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SESSION ADDRESS 

State Capitol Building 
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182 

(907) 465-2689 
Fax: (907) 465-3472 

1-800-665-2689 

REPRESENTATIVE PAUL SEATON 

ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE 
House District 35 

Memorandum 

From: Representative Paul Seaton. ~~ ! 
To: House Energy Co-Chair, Representative Chari sse Millett tvA I 
Date: January 30, 2009 
RE: HB 66 Net Energy Metering bill hearing request 

INTERIM ADDRESS 

345 W. Sterling Highway 
Homer, Alaska 99603 

(907) 235-2921 
Fax: (907) 235-4008 

1-800-665-2689 

I respectfully request a hearing for HB 66 Net Energy Metering in the House Energy 
Committee. HB 66 creates a Net Metering policy for Alaska. Net Metering is a policy 
that allows a home or business owner to decrease their electric bills through on-site 
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. renewable energy generatiori. 

http://www.RepPauISeaton.com 
Email: Rep_Paul_Seaton@legis.state.ak.us 
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MAR-31-2009 rUE 01:22 PM KENAI LIO FAX NO. 907 283 3075 P. 02 

Comments of Peter McKay on HB-66 

Heard in the House Special Committee on Energy, Labor, and Commerce March 31, 2009. 

I would like to thank Representative Seaton for bringing this bill forward (again). It reflects a lot 

of effort on his part, and that of his staff especially LouiS Flora. The supporting documentation 

is extensive - and in my opinion - irrefutable. There is no valid reason not to pass this bill. I 

really appreciate the effort that Representative Seaton's office has taken to contact so many 

states with net metering and interconnection standards In place to solicit responses that 

counter the typical arguments against net metering/interconnection that Alaskan utilities have 
used. Great workl . 

As much as I support this bill, I urge the Committee to consider an amendment to strike section 

"G", found on Page 3, Line 2S thru Page 4, Line 1. This "opt-out" provision for smaller utilities 15 

unnecessary. The stability and security of smaller grids is ensured with I} the small system size 

limits, and 2) the small (1%) penetration limit for interconnected customer/generator systems. 

The "opt-out" provisions of section "G" will not pass a legal challenge when a 

customer/generator seeking to Interconnect to a smaller grid is denied and protests that he Is 

being discriminated against because of where he lives, the size of the utility company, or 

whether his retail electric supplier is organized as a municipal, co-operative etc. Small utilities 

may only allow a few interconnections to meet the 1% limit - but this should be done on a first­

come/first-serve baSis throughout the state. This is an issue of fairness and eqUity. 

I strongly support HB-66. I urge the Committee to approve the measure and move it along. 

This bill is much more comprehensive than HB-31 heard by this committee last week. I use the 

same recommendation for this bill as I did in testimony last week. Wgrk CQpperatively with 

the Regulatory CommiSSion of Alaska on these Issues. The RCA Commissioners and Staff are 

very talented and well Informed on this Issue. They have worked very hard to progress these 

standards and have been Inclusive In their approach to these Issues. The public has been very 

active In these issues. Please do not let the issue fall between the cracks - saying that it is the 

RCA's job to move this alone. This year ... the Regulatory and legislative (and perhaps the 

Executive branch) need to work this thru to completion. Alaska needs Net Metering and 
Interconnection standards. 

Thank you for considering my opinion. 

Respectfully 

Peter McKay - 55441 Chinook Rd. Kenai, AK 99611 
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OFFERED IN THE HOUSE 
TO: HB 66 

Page 3, lines 23 and 24 

AMENDMENT 

Delete: "an alternative energy system, as that term is defined in AS 46.11.900." 

Insert "alternative energy as identified in section 1 of this act." 
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OFFERED IN THE HOUSE 
TO: HB 66 

Page 2, line 25 

Delete: "annual peak energy usage" 

Insert: "peak demand" 

AMENDMENT 
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OFFERED IN THE HOUSE 
TO: HB 66 

Page 2, after line 21 : 

Insert: 

AMENDMENT 

(d) A customer-generator owns the tax credits associated with the equipment and 
renewable energy credits associated with the electricity it generates, 

"Renewable energy credit" is a tradable instrument that includes all renewable and 
environmental attributes associated with the production of electricity from a renewable 

-energy generation system, 
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Al.ASKA ST,HE LEGISLxn: RE 
/-j.-!lJ:-;l' 1)1~.;rH:[ -;] 

Sponsor Statement HB 66 

! .:"':1)( I {,() _~ _:(J,".') 

HB 66 promotes alternative energy use by establishing a Net Metering policy for Alaskan 
utilities. Net Metering is the measurement of the difference between electricity 
purchased from a utility and electricity produced from a customer's private generating 
equipment. Home and business owners who install renewable energy equipment such as 
solar panels or windmills get to use their own electricity and will receive a credit for their 
excess energy generation. The credit is in kilowatt hours and reduces the customers' 
electrical bill in following months . 

This "carry forward" of credits from Alaska renewable energy generation allows the 
customer to harvest excess energy during peak renewable production times, such as the 
summer for solar, and benefit from this production during low energy months. A Net 
Metering policy encourages private investment by allowing customer/generators to 
calculate the pay-down of their equipment cost through the calculation of their potential 
annual solar, wind or hydro production. 

Alaska utilities also benefit under this legislation. By trading the homeowner a credit for 
the energy that the homeowner puts onto the grid, the utility does not have to generate 
more electricity to supply other customers. This can decrease the need for a utility to find 
new large scale power sources. Carbon dioxide emission reduction is also achieved and 
net metering can help the utility meet renewable energy standards. It is generally 
recognized that utilities gain about 10%, in sales from distributed generation as there is 
little line loss to the point of sale . 
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HB 66 provisions and rationale 

• A Net Metering customer may have a renewable energy system size to up to 
25kW, but individual utilities may allow systems with a higher kilowatt rating. 
Testimony./i·om utilities is that the cost of systems under 15k/V (lnd complexit)' or 
the illlerconnection o.f'these systems is much less than larger systems. making it a 
good break-poim. 

• Net Mett:ring participation can reach up to 1% of retail system peak demand 
before a utility disallows new participants. However, a utility may voluntarily 
adopt a higher percentage. A 1 % threshold will allow for the growth of renewable 
generation along the Railbelt, while simultaneously addressing concerns of small 
utilities that a large renewable producer would come in and negatively impact the 
grid with excessive power. 

• A utility may limit Net Metering installations due to special circumstances related 
to engineering constraints on the portions of the distribution system affected by 
the proposed installation. This also addresses concerns raised by small utilities. 

• If a customer generates more electricity than they consume, they receive a 
kilowatt hour credit. Credits roll over from month to month for up to one year. 
At the end of a year any excess credits are donated to the utility customer base. 
Donation of excess credits allows the utility consumer base to directly benefit 
from net metering customer and eliminates the potential for papenvork from 
small potentially taxable transactions. 

• Customers of a small utility may vote to exempt the utility from the provisions of 
the bill. 

• A default uniform statewide utility interconnection standard is established. 
Interconnection standards should be adopted simultaneolls with net metering 
rule. Standardization of clear interconnect standards is an important component 
of Net lv!etering. 

• HB 66 prohibits additional fees for Net Metering. The/inallcial bene/its orNet 
Metering can easily be outweighed by fees and charges, decreasing a customer '.I' 
ability to amortize the cost of renewable generation equipment. 

• Nothing in HB 66 prohibits a utility trom conclllTcntly offering a SNAP program 
that a customer/generator can choose instead of or in combination with Net 
l'.ktering. SNAP is 1I0t Nr't Meterillg alld it would /lOt be precluded ullder HB (,6. 
Ila ulilill' chooses to adopt Sustaillable Natural Altemath'e Prograll/ (as olferr'd 
ill Alaska bl' G VEA alld flEA) it is/in! 10 o!kr this ill addition to Nr't Meterillg. 

• Nothing in HS 66 prohibits a utility and a customer t/'om negotiating an 
individual power purchase agreement for excess customer generation. 7/iis 
a!lows exisfillg (In£ijilfllre lillge scale J'('J/(!I\'ah/c gel1eralioll jJl't~if.!c{s to go 
jii/'ll'{/u/ III/dl'!' separale illdil'idllu! (lgrc'i'II/ellts ll'ith th!! IIlilit)'. 
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March 31, 2009 

Re: Alaska Village Electric Cooperative Testimony re HB 66 

Dear Co-Chairs and Members of the House Energy Committee: 

HB 66, which would mandate net metering in Alaska, is well intended but is not 
appropriate in Alaska today. 

Why not? First and foremost, because we are a "public power" state. This means that 
almost all Alaskans who receive power from their serving utilities actually own those 
utilities. So when a member receives electricity from the utility that he is not paying for 
(via a "net meter") then all the other members are going to be paying a little more for 
their electricity, or will receive a little less patronage capital. In other words, the 

• unfunded mandate will be paid for by the remaining customers of the utility. 

• 
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The next major problem with HB 66 is the figure of 25 kW that was identified as the limit 
on a member's generation sources that would be allowed to receive net metering. This 
number may appear to be appropriate to certain regional Alaskan standards but, in 
reality, this number would blow the socks off more than a hundred generating utilities in 
our state. 

