Agenda Date: 12/16/15
Agenda Item: 8B

STATE OF NEW JERSEY
Board of Public Utilities
44 South Clinton Avenue, 9" Floor
Post Office Box 350
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0350
www.nj.gov/bpu/

CLEAN ENERGY

IN THE MATTER OF THE CLEAN ENERGY
PROGRAMS AND BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2016

ORDER

IN THE MATTER OF THE RENEWABLE ELECTRIC
STORAGE INCENTIVES IN THE RENEWABLE
ENERGY INCENTIVE PROGRAM — REVISION TO
NJCEP COMPLIANCE FILING

DOCKET NOS. Q015040477
& Q015121333

N N N N N N N

Parties of Record:

Stefanie A. Brand, Esq., Director, New Jersey Division of Rate Counsel

Philip J. Passanante, Esq., Atlantic City Electric Company

Margaret Comes, Esq., Rockland Electric Company

Gregory Eisenstark, Esq., Windels Marx Lane & Mittendorf, LLP, Jersey Central Power &
Light Company

Tamara L. Linde, Esq., Public Service Electric and Gas Company

BY THE BOARD:"
By this order, the Board of Public Utilities (“Board”) considers recommendations made by Board
Staff (“Staff”) regarding the offer of renewable electric storage incentives within New Jersey’s
Clean Energy Program (“NJCEP”) and associated revisions to the Fiscal Year 2016 (“FY16”)
Compliance Filing.

BACKGROUND

The Board administers the NJCEP pursuant to its authority under the Electric Discount and
Energy Competition Act ("EDECA"), N.J.S.A. 48:3-49 to 109. Among other things, EDECA
established requirements to advance energy efficiency (“EE”) and renewable energy (“RE”) in
New Jersey funded by a societal benefits charge ("SBC").? N.J.S.A. 48:3-60(a)(3). Pursuant to
EDECA, the Board undertakes a comprehensive resource analysis of its programs to determine

! Commissioner Upendra J. Chivukula recused himself due to a potential conflict of interest and as such
took no part in the discussion or deliberation of this matter. Commissioner Joseph L. Fiordaliso was not
E)resent at the December 16, 2015 agenda meeting.

The SBC is a non-bypassable charge assessed to ratepayers of utility services. "SBC" means a charge
imposed by an electric public utility, at a level determined by the Board, pursuant to, and in accordance
with, EDECA. N.J.S.A. 48:3-51.
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the appropriate level of funding for EE and Class | RE programs that provide environmental
benefits above and beyond those provided by standard offer or similar programs. Id.; See I/M/O
the Comprehensive Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Resource Analysis For the Fiscal
Year 2016 Clean Energy Program (“FY16 CRA”"), dated June 17, 2015, Dkt No. Q0O15040476.)
These programs exist as the New Jersey Clean Energy Program (the "NJCEP").®> The NJCEP
Renewable Energy Investment Program (‘REIP”), managed by Honeywell, the Renewable
Energy Market Manager, provides financial incentives to New Jersey ratepayers to encourage
installation of New Jersey Class | RE technologies and energy storage equipment that supports
an RE facility. (See Honeywell's Residential Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Program
Plan Filing For Fiscal Year 2016, June 15, 2015, pg. 49-63) (“FY16 Compliance Filing”).

On June 17, 2015, the Board approved a FY16 funding level of $9.0 million for renewable
energy programs including $6.0 million for energy storage based on the proposal by Staff.
FY16 CRA, dated June 17, 2015, Dkt. No. QO15040476). The Board also approved Staff’s
recommendation to provide a $150,000.00 grant to the Rutgers University Laboratory for Energy
Smart Systems (“RU LESS”) to inform policy and approaches to incentivize behind-the-meter
distributed energy investments.

The REIP plan for FY16, as expressed in the Board-approved FY16 Compliance Filing,
anticipated Staff working with stakeholders to develop a recommendation for a new incentive
approach based upon experience from the FY15 Renewable Electric Storage Incentive
Solicitation (“FY15 Solicitation”). Staff convened a meeting of the Renewable Electric Storage
Working Group on April 13, 2015 to review the FY15 Solicitation results and discuss possible
changes in program design and incentive structure. In the FY16 compliance filing, based upon
findings in the FY15 Solicitation, Staff proposed a stakeholder process including straw
proposals for public comment and discussion toward proposing for Board review and approval a
program design and incentive structure.

