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Since the 2006 edition of Freeing the Grid, theie have
been great strides in bringing mare clean eNergy 1o
the grid. Many states have taken the lead by reforming
their clean enerqy policies and goals. But we are stifl
far from conguering the “Energy Trilemma“ - an enerqy
world constrained by the three forces of financial goals,
environmental concerns and security risks. In this 2007

What Is Interconnection?

A ninterconnection standard is the set of rules under which

a customer-generator interfaces with the electricity grid.
Generally, the distribution utility must study and approve the
generator within a framework established by the state utilities
commission. Therein lays the conflict. Utilities that may
perceive customer-generators as a threat to their financial
bottom line have the authority to decide how many systems
may connectto the grid, and under what circumstances. This
situation can result in a significant barrier, as utilities either
apply to a two-kilowatt (kW) residential solar generator a set
of procedures better suited to a two-gigawatt nuclear power
plant; or impose steep fees, redundant safety requirements,
or other preventative measures.

Whiletheunderlyingengineeringstandardsandrequirements
are well-known (generally, the Institute for Electrical and
Electronics Engineers’ (IEEE) 1547 standard covers alf the
bases), an engineering standard is not a complete procedure.
A full procedure must address fees, timelines, insurance
requirements and indemnification, forms and certain other
issues, to provide a comprehensive procedure that supports
investment in small generation — either by individuals or by
project development investors.

Wherever the standard is unclear. or where redundant or
unnecessary tests or steps are piled on the existing national
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edition, the Netwark for New Energy Choices teamed up
vath the Solar Alliance, the Vote Solar Ininative, and the
Interstate Renewable Energy Council to bring the most
up to date analysis of statewide interconnection and
net metering rules. In our study, we graded each state
based on its progress towards the goals of smoother
interconnection and favarable net metering standards.

Sunshine Solarinc.  : _i\i: ., ]

Solar Panels (2,500 Watts) $ 11,700
Racks, Wiring, and Hardware $ 1,250
Inverter $ 1,950
Installation Labor $ 1,650
Redundant Disconnect + Labor $ 400
Interconnection Forms & Fees + Labor $ 1,000
Total Cost $ 17,950

standards, the results can be costly. The impact of these
costs on small generators can be significant.

Consider the example above, assume Ray McSolar
purchases a 2.5-kW solar s ystem ~ more expensive per watt
than a larger solar roof, but enough for his needs. His state's
interconnection rules force him to endure lots of testing,
pay big fees to the electric company, and install an external
disconnect switch.

With $48.50 earned for electricity produced each month, he’ll

be running that system for more than two years just to pay
off the red tape!



,magme the simplest possible metering arrangement;
a single, 1950s-standard electromechanical meter
Mow imagine that a residential customer, Ray McSolar,
added a rooftop solar-electric system to his home, on
his side of this meter,

.-f

Ray wakes up prerty
early for his job; on
most days, he's up and
out of the house before
he sun rises. in these
dark  morming  hours
! o : Ray makes his cotfee
and breakfast, while watching some Morning news un
the TV. In this case, the meter spins forward as Ray is
consuming electricity from the grid.

Ej @A As the sun rises, Ray
Jheads off to work. Making
sure not to waste a drop
of electricity, he shuts off
all his appliances. The
meter spins i reverse
“as the solar panels chumn
utelectricty - electricity
ay sends back to the
averstressed grid.

When Ray returns at
mght to cook dinner
and relax in front of
the TV, the meter spins
forward agan while he
consumes electrivity,

|

The result? Ray's bill will show only his net consumption
of electricity from the grid. Should it be a hot sunny
manth {the sort of months when the grid needs the most
kelp), or a month in which Ray's electricity use is low. he
can carry any excess electricity his system generated
ta the next bill, just as he might roll over excess cell
phone minutes.