In AVEC's 53 villages, for example, the largest annual sales we enjoy is in SI. Mary's, 
where our members use about 2.8 million kWh - an average load of 320 kW. In the 
Lower-48, the staunchest renewable energy supporters do not recommend allowing 
more than 0.5% of consumer produced energy into the local grid. That would translate 
to about 1.6 kW in SI. Mary's. In our average village, where we sold about 1.3 million 
kWh last year, the average load is less than 125 kW. I'm sure you can envision what an 
uncontrolled, intermittent power source of 25 kW can do to such a system. 

Net metering is a concept that is heavily promoted by individuals who are better 
equipped financially than many others to consider installation of alternative energy 
sources for their personal use, as well as by the vendors of products that those 
consumers might use. In Alaska, a net metering mandate will result in inappropriate 
burdens being placed upon consumers who are not part of the elite self-generation 
group and whose interests are not being represented by those who are promoting net 
metering. It will also place further financial and operational constraints on the member 
owned utilities that are struggling to keep the lights on under circumstances more 
onerous than any that have ever been experienced before in this state's history. 

4SJ I EM;I.r; STREET ,. ANCHORA(;E: AL\SKA " 1'1 lONE (907 ) 56! - I ~! S * FAX (~07) 5(,2-4m(, 
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Rather than considering a bill such as HB 66 that will benefit perhaps 50 - 100 
Alaskans and a few vendors, please consider instead providing additional funds to the 
State Renewable Energy Fund to develop alternative energy projects that will serve all 
of a utility's customers into the foreseeable future. Developing renewable energy 
sources comes at prohibitive costs. 

Alaska's legislature should not be promoting special interest legislation such as net 
metering, but should rather be partnering with Alaska's publicly owned utilities to bring 
the benefits of renewable energy to all Alaskans. If net metering is to be implemented 
in some fashion in Alaska, it is best left to the Regulatory Commission of Alaska to 
determine when, where and how such a program might be initiated so as to bring 
maximum benefit and least harm to Alaskans. Rural Alaskans are particularly 
vulnerable to harm from an imprudently applied net metering requirement and the RCA 
is best equipped to address this. 

Yours very sincerely, 

Meera Kohler 
President and CEO 

-----------------
.IS, I EA(iI.ESTI<EET "ANClIOI<MiE.ALASKA "' I'HONE('!07)561·18IS * FAXI'JIJ7)562-408b 
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Freeing the Grid. nll~ (liil (IIJci;'Jll!d II:prJlt '.-'Jiil I)'=! 
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Utility CommIssioners' (NARUC) ,HifluaJ convention, 
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Freeing The Grid 
How Effective State Net Metering laws 
Can Revolutionize u.s. Energy policy 

NO 01·06 Nov. 2006 
Forward By Michael Dworkin 
Professor of Law and Director of the 
Institute for Energy & the Environment 
Vermont Law School 

Renewing America: 
The Case for Federa/leadershlp on a 
Nalional RPS 

NO 01·07 Jun. 2007 
Christopher Cooper. 
Senior Policy Strategist 
Dr. Benjamin Sovacool, 
Senior Research Fellow 
Forward By Marilyn Brown 
National Commission on Energy Policy 

The Rush to Ethanol: 
Not All Biofuels Are Created Equal 

July 2007 
A report by Food & Water Watch, the 
Network for New Energy Choices. 
and the Institute for Energy and the 
Environment at Vermont law School 
provides comprehensive analysis and 
recommendations for U.S. biofuels and 
transportation policies. 

Community Wind 
Supportive POlicies, Public Financial 
Incentives, and Best Management 
Pracrices 
September 2006 
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Sinr.t? :.llf~ 2006 r,dition of Freeing the Grid, (h!?f e 11JIJ8 

he en ~Jrl~dt strirles in hrillqi"~1 moo! cl1.~iJn !~IlErg'{ to 
,lie grid. MJny statns hCive t;tk8n the lead IJY :"elonning 
tlleir clean p.nerflY policies ,Inti g031s. But we are still 
f;]r trom conquering the "EnernY Trilemrna" - ;In energy 
\':\iorld constrained hy the three forces of fillJflcial goals, 
ellvi;-onl1l!~ntal concerns ancJ security risks. In this 2007 

What Is Interconnection? 

An interconnection standard is the setof 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 connect to 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. 

Whilethe underlying engineering standards and requirements 
are well-known (generally, the Institute for Electrical and 
Electronics Engineers' (IEEE) t547 standard covers all 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 

edition, the N4~twork for New Eneroy Choices teamt-2li liP 

'Nith the Sol(lr Alliance, the Vale Solar Initiative, and the 
InterSlllt8 Renc'JlJahle Ener~y C04Jncii to hring the most 
up to date analysis of statewide interconnection and 
flet IllcterinQ rules. In our study, we waned each strite 
hased all its progress towards the gOflts of smoother 
interconnectiofl and f.worable net metering standards. 

Sunshine Solar Inc, 

Solar Panels (2,500 Watts) 
Racks, Wiring, and Hardware 
Inverter 
Installation Labor 

ri~:\ ':""----"'- . ,-/, " 7 
""'··-~"f-'11.700 

$ 1,250 
$ 1,950 
S 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 system - more expensive per watt 
than a larger solar roof, but enough for his needs. His state's 
interconnection rules force him to endure lots 01 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! 
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I Im-lfJllle the simplest possible mp.terin9 nrr?tnneillent: 
a sil1fjle, 19S0s-standrlrrl electrolll8ch<lnical meter. 

rJow imagine thar a residential clls/omer, Ray McSol':lr, 
<Hided (j rooftop solar-(!leClric systp.m to his hume, 011 

11is side of this rneter. 

Ray wakes up pretty 
early for his job; on 

days, he's liP llnd 
01 the /loLise b(~lnm 

lllornin9 hOIJrs 
m;ikHs his cojfee 

and IJrc~JkfasL while 'NJiclling some mornin~J news on 
tile TV. III this eilSl!, tile mt!t(~f spins fonNcHd ;lS R.,y is 
cOl1slJJnin!) elp.ctricify from the gmL 

EJ ",As the sun rises, Ray 

;heads all to work. Makillg 

sure not to W(]Sle a drop 
01 f2lectricity, he shuts 011 

all his appliances The 
meter spins 111 reverse 

the soldr pilncls churn 

elt~l;tl'icity - Glectricity 

sends biiCk 10 tile 
oversltC::;seu uriC!, 

When Ray returlls ,It 
nj~Jhr to cook dinner 
and rel<1x in front 01 
1118 TI!, the meter spills 
fo(w<l(d a{)ain 'j1Jhile he 

". consuilies electllr;:ty. 

1/1 ft'" /' n (, i!!' C ('; n." 
'_ '.~ , 4 '.I "~ . , •• '._ . " '.~ • , 

The resLllt? Roy's bill will show only his net consumption 

01 electricity Irom the grid. ShoLild it be a hot sunny 

month (the sort of months wilen the gm! needs the most 
helpl. or a lJlontil in which Ray's electricity Lise is low. he 

c<ln carry [lny excess electricity his system generated 
to tile next bill, jLlst as he llIi!Jilt roll over excess cell 
phone minutes. 

Tlll1 result of net metering is to Jllow for the production 
llf electricity tllat J straillcd grid did not hJve to produce. 
This is, in t;-lct, eXnctly the same restilt Ray would get if 
lw had instJlhHl n more efficient refrigerator The only 
1:-lilY his utility would know the clif/erance between IhQ 
lise of more dlic ienl tee hnologies (like th<lt roff iger ato"; 
ilnd the lise of on-site ~lenera[iol1 /e,g. solar panels) is 
if it installed (l costly additiOllid metor dt Ray's l10ms 

':lfH! undoflJ'J8nt the exp[~l1se of reading both meters (Illtl 
billing Ray lor the resliits. 

In eliect, net metering is the sirnplest possible 

hilling arrangement for customer-sited nistrihllttHI 

nerwrrnion. Withollt exception, significant deployrnent 
of CiHrln, customer-sited distrihuted gener(ltion 
OCClirs Dilly in states with modern interconnection 
Clllnnet metering policies. 

Interconnection _. the tccl1n;cJI r:1i", for .:rrslo"""s 10 "fll"9 rn" to the grid. 

Net Metering .. rht? billing arr~1ii:Je;i:iJnt ty ·..'/l1i...:11 CtlS101llerS reAlize savin!js fro III tilf:ir systems, 

l,'\Ihere one ;(ilov:;It!·holJr rklNh) !Jl~nl.]r.lted h'! the customer has the eXJct SJnle 
'}allle as one ~\;\)h CO!lSI!IlL;C: :J'( tI~l! r.llSlomcr. 

-.;....--. 



I,: Gill 0'Jilltl:illOll :)f s:ar.~w:(je :11~t!r'(.:nnn/:l;:iGn <lnd !lflt 

I/,etering progrJll!s, VJe developfJ(I;:ln inde:o: that r"t,;';V;ll'[JS 

prn~lr,inl t?lcmellts that proillotr. p'.lrticipl1!:OIl, f~XPillld 
rt~n~\Nable eneruy gener.1tI011, or otherwise ;ldvJIlCC 

lhe noals souCJht by net meterinq. COIl'Jersciv. Ole inriex 
dss:~ns demerits 10 pro(jrilill COllljJOI1l?llts (htl! rliscul!ril\'jt~ 
;~;.l:·::ci;J:iticll GI' iimit ,crW"\::1lJliJ t.:I,r:rflY (;cllc'rJli1lll 

~Nc; Olt?,lsur·:d pronr.1Jn c:ompollent:.; ,l)1(j JSSiglh?r! 

t:lHnericai vi.ilup.s to each. Neoaliv€ vJlues represent 
Ii! c tors tlwt lilHiermine the e ff~?r. tivcne!:is 01 the net n1cterinn 
praWilill, Pi}!:iiri'J8 INdues represent additional incentives 
lI~~lt contribute to progr;:!m effectiveness. 

t~~p!yino these numerical vJlues to proornln components 
::llIol,;'.'s us la plot. bUpi:lriltelyj thr. effectiveness of each 
Int8fCC!1l1octioll ann IJet ll1erer'in~i prr.~lram, dlH~ to i.lssi!]tl 
;! Jetter Grane to eJch. 

