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STATE OF NEW JERSEY
BOARD OF PUBLIC UTILITIES

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION OF PUBLIC )
SERVICE ELECT~C & GAS COMPANY FOR )
APPROVAL OF ITS CLEAN ENERGY FUTURE- )
ENERGY EFFICIENCY ("CEF-EE") PROGRAM ON A)
I~GULATED BASIS )

DOCKETNOS.
GO18101112
EOt8101113

REPLY BRIEF OF SUNRUN INC.

Pursuant to the Prehearing Order Setting Procedural Schedule and Ruling on

Motions to Participate andlntervene, issued January 22, 2019 by Commissioner

Solomon of the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities ("Board"), Suntan Inc. ("Suntan")

sub~ts its reply brief in the above-referenced dockets.

I. Introduction

Numerous parties and participants in this proceeding have demonstrated that

Public Service Electric & Gas Company’s ("PSE&G" or "Company") unilateral approach

to developing its $2.8 billion energy efficiency proposal is flawed and should be rejected

because (1) in direct contravention of the Clean Energy Act ("CEA" or "Act"), it would

place less reliance on competitive markets by failing to encourage and ensure the

emergence of new entrants that can foster innovations and price competition in the

implementation of energy efficiency programs; (2) it fails to incorporate essential

stakeholder input, and (3) it preempts the Board’s work implementing the CEA.

Sunnm urges the Board to reject the Company’s petition and require PSE&G to

refile to conform to the Board’s directives implementing the CEA. The Company’s

energy efficiency proposal should be the result of robust stakeholder input and include

programs designed to fi.u-ther competition. In the alternative, if the Board approves any



par~ of PSE&G’s petition, Suntan urges the Board to condition approval with specific

requirements to enhance the role of competitive market providers in the delivery of

energy efficiency services and address other shortcomings in the Company’s application.

II.

A. PSE&G’s Proposal Fails to Meet Statutory Requirements to
Implement Energy Efficiency Programs in A Manner that Furthers
Competition.

PSE&G provides no discussion in its initial brief of New Jersey statutory

requirements to implement energy efficiency in a manner that furthers competition. As

Sunrtm and other participants and parties to this proceeding have emphasized, the CEA

provides clear directives requiring the Board’s implementation of energy efficiency

programs to "place greater reliance on competitive markets with the explicit goal of

encouraging and ensuring the emergence of new entrants that can foster innovations and

price competition.’’~

Indeed, Market Participants discussed at length in their initial brief the detrimentai

effect on competitive energy markets of PSE&G’s proposal to utilize its monopoly status

as a public utility and rely on ratepayer fimds to subsidize the deployment and installation

of energy efficiency products.~ Echoing similar concerns raised by Sunrun in public

comments, at the evidentiary hearing, and in its initial brief, Market Participants’ initial

brief provides numerous examples of how PSE&G’s proposal would, if approved,

undermine New Jersey’s competitive electricity market, including the Company’s

proposals for up-front rebates, the lack of competitive processes, and the use of utility

See, e.g.N.J. Star. § 48:3-87(1)(1); BPU Docket Nos. GO18101112 &
EO18101113, Initial Brief of Sunrun Inc. (May 17, 2019) ("Initial Brief of Sunrun") at 5;
BPU Docket Nos. GO18101112 & EO18101113, Initial Brief of Market Participants
iMay 17, 2019) ("InitiaI Brief of Market Participants") at 7.

See Initial Brief of Market Participants at 12-15.



bills to f’mance energy efficiency products.3

Moreover, Staffhighlighted the arguments provided by Sunrun and Maxket

Participants at the evidentiary hearing4 and concluded that "the concerns voiced by

certain participants in this matter lead Staffto recommend that the Board not approve

PSE&G’s proposal without more fully evaluating its impacts on the competitive

conservation and EE markets.’’s These concerns were similarly echoed by NJLEUC in

recommending the Board "carefully consider the consequences of establishing PSE&G as

an ’exclusive’ provider [of energy efficiency services]" because "[s]uch a position would

provide seemingly insurmountable advantages to PSE&G that would enable it to ’crowd

out’ third parties seeking to sell competitive energy efficiency products in the company’s

service territory, thereby reducing offerings available to customer and opportunities to

conserve energy.’’6

PSE&G’s failure to address the competitive market issues identified by Sunrun

and other participants and parties in this proceeding cannot be resolved by PSE&G’s

mischaracterization of Sunrun’s positions on its proposal as somehow supporting the