The result of net metering is to allow for the praduction
of electricity that a strained grid did not have to produce.
This is, in fact, exactly the same result Ray would get
he had installed a mare afficient refrigerator The only
way his utility would know the difference between the
use of more efficient technolagies (fike thatrefrigerator)
and the use of on-site generation (e.g. solar panels}is
it installed a costly additional meter at Ray's home
and underwent the expense of reading both meters and
bilfing Ray for the results.

In effect, net metering is the simplest possible
billing arrangement for customer-sited distributed
generation. Without exception, significant deployment
of clean, customer-sited distributed generation
occurs only in states with modern interconnection
and net metering policies.

Interconnection - the technical rules for customers to “plug in” to the qrid.
pitg g

Net Metering - the billing arrangemant by w
{

i
where one kilowatt-hour (kWhy g
value as one KWWh consumad by t

ch customers realize savings from their Systeams,
cnerated by the customer has the exact same

he customer,




ocar evaliation of statewide nterconnection and net

metering programs, we developed an index that rewards
program elements that promote participation expand
renevsable energy generation, or otherwise advance
the goals sought by net metering. Converscly, the index
s8igns demerits o program components that discourage

teipation or imit renewanlo anerdy goeneration

I

e measurad  program components  and  assigned
numerical values to each. Megative values represent
facmrsthzat’undenmneLheeffectivenessoftheﬂetme}termg
program. Positive values represent additional incentives
that contriiute to program effectiveness.

Applying these numerical values o program camponents
ailows us 1o plot (separatelyl the effectiveness of each
mereonnection and net metering pragram, and to assign
aletter qrade to each,

An analysis of the provisicns of mary state programs
demanstrates a distinctive distribution: perhaps a dozen
“best practices” stales where the framework is more or
fess stardardized and small-scale qeneration is aiready
flourishing ar about te begin surging; a large undifferentiated
midele where development is limited: and a few states
where customer generation is actively discouraged or
impossible outside of isclated demonstration projects.

In cartain cases, statutary limitations on the size of eligible
technologies prevent customer-generators from correctly
sIZing a system o meet their own demand,

Uniform size himits reduce requiatory confusion while
promoting the broadest population of renewanle enerqy
generating systems. Increasing the eligible facility size for
non-residential systems also could encourage participation
Innetmetaring programs by large investors. It is no longer
uncommon to see renewable energy systems in the 100 kW
to 2 meqawatts (MW) range. Several project developers
'n Oregon, for example, argued that the transactional cost
ot aystems less than 100 kW are too great to interest iage
invisiment partners.’

There is na policy justification for imitimg system size to an
arbitraryiovel. Customerigad and demand should determine
thi system design parameters, and it is simple to prevent
“oversizing” without recourse to arbitrary distinctions that
may exclude the most cost-effective projects,

While the most progressive state standards embrace this
CORCEPL MANy are converging on a consensus level of 2 MW,

Greater than 1 MW
Between 750 kW and 1 MW
Between 500 kW and 750 kW
Between 100 kW and 500 kW
Between 50 kW and 100 kW
Not greater than 50 kW
Residential systems capped below 20 kW i

Some permit up to 80 MW an very large loads
(such as a military base or corporate headquarters
campus)
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In a nod to utility concerns that an-site generation
represents Jost tevenues (an intuitive but short-sightad!
o a,

it makes fittle sense to limit the total amount of clean
energy that customers may generate and contribute to
the electricity grid. Unlities do not have an inherent right
to charge for electricity that customers could otherwise
qenerate more efficiently and more cleanly on their own.
Capacity iimits artificially restrict the expansion of on-
site renewable generation and curtail the market for new
renewable energy distributed genaration (DG) systems.
They may also prove incompatible with aggressive targets
for renewable energy deployment set by several states.

Capacity limits, based on a percentage of peak demand,
create uncertainty for new customers considering net
metering. Since customers have no way of knowing when
capacity imits will be met, they cannot effectively plan for
future DG installations.” This requlatory uncertainty inhibits
renewable energy investment,

>5% or no limit

+2 Between 2% and 5%

Between 1% and 2%

+1 Between 0.5% and 1%

Between 0.2% and 0.5%
0 Between 0.1% and 0.2%

-0.5 Lessthan 0.1%

For excluding generators that don't export
electricity, or measuring based on energy produced
instead of total capacity.