Results from the FY15 Renewable Electric Storage Incentive Solicitation

The NJCEP REIP FY15 Solicitation, opened on October 23, 2014 and closed on December 8,
2014. In the Matter of the Solicitation for Energy Storage Incentives in the Renewable Energy
Incentive Program, October 22, 2014, BPU Dkt. No. Q0O14090953. The FY15 Solicitation
focused on energy storage systems integrated with behind-the-meter electric generation that
was “ready to build,” and by establishing maximum incentive amounts, allowed limited funds to
be committed to a broader number of projects and gave priority to “public and critical” facilities
to keep critical systems operating during power outages. Id. at pg. 6. The FY15 Solicitation
contained a description of the evaluation process and criteria upon which incentive awards were
anticipated to be issued, and advised that Board approval of an incentive award would precede
the delivery of an incentive commitment letter to an applicant.

In accordance with instructions contained in the FY15 Solicitation, the Market Managers
received twenty-two (22) applications for a variety of projects on public facilities, comprising
water and wastewater treatment plants, schools, and municipal complexes, as well as privately-

® The NJCEP includes several programs that offer incentives to both residential and commercial and
industrial ("C&I") customers of electric and natural gas utilities to invest in energy efficiency ("EE") and
renewable energy ("RE") measures. Residential EE and RE programs are administered by Honeywell,
Inc., and C&I EE programs are administered by TRC Energy Solutions ("TRC"). Honeywell and TRC are
the Market Managers (“MMs”) for the residential and C&l programs, respectively. Applied Energy Group
("AEG") serves as the NJCEP Program Coordinator.
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owned facilities such as a real estate management firm, an exposition center, a private school
and a tool manufacturing company. The applications were reviewed by an Evaluation
Committee as described in the FY15 Solicitation with a recommendation on project incentive
awards presented to the Board on March 18, 2015.

The Board approved thirteen (13) applications for incentive awards totaling more than $2.9
million of the available $3 million budget. See I/M/O the Solicitation for Energy Storage
Incentives in the Renewable Energy Incentive Program — Approvals, Docket Nos. Q014050489
& Q014090953, March 18, 2015). In a separate Order dated March 18, 2015, the Board denied
the applications for incentive awards for the FY15 program to the nine (9) applicants, ranked
numbers fourteen (14) through twenty-two (22), as funds had been committed to higher-ranking
projects and thus were unavailable to be committed to these applicants. (See I/M/O the
Solicitation for Energy Storage Incentives in the Renewable Energy Incentive Program —
Denials, Docket Nos. Q014050489 & Q014090953, March 18, 2015).

On April 13, 2015, Staff and the Market Managers met with stakeholders to discuss the results
of the FY15 Solicitation, the types of applications received, the incentives requested, and the
implications for a FY16 incentive program. The majority of the twenty-two (22) applications
received, and all thirteen (13) of the applications approved for incentive awards, proposed that
the renewable electric storage system’s primary use would be to participate in the frequency
regulation market. All thirteen (13) applications proposed short duration (half hour) lithium ion
batteries, owned by third parties, and hosted by public and critical facilities. The thirteen (13)
projects awarded incentives either had existing solar installations or proposed new solar
installations for construction before the storage incentive would be paid. Although system sizes
ranged from 200 kW to 1500 kW, installed costs for the proposed systems were fairly uniform at
$1,200 to $1,500 per kW. The average incentive commitment was $0.33 per watt.

Staff’s Initial Straw Proposal for the FY16 Renewable Electric Storage Incentive Program

On May 7, 2015, Staff issued a straw proposal developed with the Market Managers based on
stakeholder discussions held in April of that year. The deadline for submitting comments was
May 29, 2015. The straw proposed for public comment significant changes to the renewable
electric storage program including:

Replacing the competitive solicitation with an open enrollment, prescriptive rebate

An increase in the program budget from $3 million to $6 million

A $4 million carve out for public and critical facilities

Higher rebate levels for public and critical facilities ($0.05 per watt)

Higher rebates for projects that do not participate in the frequency regulation market
($0.05 per watt)

Limiting eligibility to host sites with existing renewable energy facilities, and

¢ Providing funds to cover 50% of the cost for Level 3 Interconnection studies required by
EDCs.

