T 1 2 , 2 0 2 0


Tongxin Zheng
T E C H N I C A L D I R E C T O R


EPRI-Stanford Digital Grid Webinar


Market Participation of Distributed Energy  
Resources
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ISO New England (ISO) Has More Than Two Decades of Experience  
Overseeing the Region’s Restructured Electric Power System


Energy  
Market


Forward
Capacity
Market


Ancillary  
Markets


Electric Energy: The Day-Ahead and Real-Time Energy Markets are forward and spot  
markets for trading electric energy. Energy prices fluctuate throughout the day and at  
different locations in New England, reflecting the amount of consumer demand,  
constraints on the system, and the price of fuel that resources use to generateelectricity.


Short-Term Reliability Services: Resources compete in the ancillary markets to provide  
backup electricity as well as services needed to support the physical operation of the  
system, such as frequency regulation and voltage support. These services are critical  
during periods of heavy demand or systememergencies.


Long-Term Reliability Services: Resources compete to sell capacity to the system in three
years’ time through annual Forward CapacityAuctions.
The Forward Capacity Market works in tandem with the Energy Markets to attractand
sustain needed power resources today and into the future.
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Many Resources Compete to Supply Electricity in New England’s  
Wholesale Markets


• Close to 500 buyers and sellers in the  
markets


• $7.6 billion in wholesale electricity  
market transactions in 2019


– $4.1 billion in the energy market


– $100 million in the ancillary services  
markets


– $3.4 billion in the capacity market
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* 2019 data are subject to adjustment
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AC


AC


Key Facts About ISO New England Grid


• 7.2 million retail electricity customers drive the demand  
for electricity in New England (14.8 million population)


 Region’s all-time summer peak demand: 28,130 MW on  
August 2, 2006


 Region’s all-time winter peak demand: 22,818 MW on  
January 15, 2004


• Transmission system is tied to neighboring power
systems in the U.S. and Eastern Canada:


– New York (8 AC ties, 1 DC tie)


– Hydro Québec (2 DC ties)


– New Brunswick (2 AC ties)


• 19% of the region’s energy needs were  
met by imports in 2019


New  
Brunswick


New  
York


Hydro  
Québec


(1985) (1986/1990)


DC DC


AC (1970s)


AC (2007)


AC  
AC  
AC


AC  
AC


AC
DC


Note: AC stands for Alternating Current and DC stands for Direct Current
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Generation and Demand Resources Are Used to Meet New England’s  
Energy Needs


• 350 dispatchable generators in the region


• 31,500 MW of generating capacity


• Over 20,000 MW of proposedgeneration
in the ISO Queue


– Mostly wind proposals


• Roughly 7,000 MW of generation have
retired or will retire in the next few years


• 580 MW of active demand response  
and 2,630 MW of energy efficiency with
obligations in the Forward Capacity Market*


* In the Forward Capacity Market, demand-reduction resources are treated as capacity resources.


Note:


Renewables include landfill gas,  
biomass, other biomass gas, wind,grid-scalesolar,  


municipal solid waste, and miscellaneous fuels.


2019*
Net Energy  
for Load:  


119,122 GWh


*Data is subject to adjustment


Natural Gas,  
40%


Nuclear, 25%


Imports, 19%


Renewables,  
9%


Hydro, 7%
Coal, <1%


Oil, <1%
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Distributed Energy Resources in ISO NE System


2822


214


1,256


1,975


458


712


Energy Efficiency


Non DG Demand Response


Participating Solar PV


Non-particiapting Solar PV


Non Solar Renewables


Gas and Other Generators


2500 3000


• 7437 MW, 19% of operating capacity


DER TYPES


0 500 1000 1500 2000


Data as of 9/1/2019, source: https://www.iso-ne.com/static-assets/documents/2019/10/rm18-9_resp_to_der_data_req.pdf
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Current DER Market Participation


• Market participation programs
– Demand Response (DR)