Bonus
+1

Mhen customers generate more elactricity durmq &
wonty bitling neriad than they consume, some statns

the excess genoration, The

atlow custemers to “rolf over”
snliy carres lorward any excess generation anil i s
ased up. Some of the 'east effective programs allow zerg
rollover, granting the ity excess eectricsty gencralsdg

by customers each month. In these states, customors
undersize their systems so that the system s less than the
customer’s monthly minimum load. Other states limit the
tme over which roflover can be used.

n cung roflover 1o a single month is more a fenchon of
cycles thar pubiic policy. In fact, itis very Gasy

Wstrative Costs associated with paving fer smaii

s ol excess gueneration twithdrawing bills, hand—
hilting, ete. 10 overwhelm any saved revenue for the unliny, To
Be successiul, a net metering program mast facilitate rallover
80 that customer-generators can receive credit lor OXCUSS
engrgy genarated during the seasons when renewable oot
s hghestand apply it loward their CONSLMPUOH Wwiher outi

s lwest, striving towards a zero hill,

I the warst possible case, a so-called net metering tanit
couid actaally require customers to pay utility transmission
s distribution fees even on generation they never roiled
over - paying the utility a fee in exchange for not using

their services.

Remember Ray McSolar and his 1950s meter? That's
the best implementation of rollover - to read this meter
annually is to provide the lowest administrative cost and
best equity for the customer.

+1.5 Indefinite rollover at retail rates.

+1 Monthly rollover for one year, annual payment at
retail rates.

(Itis key tolimit payoutin this case so that customers
do not oversize their generator beyond their own
needs. Indefinite rallover is easier)

Monthly rollover for one year; annual payment at
wholesale or avoided cost.

0 Monthly rollover for one year; excess energy
donated to utility annually.

Monthly payment at wholesale or avoided cost.

+0.5

-4 No rollover permitted; excess energy donated to
utility monthly.
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Requiring customer-generators 1o payforadditional meters
adds novalue to the customer-generator or the utility. Onee
again, it 4 customer could save 20% of their usage with o
hetter air conditoner, would it be reasonable to meter the
savings and campensate them differently?

Some states compel customers that choose to net meter to
switch to a time-of-use (TOU) rate, where they pay differing
amounts depending on the time of day. This can either reflect

the reality of the grid (and reward generators whao produce
during constrained peaks), or disadvantage customers.

+2 Single meter

Dual meters or dual registers — utility pays for the
additional meter

Dual meters or dual registers — customer pays for
the additional meter

Metering Provisions Under Time of Use
+2 TOU meters with time bin carryover
+1 TOU meters with segregated time periods

+1

0
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Subject o appropriate interconnection standards, there
'8 1o reasan o exclude any type of renewable custamer-
fenerators from net metering: some states even permit non-
renevvable generators to address particular local concerns,

+1 All renewable and zero-emission technologies

Solar and wind included, one or more other
+0.5

renewables excluded
05 All renewables, plus one or more non-renewable

technologies

0 Solar only

-1 Fixed TOU rate disadvantages small generators J

S EM_

Customer—generators that instail renewahle resgurces
have done so with their own investment of money and
effort. Often these generators qualify for renewable energy
credits IRECs) that can ne used for marketing purposes or
to meet fegal renewable energy targets. Utilities that have
simply permitted these customers o reduce their net Lsaae
from the grid should not be permitied to seize these crodits
withaut paying for them,

Owned by customer

Transferred to utility

-0.5 Solar excluded from standard

S0me state net metering rules restrict the customer classes
that are eligible to participate. Some state rutes exclude
commercial customers who may have the most substantal
effect on reducing demand on the strained grid, and who
often enjoy the lowest costs for installed systems,

The Texas State Energy Conservation Office has noted, "It
wouid make more sense to limit the eligibility of a techroloqy
e period of time, say five ar ten years, in order tg give the
hnoiogy a period in which it has the Opportunity to hecome
commerciaily viable, than to imit the size of the initial market,
when the goalis creating a critical mass of market demiand.”