Comments on the first straw proposal for a FY16 program were received from A.F. Mensah Inc.,
Clean Energy States Alliance (“CESA”), Energy Storage Association (“ESA”), EOS Energy
Storage, Jersey Central Power & Light (“JCP&L”), NJ Division of Rate Counsel (“‘Rate
Counsel”), NJR Clean Energy Ventures (“NJCEV”), Powell Energy & Solar LLC., Solar Energy
Industries Association (“SEIA”), and Sun Edison.
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Comments were equally divided upon the staff proposal to replace the competitive solicitation
approach with an open enroliment, prescribed rebate. SEIA supported an open enrollment
incentive program, if projects were required to demonstrate sufficient maturity to reserve
capacity (i.e., an incentive commitment). Solar City recommended a rebate program include a
requisite minimum two (2) hour run time for eligible systems. CESA recommended a prescribed
rebate be pursued but that due to the decreased scrutiny of the applications required of Staff,
compared with a competitive solicitation, the Board should require applicants to provide
minimum warrantees on equipment and installation. Sun Edison favored the competitive
solicitation for its advantages in providing market discipline and “right sizing” of incentives. Rate
Counsel, despite the reduced administrative burden and convenience for applicants, does not
believe a prescribed rebate would be beneficial for ratepayers.

The Staff proposal to provide higher rebates for projects that were proposed solely for demand
reduction or emergency back-up purposes and eschewed participation in the frequency
regulation (“FR”) market also received mixed responses. Sun Edison did not share the belief
that projects forgoing revenues in the FR market should receive an extra incentive to relieve the
deficit in project revenues. JCP&L cautioned some participants may state an intent not to
participate in FR in order to receive a higher rebate then later convert their projects to
participate in the ancillary services market to game the system. EOS Energy did not believe the
incentives were high enough to incentivize significant build-out.

Staff proposed limiting eligibility for renewable electric storage incentives to host sites with
existing renewable energy facilities. The proposal was designed to facilitate participation by
projects that were more likely to complete construction in a timely manner and demonstrate
demand for additional program resources. The majority of stakeholders did not see the
limitation as an effective means to achieve timely project completion and believed it would have
the adverse impact of limiting project eligibility for federal investment tax credits (Sun Edison,
SEIA, Solar City), Rate Counsel supported the continued requirement for the storage systems
receiving incentive to be integrated with a NJ Class | renewable energy system.

CESA applauded the proposal to set aside funds for public and critical facilities but
recommended the classification be better defined. EOS Energy disagreed with the Staff
proposal to prioritize application types and recommended this be left to the market. Sun Edison
expressed concern that the Staff proposal to fund 50% of a project’'s EDC Interconnection study
costs would be “interpreted as a blanket invitation to the distribution utilities to direct such
studies” and construed as an endorsement of the need for such a study.

On June 24, 2015, Staff and the Market Managers met with stakeholders to discuss the initial
straw proposal and next steps for a FY16 incentive program. Staff also invited PJM to provide
an update on the PJM Frequency Regulation market and give stakeholders an opportunity to
discuss challenges faced by proposed projects in participation in the market. * Based on these
discussions, Staff and the Market Managers drafted and circulated a second straw proposal for
public comment.

* PIM Interconnection is a regional transmission organization (RTO) that coordinates the movement of
wholesale electricity in thirteen states, including New Jersey, and the District of Columbia.

4 BPU DOCKET NOS. Q015040477
& Q015121333



Staff’'s Second Straw Proposal for the FY16 Renewable Electric Storage Incentive
Program

On September 15, 2015, Staff and the Market Manager issued a second straw proposal for the
FY16 renewable electric storage incentive program. Public comments on the second straw
were initially accepted through September 25, 2015; however, the comment period was
extended to October 13, 2015 at the request of several stakeholders who attended the
September 29, 2015 RES Working Group meeting.

The second straw proposal recommended the following significant changes from the first straw:

e An open enrollment program with a prescriptive rebate offered on a first come, first
serve basis

e Allocating half of the $6 million budgeted for the REIP renewable electric storage
program to the open enrollment program while retaining the other half for a program
later in FY16 to be recommended by Rutgers Laboratory for Energy Smart Systems
(LESS) and refined through the stakeholder process

o Basing the prescriptive rebate on energy capacity (kwh) rather than power capacity
(kW) at $300.00 per kWh.

e Allowing RES systems to be integrated with either existing or new RE installations, and

o Refining the application and monitoring requirements to enable evaluation of the
resiliency implications of incentive design, rather than establishing a minimum discharge
time for RES systems.

Comments on the second straw proposal for a FY16 incentive program were received from A. F.
Mensah, Inc., Environment New Jersey, Clean Energy States Alliance (CESA) and Clean
Energy Group (CEG), Demand Energy and Swan Creek Energy (combined), Rate Counsel,
SolarCity (individually) SolarCity and Eos Energy Storage (combined), and Solar Energy
Industries Association (SEIA). Staff's responses to these comments are included in the
Recommendations section below.