All :Incdysis oj the provisions of illi..iJiY ::)1:lto P"0!1(;U,lS 
(jl;monstrdtes a distinctive distribution: perlldps a do/en 
"1J8!:it priJuiC8S" :It.1les "''Jhere the frdlll8work is lIlore or 

;I~SS stanndl rlilP.d ilnd small-scait: nener;nioll is iJ:r!..!~H1V 
fllJUI ishin~J or ;r[Jau[ to he(1in surninn; a l'lI'gc undilh~rentiated 
Inidcle where d,?veloprnem is limited; ,wei 2. flJW sL:ltes 
1hl~(ne CII:;tof1l8r ql,'llcrAtion is ilClil.lI:ly riiSr,Ollfil{jt?d 1)1' 
1I1iPOs:lihlf! ollTside of isol<lted (/t~monstr(]ljOIl proj'~Gt:;. 

--.-.- - ___ ..c--

, . , , " 

'. '-~ 

'f i\,;:! i.i,!! :~ Y·:'!' t :11 

In cl:rtain CJSHS, statutor,;, limitiltions on the size of eiiqibln 
;r:,:hnoln(!ics pr(~vent custOJlltJr-flenerJto."s from cOlTer.tJy 
.'~i.':JlU ,I S','~;letn to meet their o';vn ciemJnd. 

Uniform :-;iLe limits rl!rlllce fA{JlilJtnry COnfll:-iIOn 'Nhitr~ 
proJlloting the broJejes[ popul':ltion of renewat)le ent;;'fJV 
genl:1 atin~j systems. Incre~sinn the eligible facility size for 
Iloll-resieienrial systems also could encourage participnioll 
in n8t metering programs by large investors. It is no 1011qor 
UI1CQIllillOil to soe renovvClble energy systems in tile 100 kW 
to 2 1llf]~-!alNJtts {MI..-Vj range. Several project dovcrupus 

in Oreoon, for I?xi.unple, argued tllJt the transactionill r.ost 
0; S'/stt!J)lS less ti1nn 100 kl..-V Jr8 roo weat to interest i:Hf.i8 
,nvl~S!meI1t pJri.1l8r::;,· 

Thp.H~ is no polir.'/ just i fir;:diOI1 fur lirl1itin~1 system ~jli; 10 ,11: 

arhitri.ir\, h!vel. Customer IC.Jd (mci dem<.ind should d~!re rmine 
tire systl~m dc:;ign parameters, and it IS simrle to prevGnt 
"rJllersillnq" witllout recour'se to arbitrMY di~tinctiOIlS thin 
lllity excllJrle the Inost cost-effective projects. 

YVhile th,; most prcureSSi'J8 stale standards embr:lcr this 
,~(JJlr::8pt. lll~lIly am cOIlVer!lil1fj on il con::;ensus level of 2 MW. 

. "', . 
+5 

+4 

+3 

+2 

+1 

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 

1~2 
Not greater than 50 kW 

Residential systems capped below 20 kW 

Some permit up 10 80 MW on very large loads 
Isuch as a military base or corporate headquarters 
campus) 
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In ;1 nod to utility concerns that on'Slte gene~~lIion 
rDpr!;s>:'f11S lost revenlles (an intuitive hut short-siQhted 
';:e1

,': c! :he :!rrJnGr.m'~nt). !llany slates hJve lilT-:ited !he 
ttl/,l: .::I;J;lC:1', tJligihie for r:et ~lwtcrir1q either slille'.'J!(le OJ 

it m;lkcs little sellse to limit the tOlal arnount of c!e~lll 
energy that customers mav generate ann contrihute to 
tile IJJectricity fFiet Utilities rio not h,jvl~ an inherent rinlll 
to chnrue for electricity that cu:.;tolllers CQuid other','lise 
~tet1R,.ate mom (Jfficielltly Jnd more cleanly on their own. 
Ciip;tcity limits Mtifici;llly restrict the exp<lns;ryn of Gn­

slle rene\Nahle neneratiol1 and curtail tile market for nr,\N 
r0r.r.:\'l:lbh~ j;ner~)',' riistnblJt£:d fJl~Il,;rarion (DG) systems. 

Tlwy m,lV also prolJ(~ incompatible I.e'lilh .l[lgrr.!ssive targets 
ler Il)newable enerUV d8plOYIllI~nL s(H by ~e'Jr.r,1I states. 

Capilcity limits, hnsed on a percentage of peak rlemflnd, 

create uncertainty for new custoillers consioering net 
metering. Since customers have no way of knowing when 

capacity lilllits will be met, they cannot effectively plan lor 
'uture DG installations' This regulatory uncertainly inhibits 
rf'n8W;lble ~n.)r~IY investment 

+2.5 

+2 

+1.5 

+1 

+0.5 

o 
-0.5 

Bonus 
+1 

> 5% or no limit 

Between 2% and 5% 

Between 1% and 2% 

Between 0.5% and 1 % 

Between 0.2% and 0.5% 

Between 0.1 % and 0.2% 

Less than 0.1% 

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

~··Jhr.'11 cu:;H::nEfS qt.:llI:LI:e iJlore (:it:c!rie;t'{ dLJr!l~q .1 

iH:·r1tt:;'r" hil(r:j ppri;1d :I~;ln !he'/ consume, some st:ltes 

:ljil1'lJ cils[r;mers 10 "rnll Ol;er" th; 1::«8::;S rlen,.;ratioll. Till; 

:,:,11:'; ('lr<O$ fO~,; .. ;ir(/ :,n', ~~:<CL'SS GOI:er8ticn ,:::!il :1 :s 

:Jsed 'Ip. SOIl:C d the least r:(fccii'.:!~ prQur~!;ns cdlo'N L!~j"lI 
!(j!IO(il~r, ~Jfili1till~1 ~IJC ili:;it'l excess I.::(:r:t~icjt'l qencr:Jl,]C 

by CIJSlOll1crs each manti,. In these st.ltP.S, Cllsto:n(~rs 
:fI~r!':rsi/e rheir systems so that !Il,; system IS less Ih:iI1 ihl~ 
r:ii~lOlller's monthly rnilliflllill1 IO:ICi. Otiler sUlfes limit ~h~! 
:;:11l~ O'ier :"hieh roilo'Jer can be usec!. 

ri~Si:"iCiln~; ro!IG'l81" to J :;ins!e month is :ll(]re J Itmcilcn iJ! 

i:tiijl\! !:.ir;;r.q eye!I}!) ~11;lJ~ puhiic poiicl(. In l(let, it is 'i(~rv C1S',' 
~,;: :11,,: ,idlllilli:wtlti'lI.:! costs i"issor:i;lteJ ' ... ·;:111 tJi!Vllln ~Ol Sll1,li1 

:1:lh~iliH:;; !l1 tlxcc:.;s !·Jcr:er~1tiGn 1',",ithc!ril'·tVil1:J hills, h;ll~d­
b:1hllfj, et,::.) 10 OlJt;r\~Jh8Im any sa'/I~(I relJen(h~ for the (l!iJit,(. To 

1")1.) SlJcct"!s;;ful,'] Ilf]t m8terinfl prngrilnl must J1lciiitilre roJlC','(H 

::::0 ili'"!l ci~::;tnl11(:r-~r}rlel",ltCJ!:i can rect!i'Jc credil lor '~:\r.I~:;:; 
(~Il~r~J'1 (i'?n'~ril ted dLJr:n~ thr. SC,'I.SOllS ',':Ilen I 12 r1r:wabl'J (j~:!:> it 
.:~ h;'.jlll::;t ,IIHI appJ)' i: ~o',' .. ;.n"ll their cCrlscrnptiOI1 ·;/h21': '~l;;i:I'; 
i" :n~':')SI, s{rivinu row:ads if 1011) hill 

In ;htj ' .. vor:-;t possihlf! C;lSI~, <l .:;o-c,llled IlI~r lJletcrjl~O l:lrnt 
i.:Oldd ;il;t;Jerl:'1 require etl5t,Jrncrs to pily utility transl1:is:,ion 
<lnd liis~rii)llt;on fep,s oven on ncnp.filtioll !!icy nevr,r fGiieri 

Q';'.!r payinfl the Illilit,! a 188 ill i~xchan~le for not usinG 
ll1l"::ir services. 

Rememher RaV McSolar and his 1950s lIleter? That's 
the best implementation of rollover - to read this meter 
annually is 10 provide the lowest administrative cost and 
best equity for the customer. 

+1.5 

+1 

+0.5 

o 

-2 

-4 

Indefinite rollover at retail rates. 