Allowing commercial and industrial customers to be
eligible for net metering is essential to jump-starting new
renewable energy markets.

No eligible class restrictions

|

!

55 Commercial at overall net metering limits, and
i residential larger than 10 kW permitted

!

!

0 Residential only, larger than 10 kW permitted
0 Commercial only

Alt other restrictions !
F=




One customer can aggregate net meter wnthmf
contiguous property.

Utility provides a meter change if needed at utility
cost.

“Safe harbor language” protects customers

+3 from unspecified additional equipment, fees,
requirements to change tariffs, etc.

[y 5 ghoks B s o ~bevayy e 5 ST \ -
Many dnnties Sidim that m o the oven: that ner mater

systems dail, the ubinty 1s required 1o meet ih !
customer demand. As 4 res lft many states allow unihties

foimpose a "standby charge” on net melerod customer

Standby charges are illogical. Som searchers have
noted that they are “analogous to assi }nmr Qrmr‘l\y ees
to residential customers who purchas : high sfficiency
Gir Condrtsonmq units,”t hecause, in t"wm‘w utilities
vould be roquired to meet increased demand should the
ain conditioners fail and need (o be rap! 1 by mare

L eanoRa s

o or even
Loreating an
renevyible

cases, standby charges
sforfull electrical service, in s?ltm,
customers o mstall

In some re Qg
aad rites

momic disincentive for
energy systems.,

S:z’*n(”)y charges are particularly burdensome o small
gm raters Utilities only necdto provide a negiigible amoant
(l« -up power for these custe Nevartholess,
smay be so costly that they diminish mest it not

R MIlerg v as Intanded o

mers,

;?fe:' smdier generators

s of other idinsynaranc
Gonorkahic

There g

hatoan

re.g J(H“ i

repder netme

e -y F ~
,..—_f ¥re\_.i!mm M"d.ﬂs:q#&. !
|- Minor additional fees for net metering
;f -5 Significant additional charges or fees?
‘ ) Per kWh fee on ail preduction !
; (in addition to other fees)® f

; fochoaly
While public policy may suggest  an emphn;is on

renewable energy, the system and engine ering impacts of

a system should he evaluated solely on their own merits.
To do otherwise introduces complexity and may restrict
innovation. If a generator complies fuily with the relevant
wehmeat sta

sustification to deny it interconn

andards, there is no operational or safety
ection.

AH customer generators gualify.

-1 Only renewable generators permitted.

bdivedoq) o

Technical standards can and should became signiticantly
more stringent as system  sizes increase However,

they should also permit systems that are sized to moeet
even farge onsite loads. Office parks, prisans, or college
campuses can potentially accommodate installations of
be megiawatts or more just to serve a portion of native
icad, and increasingly, torveard-thinking states facilitate
this option.

Generators from 2 MW to 20 MW permitted

|
!r 1 TMWto2 MW |
: -2 500 kW to 1 MW :
3 100KWto 500 kW |
4 Lessthan 100 kW !
}, Notes Larger generators generally fall under federalf
| jurisdiction and don't need to be considered here!




rechnical co
refevant only for refatively Arge generaiors. i
efficient to break a simigle overdil intercomn
process into separate “tracks” based on qeneraior
relieving complexity for the smatlest systems
thorough studivs tor

techion

capacily,
while preserving conservative and
argerinstabiations

The emerging consensus is to fragment anpiicants at
4 hreakpoints: 10 kKW, 2 MW, 10 MW nen-exportl, and
20 MW,

Four levels

0 Three levels
-1 Two levels
2 No breakpointg; one process for all generators
regardless of size.
Bonus Progressive standards that allow larger systems in

+1 any category.