• Passive demand resources
– On-peak
– Seasonal On-peak


• Active demand resources
– Price responsive demand (PRD)


– Settlement Only Generator (SOG)
– Energy Storage


22%


51%


27%


DER MARKET PARTICIPATION


SOG DR Non Market Participation
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PRD Program


• Product Eligibility
– Capacity, Energy and Ancillary Services
– Metering and baseline calculation are required


• DR aggregation at a DR zone
– 20 DR zones
– Registered resource with multiple assets within the same DR zone
– Capable of 0.1MW demand reduction
– No individual asset with Max Interruptible Capacity >= 5MW


• DR resource at a single location
– Capable of 0.1MW demand reduction
– Max Interruptible Capacity ≥ 10kW
– Single Retail Delivery Point and Pricing Node


Reference: ISO New England Market Rule 1, Section III.8.1
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SOG Program


• SOG scheme is basically a settlement construct
– Capacity resource
– Not explicitly considered in system operations and market clearing
– Does not receive ISO dispatch signal
– Self schedule by owners
– Receive energy revenue
– Settle at a designated pricing location


• Eligibility
– Interconnected below 115kV
– Less than 5MW


Reference: Operating Procedure 14, Section II.A


ISO-NE PUBLIC Bates p. 168







Energy Storage


• Program is established under FERC Order 841


• Qualification
– One or more storage facilities at the same point of interconnection
– Must be able to inject/consume at least 0.1MW


• Products offered
– Capacity, Energy, and Ancillary Services


• Registered as both a generator and a dispatchable demand


• Can be either a “Binary Storage Facility” or a “Continuous Storage Facility”
– Depends on the choice of regulation service provision


Reference: Market Rule 1, Section III.1.10.6
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Challenges of DER Integration


• Distribution resource planning


• Transmission system planning


• Grid operation


• DER control and operation


• Market participation


• State and federal policy
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Current Market Structure for DER Integration


• ISO/DSO wholesale only market


ISO


Gen
Load


DERA
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DSOReport


Large  
DER


DER


DER DER
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Thoughts on DER Aggregation Model


• A prosumer model
– Individual DER participates the wholesale market through


a DER aggregator
– Provide energy, ancillary services, and capacity products
– Aggregator is responsible for


• Submitting bids to buy and offer to sell at an aggregation  
level


• Following ISO dispatch instruction and disaggregatingISO
dispatch signal for each DER


• Reporting DERA telemetry
• Communicating with ISO on distribution limitation on DERA  


output
– No double compensation or double charge such as net  


metering


• TO/DSO should communicate with ISO on its  
operational issues and its requirements on DER  
dispatch and commitment


APN


DERA


ISO-NE PUBLIC Bates p. 172







Challenges with the Aggregation Model


• DER visibility
– ISO Market model is at the transmission  


system level
– An aggregated resource is modeled at a virtual  


location through distribution factors (DFs)
– No observability of distribution system creates


challenges
• DER to POI mapping
• Dynamics of DF
• Mismatch between the market model and the


physical model
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LMP
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Challenges with the Aggregation Model


• Dispatch efficiency and transmission
congestion management
– Actual DER responses to the control room dispatch  


signal may not be consistent with what the  
dispatch model predicts.


– Local congestion may require significant
adjustment of an aggregated DER’s output rather  
than a small set of DERs.


– DER aggregator’s control may result in issues in  
distribution system.


• Feeder congestion
• Voltage
• Power quality
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Possible Long-Term Market Structure for DER


• A local energy market construct
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Conclusion


• A DER aggregation model should be considered for the future DER integration of
wholesale electricity markets


• Direct participation of DERA in the wholesale markets requires a proper  
ISO/DSO/DERA coordination, and can be efficient in the short-run


• To fully resolve the TSO/DSO coordination issue, local energy markets could be  
established in the future when a large number of DERs participate in the wholesale  
markets
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