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

(It is key to limit payout in this case so that customers 
do not oversize their generator beyond their own 
needs. Indefinite rollover is easier,) 

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

Monthly roUover for one year; excess 
donated to utility annually. 

Monthly payment at wholesale or avoided cost. 

No rollover permitted; excess energy donated to 
utility monthly. 
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OWI\TTHOU 

I 
·:i""la~\It.\\.·· ... ,-

R S 
2A 

7 

RCQuirinn cllsromer-generators to pay fOf addiriofl,11 me~ors 
Jdlis no 'J.:llue to tile cuslOmer-~jer.erator Or the utilit't. Once 
'J(Flin, if ;j C:lIstfll11cr cOHld SJve 20;~·., 01 tlleir l!s'::loe ~'Ji!ll ;! 

!)I~ttt~r air cnndlflOner, would it t)f~ rCllsoncihle tl) lllt?tCl ~hG 
S;JV!flfIS ;lnd compl?IlSiltc them different/'f? 

SOlllC stJ!8S compel custorners that choose to Jlet Illl?ter to 
sVlircil to 0 time·of·use ITOUI rate, where they pay diffe""q 
omounts depending on the time of day. This can either reflect 
the reality of rhe grid lond reward generators who produce 
during constrained peaks!. or disadvantage Cllstomers. 

+2 

+1 

o 

+2 

+1 

·1 

Single meter 

Dual meters or dual registers - utility pavs for the 
additional meter 

Dual meters or dual registers - customer pavs for 
the additional meter 

TDU meters with time bin carryover 

TDU meters with segregated time periods 

Fixed TOU rate disadvantages small generators 

. iii, r (:. !. ; i i j ~) ; ; : 1 ; 1 i.: _." 

Su!Jject to dppropriate iflll~rCOllnectioll st<lncl:.lrds, then.! 
'S no rColson to exclude Jill( I'{pe 01 renc'NJble custoll,er­
qf;llcr;ltors !rom net me[erin~J; sorr.e stales even perll1it 1':on­
r(:llf~\.'/a!Jle nenr.rators to <lrJdress particular local concerns. 

+1 

+0.5 

+0.5 

o 

All renewable and zero-emission technologies 

Solar and wind included, one or more other 
renewables excluded 

All renewables, plus one or more non-renewable 
technologies 

Solar onlV 

·0.5 Solar excluded from standard 

'.-
_'o-/J'pol i [1 -I fr 

Some SI<.It!~ net I1lI-Jterillg rules restrict the customer classes 
:11:11 are eliaible to )ldrticipJte. Some stare rilles e)(c!t;!ie 

cOlllmercia) customers who may have the most substantial 
"Heet on reducing demand on the strained grid, and who 
often enjoy the lowest costs for instal/ed systems. 

Tile Texas State Energy Conservation Office has noted, "It 
'.NGldrl /Tiake rnore sense to limit the eliaibility of a technology 
fCI' ,j period of time, say five Dr len years, in IJrder 10 'Jive the 
;,:'Gi~I]():()G'I:l n(~riod in vvllich i[ hns ;11,~ 0PDurtunitv to j),:COIlW 
commerci:liiy viahle, Ih,J1l toli/lliI the SiZl~ l.it :I1H initial rn'1rkr~l. 
',~,J~c!llhE; ~inaJ is l:rr.atln~J lJ criT;C:;]! n,as::; of m<irket dr~ni~liiIL" 

AUm'/ing commercial anc] industrial custornr~rs to tJ(J 

I; Ji oil11e lOr net metering is essential to illmp-staning 118W 
rene'.'j;iblr~ 8nergy rnnrkets. 

~ NO~li'9ib'lec/a;; ~es;;ic'ti:~; "," '". " 

Clistornel"nencrators that in~t.1i1 renewahle resourC8S 
Il;jve clone so with their own investment of money ,1110 
effort. Often these generators qualify for rene'vvi:lhle enernv 
((!3ciits JRECs) that cnn be lIS€(i tor lll{jltefjl1~; ~Jllrpo~e.~ (Jr 

to meet iegAI renp.wahle eneqJ'{ tarfJets. Utilities rhJI havr. 

simply permitted these cllstorners to reduce Their net :jS;l~!1! 
ir'Jl11 rro!; wiel should nor he permitted to sf;;ze tliese C(udits 
':.'rh'JiJt p,lyinU for them. 

+ 1 Owned by customer 

·5 Transferred to utility 

I + 1 Commercial at overall net metering limits, and 

Ii

i 0 ~::i::~t;i:III:~~:rl~~::r lt~:~l ~;;i::;mitted 
o Commercialonlv I 
·1 All other restrictions I L-______________________________ ~ 

r 
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+1 

+1 

+3 

One customer can aggregate net meter within 
contiguous property. 

Utility provides a meter change if needed at utility 
cost. 

"Safe harbor languago" protects customers 
from unspecified additional equipment, fees, 
requirements to change tariffs, etc. 

,\J.:1\V ,:;.:i~:'JS '~;"lilll II~dt. in thl~ ,.:v~n: [/i;d 11,:: ;l:'::i,!;"~(i 
:.'(sterns i:JiI, til!! utility is r~quil'('(j 11) meet tilt) :'I-'~;liilillq 

r.:iJstnrr.(~r demrl[HL As ,'.l H)SlIlt, rn:lny st:lIr~s :d!cw Utiiities 

!I) unpo::;(' ,'j "st:u:riby cf1;H~Je" Or: llc-l :nl~hnl.'r, CIISlrJllit!f:i. 

S{,lIHIi)jI dliH~e.'; ilre ilJoniC:il. SOllle rese,Jr(:hers h.i')f) 

nl)ted that thf:'V ilre "Jnalogolls to :lssi:Jllin{l :::t;!ndlJy teos 
to rr;:;identi;li C(ISWmers who pUrChiiSp. blUll 0fficienr.y 

Jir conditionillH [mils,"1 beeJllse, in theory. utilities 
::\'c~lirl iJe r'Jqlli{(;d to illl~el incrensecl demand SllO:dd :lw 

:1;1 '»,~ditione!s (i:lil ;nlrl nl~f:r/ to be rl)p!;:JCI:!t1 I)',' ;]11)1\: 

In some C.1S8S, sti'wdhy ch;.HU'~s dr!] ,~quid 10 or t:'.Jf;1l 
I~XU:;"!cJ r;itj~S (c:.r (ulll)lectrical sr.rviu.', i:: ej((!ct r.rCilt:I1~-j ,H) 

,~,,-:qr;Gi11it: dls;nc(~ntjve tOI clI:)tomcrs to instail ferlf;l/';lble 
('Ill;! UY s'/stems. 

S::lndb'l cl1;]r9CS .ire /Jarticillnrl'/ IJllnti";!lSGIlW ~o sl);;dl 
:tl:l1l~ f;n ens. Utlliti e::; only nc (d ll) prI]\;llje ,"") Ilt'fjlirpble ;lllll),HlI 

of I);lck-up pO\r\'8r for these CU::tolllr:!"S. r·Jr.'vl~nhf:;lr-ss, 

'i'.:ir:db'l ~CI:S m;Jy be so costly th;lt they di;l1inl::>h 1110:-:1, i1 nul 

;';', ni ill': 1~r:C:;1.1iJl:(: :nt,I?J1lj'll; :~e: 1'~(:,;~(iI'.q ::·,.\S in[,:::ril;"!!C 
,;!f,.~t snl;'.iil!r qL:l1er'i"H'.)rs. 

T!:VI! ;11'(' oJ ':,jfi('!'{ 01 orfwr idil)S'/ll':r:!!ic f(;('s .111('; c!i;;rqe:, 
:):;jl '>i:' rr'l1!jf'r :11~t ~~l':;:C'rirlJ i!I1\'.'or.~:l!):I.'. 

Minor additional fees for net metering 

Significant additional charges or fees~ 

Per kWh fee on all production 
(in addition to other fees)6 

" (. t : j , ! ~ .' 

While puiJllc policy Il1(]Y ::iUiJ!Jcst iln cmph.1~;i$ 011 
ren8wahll! cnel"DY, lhf? system and l?ngil18ering impacts 0)1 
a syslem should be evaluated solely 011 their own m~rits. 
To do otherwise Introduces r.ornplcxil'l dnd mil}' reS!r'ict 
II1!lovation. If a ~Jon8r;!tor complies fuilV (filth the reit:vllill 
li~dHl!c:JI :::tJnd:.Hds, rlW(I! is nO Opl~1 d tlGllu) or sa{r;tv 

;u:>lific;lTiorl to dellY it interconnectioll. 

o All customer generators Qualify, 

-I Only renewable generators permitted, 

Technical stand;,rds can and sholiid he come si(]niticdntly 

more stringent ClS system sizes illcre;lse. Hm.'lJ8ver, 
th(;y shadel ,)Iso permi! systems (flat are sileo to f1li~p,r 
p.')('n I~lr[l'~ OflSjt~ loads. Offiet! prHks, prisons, or c(jll!.~g,~ 
C;lf1lpUSI:~ C?ill potenti('lIly Jcr::ol11modate installations of 
I'/-/O 1ll0!jilWclttS or morl? just to serve (j porrlon of Ili!tiv',,: 

iOdd, ,"ind incrc;]srn~ly, lorll.'<1rd-Oll1,killfj :5tates fi.ICilitate 
[I~:s op1i,)n, 

o 
-I 

-2 

-3 

-4 

Notes 

Generators from 2 MW to 20 MW permitted 

1 MWt02MW 

500 kWto I MW 

100 kW to 500 kW 

Less than 100 kW 

i 

I 
I 
I Larger generators generally fall under federal i 

jurisdiction and don't need to be considered here. i 
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;,,1.!"", ;("'.:;lIliCli CGI':,;;:!t:i 'I(:ijlj;': _JI~"! .i:L\;;(S ". '.;:];!, 

1I~!t;".';"ill! nnly lot I'f:i;ili"cfy ;ar~Jt: qE.:I'I!I',llOr~;. j: ::;; :l1ilS; 

eH:c;ellt to iJrr.~;k a sin~jle QVC!',lii in!cr'''-;()nl~'!r:!;()I' 
pI!JC(~SS illro seoar;lt8 "trncks" bilsed 011 (lL'lwr:lior 

c.qJ:tcity, lellBvinr-1 l:omplexJtv for the slllallest s'fs!l~Il1S 
'.'!Ili!e prt~ser\/jna COf1::;fHviitive and tl1Qrntigh ::·;rudit~!'; 101 
):':1 ~-;cr ins!aliiltiOl1s. 