Incentive Structure and Maximums

Staff and the Market Manager proposed an incentive level of $300.00 per kWh of energy
capacity. This amount was proposed based upon the results of the FY15 competitive
solicitation. At the $300.00 per kWh level, no awarded project would have received a rebate
amount higher than the incentive amount applied for in the FY15 solicitation. The maximum
incentive amount for an individual project was proposed to be the lesser of $300,0000r 30% of
the project’s total installed costs. A $300,000maximum rebate amount is based upon a system
with an energy capacity of 1,000 kWh.  Systems with energy capacities in excess of this
amount are proposed to be eligible to participate with their rebate amount capped at $300,000to
ensure a diversity of applications being able to participate in the program.

Staff proposed that a reasonable per-entity maximum is necessary to both avoid the possibility
of having the entire program budget consumed by a small number of developers and to
encourage end-user ownership. SolarCity recommended an increase in the per-entity maximum
from $450,000 to 50% of the program budget due to the limited number of qualified developers
in the market. To prevent non-battery technologies from “gaming the system” for higher
rebates, Solar City recommended a minimum power capacity could be required that equates to
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the host site’s critical load. SolarCity also recommended that an application fee of $5.00/kWh —
refundable upon project completion — should be assessed to increase the likelihood of project
completion.

Timelines and Extensions

The start of the program was recommended by Solar City to be delayed three months after
Board approval to reduce the number of speculative projects and to allow program participants
to develop projects that accurately incorporate the details of the approved program. And in
order for projects to receive an extension, milestones must be proven, Solar City recommended
including an application for interconnection and proof of dialogue with the utility showing
reasonable progress.

SEIA supported the forfeiture of 10% of the incentive award for projects requiring extensions,
which was an element of the FY15 Solicitation. However, Solar City recommended a waiver of
the 10% incentive reduction for projects requiring extensions in cases where delays are due to
interconnection, net metering eligibility or force majeure.

Rutgers LESS Program Assessment

Several stakeholders expressed the position that the full $6 million budget should be allocated
to the rebate program rather than setting aside half the amount for a subsequent incentive
offering later in FY16 based on the recommendations in the Rutgers LESS program
assessment. (SolarCity, Mensah, SEIA, Environment NJ and Demand Energy/Swan Creek)
Conversely, Rate Counsel advised that none of the $6 million budget should be allocated to a
rebate program. All funds should be held until a competitive solicitation is developed from the
Rutgers LESS research following additional stakeholder input. If delays in program development
prevent funds from being spent in FY16, the funds should be returned to ratepayers or re-
allocated to other programs. Several stakeholders, including Solar City, suggested that they
should have input into the scope of work of the Rutgers LESS policy research.

Miscellaneous

CESA/CEG recommended the Board publish as much information as possible about renewable
electric systems supported by public funds, including economic and technical data. Those
same two entities sought clarity on the proposal on “refin[ing] the application and monitoring
requirements to enable evaluation of the resiliency implications of incentive design, rather than
establishing a minimum discharge time for RES systems.”

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the outcome of the stakeholder’s process, Staff recommends that the Board approve
the Market Manager’s revised FY16 compliance filing with the proposal to offer half of the $6
million program budget, $3 million, through an open enrollment, prescribed rebate program.
The application window for renewable electric storage rebate requests is proposed to open at
9:00 am on March 1, 2016. Applications will be accepted on a first-come, first-served basis until
the $3 million budget has been fully committed. Applications will be reviewed for completeness
with incomplete applications being removed from the application queue. Applicants with
incomplete applications will be notified of the deficiencies and given the opportunity to remedy
the deficiencies. Upon curing any deficiencies, the complete application will be inserted into the
application queue.
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Staff recommends a rebate of $300 per kilowatt-hour be based on the energy capacity of the
storage equipment (minimum of 100 kWh) as verified by the manufacturer's spec sheets.
Maximum incentive levels are $300,000 per project and $500,000 per entity, with an entity
defined as either the site host or the project developer if the developer proposes to own the
system. To be eligible for a rebate to be paid after the project commences commercial operation
and receives an NJCEP inspection, the proposed storage system must be integrated with either
a new or existing net metered, behind the meter Class 1 renewable energy installation that is
interconnected with the New Jersey electric distribution system at a site served under a non-
residential tariff that contributes to the Societal Benefits Charge through its electric and/or gas
utility bills. Projects receiving a rebate are also recommended to be eligible for reimbursement
of 50% of the cost of a Level 3 Interconnection Study if required by the EDC with the
reimbursement not to be counted against project or entity maximum rebate amounts.