Company’s proposal. PSE&G’s initial brief stating that Sunrtm is "encouraged by some

of the energy efficiency program concepts proposed by the Company" and that Sunrun

"finds two CEF-EE pilot programs - Non-Wires Alternative and Smart Homes -

3 Id. at 13.
4 BPU Docket Nos. GO18101112 & EO18101113~ Initiai Brief of the Staffofthe
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (May 17 2019) ("Initial Brief of Staft~’) at 32-34.
5 Id. at34.
6 BPU Docket Nos. GO18101112 & EO18101113, Post Hearing Brief of Intervenor
New Jersey Large Energy Users Coalition (May 17, 2019) ("Initial BriefNJLEUC ") at
20.



’commendable’ for their recognition of solar energy and energy storage’’7 leaves out

critical qualifications to those statements.

Sunrun stated at the evidentiary hearing that "[w]hile Sunrun is encouraged by

some of the energy et~ciency program concepts proposed by the Company, we do not

support approval of the Company’s application at this time. We have significant concerns

regarding the timing of the filing and fundamental program design and implementation

issues." Sunrun further stated that "while the Company’s proposed Non Wires

Alternative and Smart Homes Pilots are commendable in that PSE&G at least partially

recognizes some of the efficiency benefits that solar and storage can provide; these

programs should be revised to ensure that they:

1) Are based on implementation models that reflect the current market landscape

and leverage the expertise and cost saving opportunities from competitive market

participants;

2) Integrate system peak reduction programs into the Company’s efficiency

portfolio and leverage customer-sited solar and storage; and

3) Can be scaled to full sub-program implementation throughout the service

territo .ry after the PiIot term concludes."

Sunnm does not support PSE&G’s programs as proposed because they fail to

integrate fundamental program design elements necessary to further competition in the

delivery of energy efficiency services, fail to leverage the benefits of solar and storage to

provide energy efficiency and peak demand reduction savings, and are not based on

7 BPU Docket Nos. GO181011 I2 & EO181011 t3, Initial Brief on BehaIfof
Petitioner Pubiic Service Electric & Gas Company (May 17, 2019) ("Initial Brief of
PSE&G") at 20-21.

4



implementation models scalable to full sub-program implementation that reflect the

current market landscape.

As Sunrtm discussed in its initial brief, numerous states have adopted cutting edge

programs to integrate competitive market providers of solar and energy storage to deliver

energy efficiency and peak reduction benefits.8 Critically, PSE&G’s proposals to allow

customer- and third party-owned energy storage devices to participate in its dynamic load

management programs in its Long Island service territory through a "bring-your-own-

device" ("BYOD") based program as Sunrun recommends for adoption in New Jersey9

was approved by fl~e Long Island Power Authority on May 22, 2019.t° The Company’s

energy efficiency and peak reduction programs in New Jersey should be designed to

integrate this and similar program models highIighted by Sunrun to ensure that energy

efficiency programs in New Jersey are implemented to further competition in accordance

with New Jersey statutes.

B.    PSE&G’s Proposal Needs Greater Stakeholder Input

PSE&G’s assertion that its proposal "enjoys broad and diverse stakeholder

support’’t~ and that its proposal was "designed with the appropriate level of stakehoider

engagement’’12 is an inaccurate characterization of stakehoider involvement in the

development of PSE&G’s proposal and the level of stakeholder participation in this

s See Initial Brief of Sunrun at t6-20.
9 ld. at 18-19.
10 Long Island Power Authority, Approval of Modifications to LIPA’s Tariff For
Electric Service to Enable Energy Storage Systems to Participate in Dynamic Load
Management (May 22, 2019) available at https://www.Iipower.org/wp-
content/uploads/2019/05/3.-Approval-Tariff-Changes-for-Energy-Storage-Systems-to-

~articipate-in-DLM.pdf.
Initial Brief of PSE&G at 2.
Id. at31,



proceeding. These claims also ignore the fact that the Company’s filing circumvents the

CEA-mandated stakeholder process to inform the very energy efficiency targets and

program designs that the CEA intends for PSE&G and other utilities to adopt.