In~l~n;nnll!'~ctioll processing <H,ei study lees C(lil ~dSII'{ 
:ldd ,!I; io "clc.1th !)'/ ,1 thGl;S,lrld cuts," Fees of $100 I~'"!rc 
and S250 !ht:rc tj!;lckiy add ~1j1 tor small systems. W!~,1t's 
mr,a? LIIlCiiPP8d or t;nknovm fr:dS can Olilke ;r impl1s:")ibit.' 
to oaUlin finarlcinq for li-lroer projects, as iheir total ':oJS! 
may be under the camro! of i1 hostile utility. 

AGClin. ';.:r. refer to the FERC process, whrch eSlalJlis!,p(i 
re,l~~onable fee Icvels tiJroll(jh ,:in extensive compromise 
;lfiCl II IJ(Jofi,l{ion prOCt?ss. The: l;;merginD conSensus is to tr'l~]lllen: li)Jp!iCi"lI~lS dt 

4 hroakpo;nrs: 10 kIN, 2 MIN, 10 MIN (non-exporfi, ;;nrl 
20 ~/l\'V 

" ' .. , 
o ., 
·2 

Bonus 
+1 

Four levels 

Three levels 

Two levels 

No breakpoints; one process for all generators 
regardless of size. 

Progressive standards that allow larger systems in 
eny category. 

Tinl~1 IS !llOIWV. lind for a device like ;1 rooftop sold: 
~1,,:n8r;ltnr, (where physicnl il1st~l!I;Hi()n Hl~ly i:lkc iii:::! [IN!) 

,\olkinq rj;;l(sl piiper\rvurk [Inc! pefltlits Igpr(!:)I]llt the sinn:!..' 
i:llqr':)r nll:HJGle to qllick illst;]!iiitioll. 

The FAderi;ll Enerqy R8f/ui;Hory Commi~.)il)n fFERf:l :Idopll;r! 

;!Innnl
]) illtGfCOnnectirJll :-;tJrH.Llrcl (Dreier 2006) 2st:IiJiisillrlf] 

·t lill1l)lirif~ for Gilch step of the 3PflJiCHioil prnr:.:ss, for 

c:lch tYPI! of genNatol'. Ttlt"!re is ronm for i:l~prGV~;Il1Ant In 

these gUidelines, and some states have eleClp.d to trim HlP. 
(j11l0unt af time allm'Jerl- for inSWnCfJ, for ilw rpc1d-throllqil 
of tile ilpjllicalion of thl; very simples! sl!1all qe!lOf':i[f)I:-; 

Iisinq pre-c!]rUied eqllipmel1l.. 

*#e'l 
+ 1 Timelioes Quicker than FERC's 

o Timelines the Same as FERC's 

·1 Timelines Longer than FERC's 

+, Fees lowerthan FERC's 

o 
·1 

Fees the same as FERC's 

Fees greater than FERC's 

An interconnection standard 1ll~'1 require enfjiner.rillO 
r(?view; where it does, it is key that the fees flssor;iateci 
':liTh thi11 review (JrH knOIJ'lfl befarHllnnd. 

¢d5flreJi 
+1 Engineering Fees Fixed 

o Engineering Fees Not Fixed 

iii theory, (i ctlsrorner'ger:l~r;ltor PI't'sums :1 sJtery hllz;ird if 
Lhe Uml gocs down ,md an interconnHctt?d sy::;tern continUf?S 
to produce power wifhout the utility's knQl..vledge f J sitilC!tjOl~ 
illilities c;lll "islanding"). PotentiAJly, lin!:.' workers cOllirl 

come tnto cOlltact '-''lith all unexpectedly enerni7.ed iinp. 
MdllY IHiI:lres cite these s;t/ely (.onCt!rn::; to (f~qlJire lh;n 
n~t 11lcl8n~d customers instuil ~Hld test exrernal disccnJ~~~CI 
S\/-J!tcl1p.s on any lIi(NCOnncr:rcd s'/sl'Jil1. Ho'".evl~r. 11111 
j:r::c:ir..:)J ·~ffcCl is ~I!at, iike 11idd(:11 illterC()IlIlCClioll k(~:;, 
~i-.:ql:i(in(J (jddjtiol~(ll extern]1 disconnecr s\):itch~s n:"lv 

,jiJn::: LI1I1f:C8SSMY Cl)sts and discour~1ges cllstomers !rOr1~ 
;Il\lc:.;til1\j:/1 (cncI.-vahle enerflY systellJs.: 

It 's ·rr;f]crtlln( to note 111M r.ot one acci(:.~nt reS'i!tin~! ~'iQ;:, 
l!~e jsf\:lll~;na of net metered ~tr.~\N<"JlJle enerfJ)' systc~$ 
J~;!S iF:en IcPC,ll,HJ." r·.'lorc inlpl)rtantiy, utility 'jljOrKGrs aft? 
;j'.hni;r! Ir; [~c:;at al! lil'C5 ;is iil/e, ~ll1rl:i ';,ir;'?!,,! r:/ Gthl';r :;,j~i;:'! 
i:r"';'i::,ir:::s ,~(,~ rj';rii:il':(~ ;1$ ;::lr: ,1: ;;r~iIHLHd 'J;:I~~:P:;;':; 
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prnr.r:nUfns,· All CXl!~rll,)1 discnlll:l.?C! S',',ilCh rel~r!::.::',~nts 
:~ '=';jj,';h :~f fif!1l ie~:t~1 ,J! !-f~dllnd,iI~r:y 111;-11 i.'> :.;;~:V rj~~C';':!1l1 

if i1 lItil1t',' worker ignores his or her trilil;IW1, If :1 ',vorknr 

:~ fn.iiowillq proper protocnl, nOlle of tile !elJels of Silretv 
prr~c.~dinq '.m r~xtr.rnJI disr:onl:ect S';jitr:h '.vin [;'.l]r Ill? 

n'H:r!ecl, l1luch less the s'tJi:cll itseif, 

RI:fjll:r;I1~J ,jddilir,n,iI e:.:iern;ll ci:::r;()nl1r~ct S'/·;ifl~hl::>:s :p;HJe 

li'~Il'::r:t::::::;:ir'l s:'ncc ;11) :1l'J!-~;':e:s ~I~,;t ;;1(:1;[ JEEE :';l;u~I~\!rd:; 

i~;f':I! ,1<l!O,lloltic sllll! -of! c;-lJ],ilJiii:;es i"~l:W;iltJ~ ';:iUl :i111 

s',(!.'((;llls. ' All fIlodern inverters S111!t Ii 0':"1 I illlcrGCI~I~ec!l:d 
S'i'S[;;IllS ,1IJtclll,lticlllly ill the tJvQnl of Gri(i :~Iiillr('.·: 

+1 

o 
-1 

-2 

Redundant External Disconnect Switch Prohibited 

Redundant External Disconnect Switch Not Addressed 

Redundant External Disconnect at Utility's Discretion 

Redundant External Disconnect Switch Required 

Tflf? HlcctncClI safelv ane! l]pOI atioll of the [jfid I11l1st he II 
prim<1ry concern in the developmenl of any intercl)nrwctiOIl 
prnCf.~dllrp., annlllirst 1"81Jl.Jill illl (]PuirWf!ring standard, nOl 
;'1 poiicy l~t:1f;lnllll;lIjnn. 

Til.,: :'(]lr~Vdlll SLHHlilids b,1\}8 IJHHl i'h:vfJ!opl~n jointl'{ bV 
l:~i!lli(!:;, eqljipn1f:llf 1I1,1Illd:ICll1f(~rS, n;lI;oJ1,:d Llcor,l[Oli,}s 

.-inn !,f:::;tII1Q l;iCilitit:s, ilnd ~1()ljr;n1I~li;'l1t~d 'l!preS!~rH;tlj':(1S. 