Time is money, and for a4 device hee a rooftop solar
queerator, (where physical installation may take just pao
working daysh papecrwork and permits | epresent the singie
sugestebstacle to quick instaliation

Vadontod

:*ilshmg

The Federal Energy Req tiatory Commission ( F[
i mudo!nﬂlrr@nnmtmn standard (Order 2006) as
4 nimeline for each step of the applicaton process, for
each type of genarator. Thare is room for Improvement in
these guidelines, and some states have elected to trim the
amount of time allowed - for mstance, for the read-throneh
of the application of the ve ery simplest siall
using pre-cortified equipment.

aqeneraines

+1 Tmelmes Qurcker than FERC S
0 Timelines the Same as FERC's
-1 Timelines Longer than FERC's

study fees can pasn‘y

" Fees of S100 kare

and
i cuts)

for small systems. ‘v"mats
Mmare, uncapped or unknown fees can make it impossibic

Irterconnection processing
d4d i to "death by a th
q S250 thern GUiC Fi,l add dp

ebtam financing for larger projects, as their total cost
may be under the controi of a hostile utility.

Again, we refer to the FERC process, which estahlished
reascnable fee levels through an extensive compromise
and neqotiaton process.

+1 Fees lower than FERC's

0 Fees the same as FERC's
-1 Fees greater than FERC's

standard
review; where it does, it is key that the fees associated
vrith that review are known heforeh and.

An interconnection may require engi neering

Engineering Fees Fixed

0 Engineering Fees Not Fixed

Initheary, a customer- generator presents a satety hazard if
the grid goesdown and aninterconnected systemcontinues
loproduce powerwithout the atility’s knowledqe (4 situation
utifities call “islanding”}. Potentially, tine workers couid
come into contact with an unexpectedly energized fine
Muany utilities cite these s ifety concerns to require thit
net motered mxston*mo install and test external disconnest
awtches an any interconnected system. However, the
P effect s tfmt, ike hidden interconnection feoy
1] am.‘itim:m’ external disconnect switches mfy
ecessary costs and d«\(cumgm customers from
myvasting in renew ao!e energy systems.,

ddds unn

tUes mportant to naote that nat one accident resyitin i from
the islancirg of n et metered renewable energy syxfcm\*
Ras neen reported. Mare im partantly, utiiity m}rkus ar

nedio treat ali ines as lve, and 4 var ity ot ot

I0US Are renquned g stapdard o

RIS
PHIRG 285 nert ol




NECY sWalch represenis
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procedures. An external
a 'ourT fhth tevel ot 0y that s only relevam
it a utiity worker ignores his or fm trawing. If a worker
ving proper protocol, none of the levels of safely
rect switch will cuer he

h 5

¢ fniloy
preceding an external discon
needed, much less the switch itseif

G additional extercal disconpect

R( (‘

i by |
Hiweriers thit

SCCSSNMY SINCE i
dutomatic shat-off capabiiives
All medern inverters shat down ntercennected

tof grid failure.”

R
systems.”

systems automatically in the avent

+1 Redundant External Dlsconnect Swutch Prohnblted
0 Redundant External Disconnect Switch Not Addressed
-1 Redundant External Disconnect at Utility's Discretion
-2 Redundant External Disconnect Switch Required

The electrical safety and operation of the arid must be a
primary concernin the development of any interconnection
pmmdure, and must remain an engineering standard, not

a policy determiation.

aped jontly by
Laboratones

The relevant standards have been develn
atiliies, equipment manufacturers, nahonal

and tstng facilities, and qovernmentyl representatives,

Whie some states have pr
2.6, the reuse of cerification on equigiment ind
type-tested by utilities), others have used con
technical standards 4 criﬁm! flaw that may i fact
onp acr the safety and urity of the grid. Stifi others have

ed idiosyncratic or unspecified “blanket” clauses that
imrz*dum} ancertamties. Potential purchasers or nvestors
i these systems do nat know when such 4 clause might
drise to disqualify them,

NG

UL 1741 / |EEE 1547 standards used in addmon to
other options {e.q. self-certification)

0 UL 1741/ IEEE 1547 used

UL 1741/ IEEE 1547 not used, or modified elements
of IEEE 1547

Standard used in conflict with or in excess of
IEEE 1547

TR,

e

thiat

Every mterconnection is different, hut all nterconnections
share some fundamental characteristics. These relate ¢
among other things, the size of the qenerator relative m
the section of the gnid to which the generator connects,
and the ratings of the protective equipment installed.
tors determine how complex the interconnection

58 needs o ne.