As discussed with stakeholders in the open public working group meetings, Staff recommends a
subsequent incentive offering based on the Rutgers LESS research and stakeholder input to be
targeted for the Board’s March 2016 agenda, leaving sufficient time in FY16 for its
implementation. Stakeholders have been engaged and will continue to be sought for input on
the Rutgers LESS research. Staff believes the adoption of an energy capacity based rebate
approach will help promote the development of renewable electric storage applications at the
competitively derived inventive levels resulting from the FY15 Solicitation. The Rutgers LESS-
based research is anticipated to result in program design refinement proposals that will assist
the Board in optimizing future incentive offers and prioritizing use cases which will contribute to
building a sustainable market at the least cost to ratepayers.

The intent of the proposed program provision to structure incentives based on energy capacity
versus power capacity is to standardize incentive levels across different primary applications
(frequency regulation, demand reduction, and emergency back-up). By not establishing a
specific requirement for a minimum discharge time, Staff and the Market Manager anticipate
developers and site hosts will have the ability to determine whether their proposed renewable
electric storage system can reasonably satisfy the emergency back-up needs of the site host
facility’s critical load. Toward providing the greatest transparency possible, Staff is proposing
that the economic and technical data from project applications will be made public to the extent
that it does not disclose proprietary information or place developers or system owners at a
competitive disadvantage.

In response to a request to increase the per-entity cap on maximum rebate amounts to be made
available, Staff is recommending a slight increase to the previously proposed maximum to
$500,000. Staff will closely monitor participation by developers as well as alternative
technologies in response to the cautions about gaming from applicants using non-battery
technologies. Staff does not believe the imposition of an application fee for participants is
feasible.

FINDINGS

The Board recognizes the need for transparency and the opportunity for notice and public
comment where public funds are concerned. Here, Staff issued two straw proposals with
deadlines for comment, and reviewed and considered those comments in its recommendations.
Upon consideration, the Board HEREBY FINDS that the Staff process for developing
recommended refinements to the FY16 renewable electric storage incentive program as
reflected in the revised NJCEP Compliance Filing was properly conducted. The Board also
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FINDS that the program recommendations are reasonable and will advance the Board’s goals
for renewable electric storage as expressed in the Comprehensive Resource Assessment for
Fiscal Year 2016.

The Board APPROVES the Market Manager’'s revisions to the FY16 Renewable Energy
Incentive Program as detailed above and AUTHORIZES the release of application materials for

a renewable electric storage rebate program prior to the opening of an application round for
incentives on March 1, 2016.

The effective date of this order is December 26, 2015.

DATED: \ L E\\ Y g,ji\ v BOARD OF PUBLIC UTILITIES
BY:

[ RICHARD S. MRO
‘ PRESIDENT /

(v N QO
Mg Hotele, LA IS A
MARYANNA HOLDEN DIANNE SOLOMON
COMMISSIONER | COMMISSIONER
attest o /)
AL Y e
:’ { /{;‘ sfi ) ¥ C;,ﬁ
IRENEKIM ASBURY/
SECRETARY
i HEREBY CERTIFY that the within
of the inal
o e R Public Uniies
(e e Aoty
8 BPU DOCKET NOS. Q015040477

& Q015121333



IN THE MATTER OF THE CLEAN ENERGY PROGRAMS AND BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR
2016 — IN THE MATTER OF THE RENEWABLE ELECTRIC STORAGE INCENTIVES IN THE
NEW JERSEY CLEAN ENERGY PROGRAM
DOCKET NOS. Q015040477 & Q015121333

Stefanie A. Brand, Esq., Director
Division of Rate Counsel

140 Front Street, 4" Floor

Post Office Box 003

Trenton, NJ 08625-0003
sorand@rpa.siate.nius

Felicia Thomas-Friel, Esq.
Division of Rate Counsel
140 Front Street, 4" Floor
Post Office Box 003
Trenton, NJ 08625-0003
fthomas@rpa.state.ni. us

Sarah Steindel, Esq.
Division of Rate Counsel
140 Front Street, 4" Floor
Post Office Box 003
Trenton, NJ 08625-0003
ssteindel@rpa.state nj.us

Veronica Beke, DAG

Division of Law

Dept. of Law & Public Safety
124 Halsey Street

Post Office Box 45029

Newark, NJ 07102-45029
veronica.beke@dol.ips.state.nius

SERVICE LIST

Caroline Vachier, DAG
Division of Law

Dept. of Law & Public Safety
124 Halsey Street

Post Office Box 45029
Newark, NJ 07102-45029

Cargling Yachisr@dol lps.state nius

Wesley Brooks

The Lawrenceville School
2500 Main Street
Lawrenceville, NJ 08648
whrooks@lawrenceviila.org

Irene Kim Asbury, Esq.