1!JI:iie SOillf! sl;I:')S h,iVl! prO~/!d~!d ~(jr dill:ili,iI\:d ,,;pli.;I];"; 

I;:.!]. !hl~ r,;,u:~(~ of c:er:ir:Cjllinn un (:(JiI;PilH:fll il1di'>.ii,jr:,_iil'/ 

IYP(~"Ip.sl!.;d by utilities), others llalJlC! uSed cC!ll!ir.: in0 

tl~cllllil:iJl stand;!I-ds d critic,tI fl<l'.," tllat may in j;iC( 

:mpacl (h"..! sHfety anrl secllrity of the firid. Still olhers hi"lvp. 
jlcided idiosyncratic or unspecified "blanket" cl!1IJses tlli;lt 

il~lrl~rluCI] ;dlCI?rtr1inrio$, Potl]llli,ll purr::hdsrrs cr ;ll'/I~S;()(S 

:f', thes!: sis!t~mS do Iwt kl1o'f'I \t,lwl1 stlcil il ci"l:sO i11:Ghr 
1:-,$(: to disqu;lIify til e Ill. 

: i :: ;:. i i ~ '. ,i l ."; {~ : 1 ~ ; " ! I :< 

b~:r'{ IflLCrconncction is eldrerAn!. hut ,elil .ntel!~ollnec~iops 
shllre $!)fllC fUflCIJl1lel1tal characteristics. Ttlese (clate to, 

illllnf1~1 other thin~IS, the si;~c of the fjent:(,]tor r2iativu tl} 

thl~ seclion of the grid to 'Nhich the aener.'lIOr con[lI;Cts, 
-1110 Iht? i"lltin{Js of the protective oQuipment I!lSI.lIfEr! 

files,; itlc[crs rletcrml118 ho'/; complex [h,~ intt:rCOrlloenlOn 

jJl"tE';:;~: 11I';t:rls to hC:. 

FERC Ord(~r 2006 provides i1 lllOfOllqh Si!! 1)1 lechnir.id 

Sr:rl;l)fiS fllat has rJl2en cupil!ll by mall'/ jlllisl~ic::on:;; 
;!I,,/ si~:nifir:~I!1f re\jis!oll of thest: qilidl~i;(l(~s Imron;II;':!, 
ddlu::lIltie:, to thp. pi ()CI]SS (;md II~Hy increa:;e SV:;lt~11l 
!!.lo:p8I1Se, ,IS confifjllratiolls or pro~rilrnnoinfJ ml:Sl '11~ 
r:!l;,ill~J!J(! II) dilfcr frnnl (heSf~ wicle!V-lIStlrJ IWllchm-lrks). 

o FERC screens used 

-1 Partial adoption of scraens 

-2 No screens used or utility discretion 

p .t. Usad more conservative screen than FERC ; -1 
ena as: for each 

Dropped one or more FERC screens that do not 
Bonu.: affect safety or used more liberal screen element 

that does not affect safety; + 1 for each 

;\ "':-;pot J;f:!'Nork" Illinhr he rJe:;ilJl18d (0 s\:rve;] jarq/; ~'In:ik 
Ll'~,lti("jn (sllch ;1$ Cl corporati} C;HllPli$ nr ni(jIH'i::it1 h:lil(Lnq): 

:1 n ";:ref.! network" r.it~SC ,'illes tile power riistri!}(Jtioll sY::i! :~I1: 
ill ,111 ar/?;:-l aensp, with users tSLJ(;h as J downtm·vn :Ire~li. 

Ei:l1u inc! 1~;lSCS r(~ii:lh;litl/ bv Cfr!dt;l1[1 more patp.lltl:Jj p;lr~~; 
(rwn ~il::ni:r,l~if)n ~o ~a;.lcJ. HCI.';r;'Jcr. the t'/P':!S of S'iS;'!:1'S 

lh3[ C.-ill fJ8 CO/lI~ect8d ,"He :1511(111'1 res:ricled, ;;s rhl;S(~ 
l'I::;'!Yk;.; ,_ii'? mur:h less 10!';1",1111 r;! ,1)"/ 1;,x;JiJr1. 

+1 

o 

-1 

-4 

Ul 1741 / IEEE 1547 standards used in addition to 
other options (e.g. self-certification) 

Ul1741 / IEEE 1547 used 

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

Standard used in conflict with or in excess 
IEEE 1547 

S(:ln f! l,iI·:~dir.tioll:; hal:!": r.Xi~I~lkr1 u';~ G~lnr.,:rn t,-· h;!:: 

li~'~:;;e !',rpr!.') Gf interconnection:; cr,mplr;te!',,'. HG'."iCj!.'~·. :1;t· 

'/i·'~V :11"1:;1 l~ct'l\jorks Old! ;lIr,::;diciion~ :Iii!l tc .crctt!C! .:,'!2 
illose Illost:n nel?ri of the relj~f !h.:;[ diSlri/JI:tp.r1 :jP.I~C(dl!I-:'ll 
'~:ilj brin~l. More ;,lpprCfJr'I(!tc is In erp',IIf? InGre slr'n!jfll:[ 

~1:Cilj~IC;ll s!;Jndilro::ls for thcs(! Iypes of svstems, or ~".:mi~:'{ 

":;"ii,'I!,! th;![ t!1;!'-{ :nst:!ll siJ0cih~(i hjuh-sO!~I:{1 efj',!,:.,T:r'!1: 
111,!! d;S!:;~'IIl~:C!~: :;'is:~J'lj::-: III r:,:;:,!'; r;! .111'/ C:,:;i:;'~. 
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o 

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

Allowed, but limited to 50 kW 

-1 Not allowed 

Separate standards for one customer vs. multi. 
Bonua: customer spot networks - with single customer 

more liberal than FERC standard = + 1 

Systems allowed provided they install high-speed Bonua: 
network protectors = t 1 

o 

it. .;i::.· -,,;:.' ! .;:1 

Allowed for systems 500 kW or greater and 10% 
minimum load 

Not addressed or allowed but at utility discretion or 
only after study 

-I Not allowed 

Bonus: Allowed for systems that do not export power = 1 

Till'! point whp.re the "rubber H18ets t.he road" in dl1y 

il~lcrcor'rwction fr~ll1e\fI!ork is HlP. J~lrr.emr.t1t. WlthOlJt 

,I stant1ard ngreement, the intercol1nection prOCHSS 

i~; immediately more COmplf?X. If tile standlm! is olJerly 
r.nmplic,3tcd, or includes cIJlJsl':::i hostile to tilt! customer 

slich ~iS (f;quirinq the ctlston~l;r tf) indljlililify ~hl.J u:ilit", 
ii)( .1 ;'rGdr. I::.;r d ;::;ljU~ili.j;ii ti:j!Jil:::,:.',;, ·..:·:;:1, ill~ ,:l;t,,'.:;Jkn: 
;:u;:I!s;ior, from tile ;Ifi~ily - rlH;111hl} ~;t;Jl"riii.!JrJ Inse:; IllliCr·, 
or 1[::; Vt11t:e. 

lAW 
+1 Standard agreement with friendly clauses 

L. 

o 
-0.5 

-I 

Standard agreement with standard clauses 

No standard agreement ::j 
Standard agreement with excessively complex or 
hostile clauses 

.­... 
" .,' 

• 
I',H •• '''''' "".- II" ... 

\.."" ' .... 
..... " -.' " 

! .,'1 ., ' .. '" . 

8,"C11;se I)f l}!)tl?r1ii;d perSllllJI ir'.jllff' ,Jrld pruperly dilJlld~J!~ 
ij<ji')lii;'{ i'I~h assOCidl'Jd ~"jitll in1t1rr:,)nnuct;oll, rr.;!ll', SL_j:I~.) 
:1110'.'·; iltdlncs It) IIlIpose il~lniritv illslJrance rr:q~;II';!:l11)11[S 

OJl cListorn~r-gf;l1t!ratnrs. Soml:;: stcW':S want CIJstlJllll:!(' 

fJul!crators to CMfY SICO,OOO or I1ll)n~ in coveraoe to prou;ct 
IItili,-il~s from b/~inq hp.fd financi:IHy responsible for prohh'?'lls 
causen hy jnt~rconl1cr;tr~(j systems. 

However, to our knowledge there hAS (}t~vel 1Jt.~t~/! ;.i 

nocllmented (";,ISr. of a s!I1al1·scale net metered s'/slem 
C::](isin~l (1.!r:tric31 fJilure or Crp.'1finn potr.ntial personal 
ulfl:ryorp/ opcrtydarnilge liAbilitie:;; for (J lItility.·· R1me'.NiI!lh; 

(~I,,~rq'f t,~chnolllqif;s m,]fwf;!ctt:rucJ ;llld illstillird ;n 
rOfllplianr:1-! lNith interconnection stannilrds s(~·~n/fic;;n:lv 
rcc[,)ce the risk of potentii.ll safety issues." Prudl:ct 
ii:liJility inSlJr,lnCe carrierl by nqllipmerlt rnanur;,cturers, 
.IS v·Jf!1I <IS nl(~ ability of thcsr. manufacturers to indemnify 
cl(stamers or utilities, flff·ther negales the neer! for 
addirional insurance.·'; 

Exc 8S:)j'J8 i 11SlJI anc!? rcqll ir<::!/l18J1ts only serve to riiSCOUf.1 U r-; 
('lsiOI118rs from illv~].stinn in n~ne\wlIJle enerqy sy:;wn;:-; 
i!l~~ ~;a!:;'-iPd~:Il:J if: I,!:t meterinq jJrc~Jr,"jIl;S. R,~q{[ird\'j 

I> i;:: n 111~; r· fj')I; ,n .j ~ I J rs ~ ~ iJ I; C I ,Ii i '/ i.lh':'(' ';'1 IT 11 re i ati '; r:! Iy s :l;:j II 
:;'I·~;·;ll~S :0 obt;!in ,1:lrJ m,~in~dill !lli1lion-dGi/ar ;nSI,(;ii1(:I=;' 
))011(;1(,;::; is illlpr;icti<::il. T11(; hiqll p;-,:nliull1s dssfJCi;,!r:tl ·.'.I{h 

t!:I].)I: pci:cies ',vililikel'l ':!xceed thl' l~cor1olllic benefit:> 01 
p;!rficip;lt'fln in net mett~ring programs. 