FERC Order 2006 provides a thorough set of technical
that has been copied by many junsdictions

revisiaon of these MIrconnss

SCIEshs

aficant guideiines

5 to the process land may increase system
oxp ':1‘e, as confiqurations or programming must ae

changed to differ from these widely-used henchmorks),
" ” f;. o oo ": _,k,*%,:, H
0 FERC screens used f
-1 Partial adoption of screens {
-2 No screens used or utility discretion
Penalties: Used more conservative screen than FERC = -
for each
Dropped one or more FERC screens that do not
Bonus: affect safety or used more liberal screen element

that does not affect safety = +1 for each }

0t w«*tv\fovk” might he designed to serve a farge sin \m
io mf Isuchasacorporats campus ar high-rise by ‘(f nad
an "area mtwork describes the power distribution Systam

i an area dense with users (such as a downtown area).

'l“

Either increases retiahility by creatine gmore potential saths
generation w load. However the typas of systams
ected are usually restricted, as these

ks ire much | SXport

from

NGe conn

ess telerant of any

vinsdictions have extended s concem te
irese types of mterconnoactions completely, However
vty areq netaorks that junsdictions mm o nrotedct |
those most in need of the reliefl that distribited ¢ qeror
~an bring. More appropriate s 1o create more strngent
woaricat standards for these types of systems, or s
f«kf‘.h specified high-speed equip

CI5 SYSIEMS N CEse 0

e that they




Allowed for all systems with a single customer, or
systems above 50 kW allowed

0 Allowed, but limited to 50 kW
-1 Not allowed
Separate standards for one customer vs. multi-

Bonus: customer spot networks — with single customer
more liberal than FERC standard = +1
Bonus: Systems allowed provided they install high-speed

network protectors = +1

. Allowed for systems 500 kW or greater and 10%
minimum load
0 Not addressed or allowed but at utility discretion or
only after study
-1 Not allowed
Bonus: Allowed for systems that do not export power =1
Standard Fonn 4

The paint where the “rubber meets the road” in any
ntercannection framework is the agreement. Without
a standard agreement, the interconnection process
is immediately more complex. If the standard is overly
comphicated,
such as requiring

or includes clauses hostile 1o the customer

Lty

the customor tn ndemni 1y the

+ broad Bist of sotential i y
Srotscton from the attlity - then the standa

ofits vaiue

d ioses munk

S

Standard agreement with friendly clauses
0 Standard agreement with standard clauses
No standard agreement

Standard agreement with excessively complex or
haostile clauses

tlervew

1"; [ERYRTINEUR ALY

gt
250
LA ¢ 5 b
soemp e d

tpersonal impury and property da Maje
associa 0(‘ viath interconnection, inany
allow uthiies to mipose nanihity insurance raduirenents
onocustomer-generators. Some states want customer-
Gererators o carry S100,000 or more in coverage to protect
utiities from being held fina nrm!l/respons;b!eforpmh lems
caused by interconnected systems.

Brcanse of potent
Hanmty fisks

qtes

However, to our knowledge there has never heen o
documented case of 4 small-scale net metered system
c:msm@ electrical failure or creating potential personal

npuryorpiopertydamageliabilitiesfor autifity.” Renewable
aiergy aohn manufactiured  and instailed e
compliance ‘Nlth interconnection standards significantly
reduce the risk of potential safety issues.” Product
fability insurance carried by equipment manufacturers,
as well as the ability of these manufacturers to indemnify
customers or utiliies, further negates the need for
additional insurance.”

lxul(/.)