PSE&G’s assertion that it proposal was "designed with the appropriate level of

stakeholder involvement" can only be true if the Company believes that excluding the

Board and interested stakeholders from its program designs is the "appropriate level" of

stakeholder involvement. As NJLEUC discusses in its initial brief"Ms. Reif’ s testimony

at hearing underscored that PSE&G alone developed the CEF-EE program on its own

terms, by its own employees and experts, and without input from the Board, the OCE,

Rate Counsel, or any New Jersey trade allies, competitors or customer potentially

affected by the Company’s proposal.’’t3 NJLEUC summarized that "there can be no

question that the CEF-EE program is not the result of the detailed study and stakeholder

processes directed by the CEA, and is not supported by any of the CEA’s mandated

reports, studies or analyses... Indeed, several of these processes and reports, including

the quantitative performance indicators, have yet to be finalized.’’14

Moreover, PSE&G’s argument that the CEF-EE Program should be approved

because its "’enjoys widespread public stakeholder support" is is a misleading

characterization of support for its proposal given the positions of numerous stakeholders

in this proceeding. PSE&G’s strong opposition to stakeholder intervention in this

proceeding further highlights the Company’s untenable position that its proposal is the

result oftlae "appropriate level" of stakeholder involvement and that it enjoys broad

13

I5

Initial Brief NJLEUC at 15.
Id.
Initial BriefofPSE&G at I5.



stakeholder support. Sunrun and other participants that offer competitive market services

that are impacted by PSE&G’s proposal expressed strong opposition to numerous aspects

of the Company’s proposal;16 but were denied the opportunity to participate in discovery,

submit pre-filed testimony, conduct cross-examination and introduce exhibits at

hearingff

For example, as demonstrated by Sunrun in public comments and its initial brief,

and by Market Participants in their initial brief, preventing Sum’un and Market

Participants from meaningfully representing their interests in this proceeding has resulted

in an evidentiary record that reflects a lack of critical stakehoIder involvement. As

Stmrun emphasized in its initial brief, "the extremely limited ability for stakeholders to

meaningfully palxicipate and represent their interests in this proceeding further highlights

the need to allow the stakeholder process in the Board’s proceedings implementing the

Act to conclude.’’~8 The Board should follow the directives of the CEA to allow for

important stakeholder processes to inform the development of the State’s energy

efficiency and peak reduction targets and require PSE&G to develop energy efficiency

plans that reflect the outcome of these processes and the Board’s findings and directives

implementing the CEA.

C. PSE&G Has Failed to Demonstrate that Its $2.8 Billion Energy
Efficiency Proposal Is Consistent with the Board’s Implementation of
the Clean Energy Act.

The Company has not, and cannot, demonstrate that its proposal is consistent with

16 See, e.g., Initial Brief of Sunrun Inc.; Initial Brief Market Participants.
17 Initial Brief of Market Participants at 4 (discussing the limitations of participant
status in the proceeding that denied participants "the opportunity to participate in
discovery, to submit preserved testimony and to actively participate in the evidentiary
hearings through conducting cross examination and introducing exhibits").

Initial Brief of Sunrtm at 4.



the CEA because the Board has not yet issued its findings or directives implementing the

Act. PSE&G’s assertions that the timing of its proposal is "clearly... aligned perfectly

with the CEA’’19 and that its proposal is "necessary" to meet the requirements of the

CEA’’z° are unsupported and flatly contradicted by numerous parties and participants in

this proceeding.

PSE&G states that "clearly the timing of the CEF-EE Program, including the

year-long transition period described in Ms. Reif’s supplemental testimony, is aligned

perfectly with the CEA and the State’s energy efficiency goals, because the filing will be

before the BPU for approval promptly after issuance of the initial study and when energy

efficiency momentum in the state is at its peak."21

As Rate Counsel discusses at length in its initial brief, PSE&G’s proposal is

premature precisely because it is before the Board prior to the issuance of the CEA

mandated studies and therefore "does not consider the savings targets, incentives and

penaities established by the CEA, which have yet to be determined by the Board.’’22 Rate

Counsel correctly characterizes PSE&G’s proposal as presupposing "what its specific

energy savings and demand reduction targets will be under the CEA, without any

deference to the Board’s anticipated determinations regarding individual utility targets,

incentives and penalties under the CEA.’’23 Sunrun agrees with Rate Counsel that

"[a]bsent a review PSE&G’s CEF-EE filing in the context of the findings mandated by

the CEA, the Board has no basis upon which to consider the reasonableness of PSE&G’s

1~ See, e.g., Initial Brief of PSE&G at 29.
20 See, e.g.., id. at 7; 24; 41.
2~ Id. at 29.
22 BPU Docket Nos. GO18101112 & EO18101113, Initial Brief on Behalf of
Division of Rate Counsel (May 17, 2019) ("Initial Brief of Rate Counsel") at 18.
23    Id. at 16.