'tM" i +1 Insurance requirements prohibited 

I Insurance required, but not more than 
, +0.5 Id customer wou carry 
i 

i 

typical I 
I 
i 

I _J 

: 0 Not addressed 

~ __ A_d_d_it_io_n_a_l_in_s_u_ra_n_c_e_r_._Q_Ui_r_ed ______ __ 

1./ .. ' 
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Ir,evitabi'l, some requests for illtt1 J i;Urlllection ~'"ill it?SLzit 

in disputes. The best stanriar'(ls pruvide ;1 iO'N-(Ost mf~;1I1S 
ill ,)~~cessin~j JI) expt'rt j!JdQ1l1CrH Itor illst(1nce, tI~rOll~jh 
J telcpllo!ll: Celli to ,1 ~8ChtliC;11 Jl1<:rstGr employed !Vi till: 

AOverse s,{stelll irnpJct check Ileauccl on 2·MVV experriterl 
;lltercor1l1~ctions ' -1 IThis study ,1ddresses Ole potenti.li 

Jill pac: of n C Iistomer, ~lell era tor on the trn Ils111ission net"vofk. 
It should not be .1ppJicd to 'Icry sm.l!! ~JenefJtors.i 

Slii!f~ Ltility commission). Ot/',ers ,PC more ~r{lministr<lti\ICiy 
!);,rdCI1SiJIlW or complex. CI)rti1iC:Jtl.; of comple!ion required ,: ... iUlOU! adcJrcssinq local 

cl}cie offici,,1 refusdl -I rSome SLltCS reQuire th .. lt ;J IOC,li 

code official sinn or certify documentnlion associated 
\t!ith tllP. Interconnection process. Since these officials 

do not qr:l1cr<tlly celtify docum(~nts otller thall their own 
inspectiGr~s, rlwy c.:w he resistunt to do sa, delayinn or 
eomplir..1t:nn the process.) 

OJ course, if the stand,lrd e;o;plicil!y staf'~S 1hiH aii rlisputes ','Ii:! 
be pjsolved throllgh or by a utiiity's discretion, the stdlleJllrd 

h+;comes less reliable In the eves I)t counter-parties, 

". It· 

+2 

o 
-1 

Process in place (low or no cost, Quick) 

Not addressed or costly or administratively 
burdensome 

Utility discretion 

Intr.rconnr!ction process is sinnrfic;mtly different frorn FERC 
st'lIl<lilJ'ds -lIThe overilll frillllc'-,vork of tJlfl FERC pruc,~ss 
:s \'JolI'IJliderstoor! ;wel should be the iJasic underpinnlJl{J 
1)1 ;111',1 ~:iilldiHd.J 

I:ul: rt~t:J!I ,:I'l!rllt '/:itll '10 

:;J;!Jlr:h~t'il)flS, CI:st0I)11;rs Plotl!l:tl!d 

i~l:i!:;; o!nf:Olll;,q( !,f.i} 01 l);s!ri!Jrnl,i! 

iJ':ll,:f,Jli!W 101)) 

(J'::Il I :r,dly (lDOr! nd Plt]!<I'inll rilIL's 

~'1ith lUll retail crt!dit htH ttwrv Inil'! 

be corwin ft:cs or costs (hilt d!Jtr.:-:CI 

from lull P!lailu(lIJivillnl1l 'Jalllt:. 

Tllco; Illny h8 some ohs!',lries to 
(JhWipina nel rneteril1!/. 

Ar!t.:uuilw net rn~tc!'il1q flJi!)s, hut 

!ill:rl; IlOil'l i),~ :--Olllt, :-i~'lll"ic.ol'l f;:+;:i 

"I C!!1f!r G!Jst;lcil:s th:t i:nd'':([;111 

Poor !'·.'t :':I~:'.:r",,; ','II!!' .',d:~:'j;i;:dl 
!~!~,H(IC$ or '.l!hC~ !lin:ir;JI:CCS. 

:'!,J::Y (1,:;!Cmcr:, ·: .. ill f'-iTl!) tin 

.::npcnl;+I:~V:O il~S;,');1 DG ';';':,-111.":-

. ,':,;' i ; :.;:; f I);":; ; h,,: :'..j;·l;;,;( 

. '!I~T'!: 'J:;', ·',i ~~G. 

No n!:,llir.!it1I1S '1f1 ;llit~I,'":oJnll')ctJon 

ul l~istri!Jlltcd ~;';Il<!I:lli';11 flli!t 
1)1,'11; ~;,d-:'!'/.j:,j!!d'Hds Rlli+.::; 

',,'I'C'.lII!;""!ql!" (. ;:;rn'nt~r'~!I!I;+!"ililll 

ilH,:rr:on!1cc::on ,:ill: c,:PI',:S!:J,t 

+":,1;:-;( or :11: ~.;r,J;I: 1:<::-.1 ,Jrd(1~r:,~::. 

" Good ill:I:~r.or:n'~\;~.~lJn ruff)s :fl~lI 

il1r:or)Jordte :11,lli'l !)I:st pr;K!il:i!~ 

arloptl~t! 11'1 slatl;~;. Fuw to 1111 

clIstnnwl--r;nn';I;nors 'f.·ill be 
blocked hy inll:rcr.:Hll::crlcn 
iJaniers. HII:r(, Ill;!'! !"(:!Tl;lIr~ ~;cnl!; 

i',~,:ct~ ,I: ~hl" 11;1.::.:, :;:I(!1 :1::;. !:io:k 

If S~<lI\lL:f(JiL,!,i ;;1'\;:I;'}I:rlo-!I;!I';:, 

:r~~r(~::J:~l!r:t:; ;jnd ,:.q;')d;u~(J 

:!1:"r':orn·:;;t,(}flIG ::,::':;clks. 

Ad"{III;di"' fill "l;r:I·i; ... ;"n'!;:;~(·l 

.!jtl1wl'Ji~ :j1;:loj(,r!,;':; ·nr.IH ;'Iqh.:, 

!'H!S :md ;cn~ll:~ 1;,'1.1'/:; !:1,jfi 

'lI:(:I~·>:c.;,lI\i T~l!;:!; ;)1') !'~'t.'I·~';; !,~''''! 

n POOl inrr:rconnocri"-;Il It+lrs tll;H 

!t)dVI! flliJny IlU!Jd/!:ss iJ;lrfl(HS Ii) 

,nrrJrconllf!ctioll in pl.H~(!. A trW) 

:;t;Jtr. bL'sf prac:icl!:' IIlcillilccf 
l;11~ ;:1;1/;',' !)!);;t pr;lctiCL':> nptioll;; 

'!.x:;i.lfh'd. A SIDn!ji(,ln~ IlI,nl!wr I)t 

:ll:,,<!r,i1MS witlt)xpnllf;lic,,: 11.:1:1,:.; 
;lI1rJ hlfjl1 fr:f!S to be inte!'cl)l1rwct,:d 

<11111 u sl,:ahJ(! pl)rcj~nt;lan flldy be 
bincked (U)Ill {lsin!l DG bVC,111Sl; cf 
tlll'~;e [uk's 

Intorcr;nnr:ctir,n rirl(:~ +"l!Ii1ill 
ll1;iJlY barril)rs !Q HHl)rconn!;r.llnn 

~,:, ... , Ie nil fjl!11lHatGrc; '.'Jill 
t':x;"!or;(;!lr:u fiXpIJdi;er1 

iPII;rr.onnccric.'1 and fl.":' to Iln 

:,D(I: nl;:"r ;)(";IClil:I.'::; (jfl) aannt;:'l 
,',];JIlY i0 i:;I;'si GG :,';,:,11:1;':; ,',iI: 
tel; hlr,c~,'!d :rClll 'nll)f(I-;n:ll2o";tlr:!'i 
i)'~,>idS:) (il ii'lr.; t:)i,::;, 
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We ,lhsi;rvr !h.1! d!:S;1iu: :!~l~ :H.!'.'r::op:;;r:l1iS ;1I1r! in some 
f:.i.<:ps \/,l~: !l11prf)\Jf':Il1I:r~rs :!: ·Ili-? ;i~rt.,r(;;Hli1el:r/(j(~ :tlHl 

:',.:1 'lk!0r,,"(1 :"l!if;S <inc! ",jqu;,I:I(il"r:; 111 si;l:e~-.ii i~,)!:dJit Sl:I: .. :S, 

i'-h:'.-J ,Jf!!::;I~',' contlf.l!b ill [luint:lin ,1 ii.'d!1fH')l1i:l :'(;!J! :lnicl1q 

.Ii! ';:ilre:~ in hOih 01 !llt!SI~ cmic,1i pOiic',l ,1re;I$. fhls I::' nnr 
10 :;;lY :hi"lt the New Jersl!Y rllil~s C:'iIlnlJl be iillJHI~'Jcd lipan 

or :h:il thern tift:) not st,.J{8 rules that hilve indeed improvlJd 
l:!~on ~he No'l.' Jerse,/ rules in G!-!f[;lin djsl':r(~tP. o1rf:~IS, III 
:);:'Jer;ll o1rr-.'il$ the :.;t.ltC h:rs ,Jdopwd policins lhat flo iJe~lond 
·Ilp. ::-:implc rell1ov.li of bcHriel's [t) ;Jcr!1:J1I~r!<':lj<!raqrrnflra 01 
till) ilSI"? of dlstrihll(cn neI1E;r;itioll .1'( CIJ:':itOlners. II, nld~~r 
to ;lrh!.111(,;(~ the !.ISC of r:1r~i.ln ,111rJ lelw'N<lblo aistrihiltr:d 

(j!..'ncrdrion, ~~JC eJlr:oiJr;I~J!~ ~:lilU:S io in1!)! G\(' :I[lcn ~he 
hl):,1 plilctir:es in (\)r.IN Jorsey th<il is, In inCurjJO(dte 111O~U 

r Idf~S a~ d slarting poinr ann Hdnptin!] the best pr;lt:tiCf]S 

dfNeicped in more recent state ruJemJkill{l proc0!!(1ill[JS. 