Exwwvmnsu dnwroquumnmﬁscnlyservplodssf‘ou 3
castomers from mvesting in renewable en eriy Systems

i Cipating nonet metering programs, Rouw rigj
o ~"*nh;!’#;r*l‘.f‘ru“m‘* “Especialivihosewithrelatively small
SY=Ims o obtan and mamtain millon dos!arinsu;r:suce

Righ premiums gssociated wih
henefits of

pobicies s impractical, The |

these paiicies will likely exceed the sconomic
participating in net metering programs.

+1 Insurance requirements prohibited

Insurance required, but not more than typical
customer would carry

0 Not addressed

|
f‘
Additional insurance required j

/
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Irevitably, some requests for interconnection will result
i disputes. The best standards provide a iow-cost means
At accessing an expert judgment (for instance, through

telephone call to a technical master employed by the
state ctbty commission). Others are more administratively
hurdensome or complex

Of course, if the standard explicitly stares that all disputes wil

be resolved through or by a utility’s discretion, the standard
becomes less reliable in the eyes of counter-parties.

Process in place (low or no cost, quick)

Not addressed or costly or administratively
burdensome

-1 Utility discretion

i ao T Nor

Full reral aredit it
subtractions. Customers profected

Share

from fees and addiiong

“onvantage”

Ruies encouage use of Dstributed

Seneration (DG

riestor gl st

Generally good net metoring rufes
with full retail credit hut there may
be certain fues of costs that detract
from foll retat equivalont valie.
There may be some ohstacles o
ahtaining net metering.

ncorporate
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Adverse system im;}act check needed on 2-MW expedited

mterconnections - -1 (This study addresses the potential
impactofacustomer-generatoronthetransmissionnetwork,
ftshould not be applied to very small qenerators.j

Cortficate of completion required without add ressimngiocal
code official refusal - -1 (Some states require that a locai
code official sign or certify documentation associated
with the interconnection process. Since these officials
do not generally certify documents other than their own
nspections, they can be resistant to do sc, delaying or
complicating the process.)

(nterconmzcrion processis significantly different from FERG
standards -1 {The overall framework of the FERC process
s well-understood and should be the basic underpinning
ol any standard.)
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WJ e abserve that despite the gevelopmenis and in some
Cases vast impm\/f?n‘: nts e the ;m’tfcs’m:‘,e«‘fml‘, ana
selmelenngruies and foquiatsns i sov e stalas
Mew Jersey cantinues to maintain a |
it states iy both of these eritical poii 10y areas,
o say that the New Jersey rules cannnt he inproved apon
arthatihers are not state rules that h;svp mdead improved
tpon the New Jersey rules in certain discrate areas, In
several areas the state has adopted policies that g0 beyond
the simple remaoval of barriers t9 actual encouragnment of
the ase of distributed generation hy customers. I order
to advence the use of clean and renewab Ir distribiited
qureranon, we encourage s eitm o improve upon cthe
hest practices in New Jersey that is, 1o meorporate those
rules as a starting point and ad o;)[mq the best practe

developed in more recent state rilemaking proceedings,

"<¢“3 Fh) among
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As slates continue to discuss and implement new
imterconnection  and  net metering rules there will
nva fmhl“beimprovemamsinsr;mmﬁi pncti e thatwere
not anticipated when the point and grading scale used for
this report was developed. As those im provements arise,
the grading and point scale we use will he modified to
sccommodate them. Conversely, “he standard MY SG
ied to be cevised to apprapriately do owngrade g limited
number states that erect unforeseen nevs Barrers, in
sum, the grading and point scale is :subjact 0 oongomg
revision to address evolutions and devolutions in the
mterconnection and net metering palicy arena, Of course
Bestpractices bave away of hecomi 1(; c«)mrmm;)’at‘t:, and
this, oo, will require a scoring adji toFor examaie,
as we approdch more than g dazen stares :w,tth 2 2 FAVY

system capacity Hmit, this ence aqqressive policy stance e gy L ek T Ptk Efprnear |
il he regarded as Cozmmnpkm), and only larger dmits . : o
will obtain maximum points.
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