CEF-EE’s subprograms, costs and ratemaking treatment.’’24

Staff aptly summarizes the timing of PSE&G’s petition as "plae[ing] the cart

before the horse.’’2s Like Rate Counsel, Staff’s initial brief details why the Board’s work

implementing the CEA and deveIoping the Energy Master Plan ("EMP") must precede

the development of utility energy efficiency programs. Staff flatly refutes PSE&G’s

contention because certain CEA implementation activities will be completed

approximately six weeks prior to a Board decision on PSE&G’s proposal, the Board will

have "ample oppommity to take the EE Market Potential Study conclusions into account

before issuing an Order on the CEF-EE filing.’’26 As Staff emphasizes "when the Board’s

need to review the recommended reduction targets and QPIs in the [CEA-mandated] EE

Market Potential Study and then to coordinate that analysis with its review of PSE&G’s

proposal are taken into account, it becomes clear that six weeks are grossly inadequate.’’27

Sunrun agrees with Staff that PSE&G (and other energy utilities) must "follow the State’s

lead in establishing a comprehensive energy plan; review the State’s strategic plan; and

then dedicate sufficient time to develop EE programs that align with the State’s strategic

plan.’’28

The fact that the Company flied its petition prior to the Board issuing its findings

and directives implementing the CEA, by definition, means that the Company cannot

demonstrate that its proposal meets fimdamental requirements of the CEA because the

Board has not issued its findings and directives for PSE&G to implement its energy

24
Id at 18.

25 Initial Brief of Staff at 21.
26 Id at 22 (citing, 1T at T76:9-12).
27 ld at22.
28 ld.



efficiency programs.

III. Conclusion

Numerous parties and participants representing significant stakeholder interests in

the outcome of this proceeding oppose PSE&G’s petition and demonstrate that PSE&G’s

petition is seriously flawed. Sunrun urges the Board to reject the Company’s petition and

require PSE&G to refile it following the Board’s findings and directives in implementing

CEA. In the event that the Board determines that PSE&G’s proposal warrants approval,

Sunrun strongly urges the Board to ensure the approved programs are implemented to

preserve and enhance competitive markets, particularly in the delivery and management

of customer-sited solar and storage by requiring program design revisions to incorporate

third-party participation models, such as Sunrun’s proposed BYOD model, as discussed

in Sunrun’s public comments and initial brief.

Dated: May 29, 2019

Lauri A. Mazzuchetti
Glenn T. Graham
Kelley Drye & Warren LLP
One Jefferson Road, 2na Floor
Parsippany, NJ 07054
lmazzuchetti@kelleydrye.com
ggraham@kelleydrye.com

Attorneys for Sunrun lnc.

10



IN THE MA°lYrER OF THE PETITION OF PUBLIC )
SERVICE ELECTRIC AND GAS COMPANY FOR )
APPROVAL OF ITS CLEAN ENERGY FUTURE - )
ENERGY EFFICIENCY ("CEF-EE") PROGRAM ON A)
REGULATED BASIS )

)

DOCKET NO.
EO18101113

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Blake Elder, hereby certify that I have this day caused a copy of the foregoing
document to be served upon the official service list for EO18101113, attached hereto, by
electronic mail to all persons with a valid email address. I further certify that on this date
eleven copies of this document have been sent for filing to the Board of Public Utilities.

Dated: May 29, 2019.

/s/ Blake Elder
Blake Elder
Keyes & Fox LLP
1 i55 Kildaire Farm Rd., Ste. 202-203
Cary, NC 27511
T: (919) 825-3339
E: beler@keyesfox.com



In the Matter of the Petition of Public Service Electric and Gas Company for Approval of its
Clean Energy Future - Energy Efficiency ("CEF-EE") Program on a Regulated Basis

BPU Docket Nos. GO18101112 & EO18101113

SERVICE LIST

Public Service Electric and Gas Company

PSEG Services Corporation
80 Park Plaza, T5
P.O. Box 570
Newark, NJ 07102

Matthew M. Weissman, Esq.
General State Regulatory Counsel
matthew.weissman@pseg.com

Joseph F. Accardo, Jr., Esq.
Deputy General Counsel and Chief Regulatory
Officer
ioseph.accardo@pse.q.com

Justin B. Incardone, Esq.
Associate General Regulatory Counsel
justin .incardone~, pse.q .com