Secretary of the Board

Office of the Secretary

NJ Board of Public Utilities

44 South Clinton Avenue, 9" Floor
Post Office Box 350

Trenton, NJ 08625-0350
irene.asbury@bpu.state.nj.us

Secil Uztetik Onat, Executive Director
Economic Development and Emerging Issues
NJ Board of Public Utilities

44 South Clinton Avenue, 9" Floor

Post Office Box 350

Trenton, NJ 08625-0350

secil. onat@bpu. state.ni us

Benjamin S. Hunter

Office of Clean Energy

NJ Board of Public Utilities

44 South Clinton Avenue, 9" Floor
Post Office Box 350

Trenton, NJ 08625-0350
Dhunter@bpu state.ni.us

Allison E. Mitchell

Office of Clean Energy

NJ Board of Public Utilities

44 South Clinton Avenue, 9" Floor
Post Office Box 350

Trenton, NJ 08625-0350
atlison.mitchell@bpu.state nL.us

Carol Fredericks

Franklin Township Board of Education
226 Quakertown Road

Quakertown, NJ 08868
ciredericki@ftschools.org

Steven J. Cea

Paramus High School
145 Spring Valley Road
Paramus, NJ 07652
scea@paramus.kK12.nj.us

BPU DOCKET NOS. Q015040477
& Q015121333



Ed Tuberion

Monmouth Cty Bayshore Outfall Authority
200 Harbor Way, P.O. Box 184

Beiford, NJ 07718
atubericnir@meboani.com

Peter Pearson

Allamuchy Township Board of Education
20 Johnsonburg Road

Allamuchy, NJ 07840

dpearson@aes K12.01.us

Ed Zalewski

Warren County Technical School
1500 Route 57

Washington, NJ 07865
zalewskie@wectech org

Steven Kepnes

Vernon Board of Education
P.O. Box 800

Vernon, NJ 07462
skeones@visd.com

Elder Wei Chuan

Rutgers Community Christian Church
71 Cedar Grove Lane

Somerset, NJ 08873
weichuanliana@recc.org

Samuel Kirschenbaum

AH Realty Associates, LLC
247 West 30" Street, 11" Floor
New York, NY 10001
sank@skrealtymgmi.com

Charles Mielke

Borough of Buena Municipal Utilities Auth.

616 Central Avenue, P.O. Box 696
Minotola, NJ 08341
cmislkadbuenaboroughmua.com

Steven Errickson

Cumberland County Utilities Authority
333 Water Street

Bridgeton, NJ 08302
Diractor@dcoua.comeastbiz net

Todd Frankhouser

Liberty Landing Marina

80 Audrey Zapp Drive

Jersey City, NJ 07305
Hrankhouser@suntexmarinas.com

Robert Kakoleski

Jersey City Municipal Services Complex
280 Grove Street, Room 108

Jersey City, NJ 07302
RJKakoleski@icni.org

Stephen Acropolis

Toms River Municipal Utilities Authority
340 West Water Street

Toms River, NJ 08753
sacropolis@tomsrivermua.org

Doreen Holley

Summit Associates

97 Sunfield Avenue
Edison, NJ 08837

doreen. holley@gmail.com

John J, Recchinti

Rice Elementary School

Robert B. Jagard Elementary School
Demasi Middle School

Mariton Middle School

25 South Maple Avenue

Marlton, NJ 08053
recchintij@evesham k12.n.us

Ed Stoloski

East Amwell School Board of Education
43 Wertsville Road

Ringoes, NJ 08551
astoloski@eastamwell crg

John Domici

General Tool Specialties, Inc.
284 Sunnymeade Avenue
Hillsborough, NJ 08844
ikd@generaitooline.com

Greg Seher

Atlantic County Utilities Authority
P.O. Box 996

Pleasantville, NJ 08232
gseher@acua.com

10 BPU DOCKET NOS. Q015040477

& Q015121333