Danielle Lopez, Esq.
danielle.lopez~pse.q.com

Joseph A. Shea, Jr., Esq.
joseph.sheajr@pse.q.com

Michele Falcao
Regulatory Filings Supervisor
michele.falcao@pse,q.com

Caitlyn White
Regulatory Case Coordinator
caitlyn.white~pse.q.com

Kenneth Maloney, Esq.
Cullen and Dykman LLP on behalf of Public
Service Electric and Gas Company
One Riverfront Plaza
Newark, New Jersey 07102
kmaloney@cullenanddykman.com

New Jersey Board of Public Utilities

Board of Public Utilities
Post Office Box 350
Trenton, NJ 08625-0350

Aida Camacho-Welch
Secretary of the Board
board.secretary@bpu.ni..qov

Paul Flanagan, Esq.
Executive Director
paul.flana,qan~,bpu.nj..qov

Ben Witherell, Chief Economist
ben.witherell~.bpu.ni..qov

Division of Clean Energy

Sara Bluhm Gibson, Director
sara.bluhm@bpu.nj..qov

Sherri Jones, Assistant Director
sherri.jones@bpu.ni..qov

Benjamin S. Hunter, Manager
Bureau of Clean and Renewable Energy
benjamin.hunter@bpu.nj.gov

Mahogany A. Hall, Program Specialist 2
mahogany.hall~bpu.ni..qov

Benjamin Goldstein
Program Specialist Trainee
benjamin.goldstein~bpu.nj.,qov

Division of Ener,qy

Stacy Peterson, Director
stacy.peterson@bpu.ni..qov

Paul Lupo, Bureau Chief, Rates & Tariffs
paul.lupo@bpu.ni..qov



New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, cont’d

Bart Kilar
bart.kilar@bl~u .ni..qov

Andrea Reid
andrea.reid@,bpu.nj.gov

Counsel’s Office

Noreen Giblin, Esq.
Chief Counsel
noreen.giblin~,bpu.nj.,qov

Rachel Boylan, Esq.
rachel.boylan~.bpu, ni..qov

Stacy Ho Richardson, Esq.
stacy.richardson@bpu.ni.gov

Charles Gurkas, Paralegal
charles.qurkasL~.bpu.ni.~ov

New Jersey Division of Law

Department of Law & Public Safety
Division of Law
Post Office Box 45029
Newark, NJ 07101-45029

Caroline Vachier, Esq., PUC, DAG
caroline.vachier@law.nioaq.~ov

Geoffrey Gersten, DAG
~eoffrey.~qersten~law.nioa.q.gov

Andrew Kuntz, DAG
andrew.kuntz~law.nioa.q..qov

Emma Yao Xiao, DAG
emma.xiao@law.nioa,q.,qov

New Jersey Division of Rate Counsel

Post Office Box 003
Trenton, NJ 08625-0003

Stefanie A. Brand, Esq., Director
sbrand@rpa.ni.~ov

Brian O. Lipman, Esq., Litigation Manager
blipman@rpa.ni..qov

Felicia Thomas-Friel, Esq.
Managing Attorney- Gas
fthomas@rpa.ni..qov

Kurt Lewandowski, Esq.
Assistant Deputy Rate Counsel
klewando@rpa.ni..qov

Sarah H. Steindel, Esq.
Assistant Deputy Rate Counsel
ssteinde@rl3a.nj.gov

Maura Caroselli, Esq.
Assistant Deputy Rate Counsel
mcaroselli~ ma.ni..qov

Shelly Massey
smassey@rpa.ni..qov

Rate Counsel Consultants

David E. Dismukes, Ph.D.
Consulting Economist
Acadian Consulting Group
5800 One Perkins Place Drive, Suite 5-F
Baton Rouge, LA 70808
daviddismukes~acadianconsultinq.com

Dante Mugrace, Senior Consultant
c/o Karl Richard Pavlovic
PCMG and Associates, LLC
22 Brookes Avenue
Gaithersburg, MD 20877
d mu.qrace~,,pcm.q regcon .com

Ezra Hausman, Ph.D., President
Ezra Hausman Consulting
77 Kaposia St.
Auburndale, MA 02466
ezra@ezrahausman.com



Atlantic City Electric Company

Philip J. Passanante, Esq.
Assistant General Counsel
Mailstop 92DC42
500 N. Wakefield Drive
Newark, DE19702
philip.passanante@pepcoholdinqs.com

Jersey Central Power & Light Company

Lauren M. Lepkowski, Esq.
FirstEnergy Service Company
Legal Department
2800 Pottsville Pike
Reading, PA 19712-6001
Ilepkowski@firstenerqycorp.com

New Jersey Natural Gas Company

1415 Wyckoff Road
P.O. Box 1464
Wall, NJ 07719

Andrew K. Dembia, Esq.
Regulatory Affairs Counsel
adembia@nin,q.com

Rockland Electric Company

4 Irving Place, Suite 1815-S
New York, NY 10003

Margaret Comes, Esq.
Associate Counsel
comesm@coned.com

Jack Carley, Esq.
Assistant General Counsel
Consolidated Edison Company of New York,
Inc.
carleyi@coned.com

James C. Meyer
Riker Danzig Scherer Hyland & Perretti LLP
Headquarters Plaza
One Speedwell Avenue
Morristown, NJ 07962-1981
imeyer~,riker.com

Direct Energy

Christopher Torkelson, Esq.
Eckert Seamans Cherin & Mellott, LLC
P.O. Box 5404
Princeton, NJ 08543
ctorkelson@eckertseamans.com

Karen O. Moury, Esq.
Kristine Marsilio, Esq.
Eckert Seamans Cherin & Mellott, LLC
213 Market Street, 8th Floor
Harrisburg, PA 17101
kmoury@eckertseamans.com
kmarsilio@eckertseamans.com

Eastern Environmental Law Center

Aaron Kleinbaum, Esq.
Daniel Greenhouse, Esq.
Eastern Environmental Law Center
50 Park Place, Suite 1025
Newark, NJ 07102
akleinbaum@easternenvironmental.orq
dgreenhouse@easternenvironmental.or,q

Enel X North America, Inc.

Katie Guerry, Vice President
Brian Kauffman, Manager
Regulatory Affairs - North America
One Marina Park Drive
Boston, MA 02210
katie.,querry@.enel.com
brian.kauffman@enel.com

William Harla, Esq.
Alice M. Bergen, Esq.
Ryan J. Scerbo, Esq.
Decotiis, Fitzpatrick, Cole & Giblin, LLP
Glenpointe Centre West
500 Frank W. Burr Boulevard
Teaneck, NJ 07666
wharla@decotiislaw.com
abergen@decotiislaw.com
rscerbo~decotiislaw.com



Google, LLC

Murray E. Bevan, Esq.
William K. Mosca, Jr., Esq.
Bevan, Mosca & Giuditta P.C.
222 Mount Airy Road, Suite 200
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920
mbevan@bm,q.law
wmosca@bm,q.law

Keystone Energy Efficiency Alliance

Eric Miller
14 S. 3rd Street, Second Floor
Philadelphia, PA 19106
emiller@keealliance.or.q

Lime Energy Coml~any

Lloyd Kass
Senior Vice President, Utility Strategy
4 Gateway Center, 4th Floor
100 Mulberry Street
Newark, NJ 07102
Ikass@lime-energy.com

MaGrann Associates

Ben Adams
701 East Gate Drive, Suite 100
Mount Laurel, NJ 08054
policy@magrann.com

New Jersey Large Energy Users Coalition

Steven S. Goldenberg, Esq.
Giordano, Halleran & Ciesla, P.C.
125 Half Mile Road, Suite 300
Red Bank, NJ 07701-6777
s.qoldenberq~.qhclaw.com

Paul F. Forshay, Esq.
Eversheds Sutherland (US) LLP
700 Sixth Street, N.W., Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20001-3980
paulforshay@eversheds-sutherland.com

Philips Lighting North America Corporation

Ben Brinkert, Esq.
3 Burlington Woods Drive
Burlington, MA 01803
ben .brin kert@si.qnify.com

Barbara Koonz, Esq.
T. David Wand, Esq.
Wilentz, Goldman & Spitzer, P.A.
90 Woodbridge Center Drive, Suite 900
Woodbridge, NJ 07095
bkoonz@wilentz.com
dwand@wilentz.com

Sunrun Inc.

Lauri A. Mazzuchetti, Esq.
Glenn T. Graham, Esq.
Kelley Drye & Warren LLP
One Jefferson Road, 2na Floor
Parsippany, NJ 07054
Imazzuchetti@kelleydrye.com
q.clraham@kelleydrye.com

Beren Argetsinger, Esq.
Keyes & Fox LLP
P.O. Box 166
Burdett, NY 14818
bar,qetsinger@keyesfox.com

Tendril Networks, Inc.

Kerry Cahill, Esq.
Florio Perrucci Steinhardt & Cappelli, LLC
235 Broubalow Way
Phillipsburg, NJ 08865
kcahill~,floriolaw.com