As S[,lles continue to discuss unci implement il1]W 

; .. aArr.OJll1cctiOI1 rJnd net Jl1eterill~! rules them wil! 
:1l\J;I/ idhh,: bl? illlprovenwnts in stJlldard pr,ictice [hat w,?re 
llr:t :lndcii1illr~d vJhen the point '!no g: ildlnq scale u:;t.:d tor 

thiS report 'N(IS developer!, As those illlpro\Jf:illl!nts <lriSt:, 

the WiJdlnn ;]nd point scal!"! \'lC I:SI.~ ';'iill he modlfi;_:d to 
.lcr:omnlCd<lte thf~ll1. Con'lerSl?!'I, :111-..' stJIHI:lnl n:;I'': :Iis(; 
I\.:f .. d :0 hI: r'evist-?d to rlllproprj;li~i'l dG':JI1~Fddl~ ;] :i!l~\tr:rj 
I)lllnhl!r stlHes thilt eU:cl ilnfnre:;ee!1 r1l..:',"! hdrr:t.:r::;. jJ1 

Sllill. ih!-~ qrJ(jir'9 ,1nrl plJint scc.de is :;libjl?ct :-0 OJ1fjOIt:~; 
t r:vi:";I'Jfl to ;lfjr!(t!~';s evoliltions <Inc! dlJ'JO!utIGllS in tilt) 

intr.:rcollneC1lQIl and nr.t mct,;ril1~ polic,/ ;1I'l~r:;'L Of CDurs.!, 

r)I'~:;1 pr;lCliClfS h;tvt? d '!-.iIl·lof .11~cornil1~; CIJlP.lnoll(J:acl~, dll(l 

illi~,. tOI], :,'./i:i (':-qdire il SCG(:Ii~ ,:njusl;nen:. FOi- ''':-:-<:,Jn~pi,!, 
as '.'/f..' apprQ'H.:h morl~ th;w i.! (In/I;11 SI~iiGS ·:.'ith ;1 2 rJl\.-"/ 

s'lstt~m cilpacity limit, this once <HII"Ussivl? pt1jicy SI;\I~(:i: 
','.'ilf be reu;mied as cOllllllnr.pJ;:ce. ~nd orily !I!rnl~r ;j:nii~ 
·.'jilt ohtain tnil~il11:inl poinls 

. , ';')': 
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IREC Model ., IRECModel 
15+ 

Colorado New Jersey 
New Jersey ,'~ Arizona 
Pennsylvania ,,\ California 9 - 15 
Maryland ,:, 

Ohio 
California ., 

Texas " 
Oregon n New York 
Delaware !'.; Colorado 6-9 
Iowa ..< Oregon* 
Connecticut Massachusetts 
Ohio Georgia 3-6 
New Mexico f:~ New Mexico* 
Arkansas C Vermont 
New Hampshire Minnesota 
Rhode Island (' 

Rhode Island '., <3 
Hawaii C Wisconsin i,J 

Maine C West Virginia 
Louisiana I. Arkansas , , 
Virginia i New Hampshire 
Minnesota Virginia 
North Dakota ( ; Iowa 
Massachusetts Maryland' 
Montana Montana 
Vermont Michigan 
Missouri i; Indiana 
Washington " Pennsylvania 
New York : ) Connecticut 
Texas ~ \ North Carolina 
Kentucky ; ) D,C, 
Michigan !) Wyoming 
Wyoming L: louisiana 
Oklahoma '. , 

Delaware 
Indiana Hawaii 
West Virginia Utah 
Utah Washington 
DC, Missouri 
Georgia 

North Carolina 

Wisconsin 
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Our office has recently pre-filed legislation to require utilities statewide to offer the option of net 
metering to utility customers that generate electricity on-site through the use of alternative power 
sources (our particular legislation puts a cap on home generation at 25 kilowatts. and credits the 
customer-generator for their generation by applying a kilowatt hour credit against their following 
months bill). Below I have listed some of the concerns that our office has heard on the issue of 
net-metering in general. I would like to get some feedback from other states or cities that have 
implemented net-metering rules. code or legislation so that we can address the issues as the bill 
moves fO/ward in the Alaska Legislature. 

If you have a moment. please take a look at the concerns listed below. and let me know if your 
state has heard such complaints and if they have been borne out. 

Thank you. 

Louie Flora. Staff 

Rep. Paul Seaton 

Net Metering: 

• Dangerous to Linemen and the public 
o no back-feed protection 
o no phasing protection 
o no fault protection 

• devastating to small utilities with a low customer density 
• forces a utility to buy higher cost power 

o No margin for revenue generation allowed if we must purchase it at the 
same cost as we sell it for. 

o Increases cost to all customers 
• Would force some Utilities to violate eXisting power purchase agreements 

IOWA 

Regarding your net metering issue list below: 

1. Dangerous to linemen and the public: a) no back-feed protection; b) no phasing protection; c) 
no fault protection. 

These issues would be addressed in the context of lowa's interconnection standards (Rule 15.10 
-- see: http://www.legis.state.ia.us/Rules/Currentliac/199iac/19915/19915.pdf), rather than the net 
metering rule (Rule 15.11(5)). 

2. Devastating to small utilities with a low customer density. 

This issue has not arisen in Iowa. perhaps because Iowa's net metering rule applies only to rate­
regulated utilities. only one of which is a small utility. All other small electric utilities in Iowa are 
non-rate-regulated (i.e .. municipal utilities and electric cooperatives). 
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3. Forces a utility to buy higher cost power: a) no margin for revenue generation allowed if we 
must purchase it at the same cost as we sell it for; b) increases cost to all customers. 

This issue was generally resolved by allowing the rate-regulated utilities to limit net metering to 
500 kW of capacity for each individual system. Again, Iowa's net metering rule applies only 
to rate-regulated utilities. 

4. Would force some utilities to violate existing power purchase agreements. 

This issue has not arisen in Iowa, probably because the Iowa rule describes net metering as a 
metering arrangement, rather than a purchase and sale arrangement (Rule 15.11 (5) -- see: 
http://www.legis.state.ia.us/Rules/Currentliac/199iac/19915/19915.pdf). 

John Pearce 
Utility Specialist 
Iowa Utilities Board 
350 Maple Street 
Des Moines, IA 50319 
(515)281-5679 
John.Pearce@lowa.gov 

Virginia 

Virginia went through the same issues back in 1999 when we were going through our net 
metering proceedings. I have attached two documents that may be helpful in answering some or 
all of the issues you addressed below. One issue that probably won't be addressed is the issue of 
how "devastating" net metering will be to small utilities. Obviously this was an unknown at the 
time - but I can safely say that 7 years later - none of our utilities have gone bankrupt, and our 
rules have slowly evolved. Originally only solar. wind and small hydro were allowed. Now ALL 
renewable technologies (ocean/tidal. biomass. etc) are allowed. Originally non-residential 
systems were capped at 25 kilowatts. This limit has been raised to 500 kW. Third-party ownership 
of systems is now allowed. and the total system-wide capacity has been increased from 1/10% up 
to 1 % of peak load. 

Bottom line (in my opinion) is that the utilities scream and complain and put up roadblocks _ 
because that's what they're supposed to do to maintain status quo. The reality is. however (again 
- my opinion) that once they get used to it - they grudgingly admit it was and is not that big a deal 
- especially with limits like 25 kW. This has proven to be the case in Virginia where with a 
residential limit of 10 kW and non-residential of 500 kW - we have to date less than 250 
KILOWA TTS total statewide net metered generation compared to a total utility generating 
capacity of around 23,000 megawatts. 

I hope this somewhat dated info is helpful. Please feel free to contact me if you would like 
additional information. 
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Ken Jurman 
Virginia Department of Mines, 
Minerals and Energy 
(804) 692-3222 
(804) 692-3238 (fax) 
www.dmme.virginia.gov 

Pennsylvania 

In Pennsylvania we heard relatively the same arguments against Net 
Metering and Interconnection standards that were required by 
legislation referred to as the Alternative Energy Portfelio Standards. 
You may view our reg~lations at: 
htt~://www.puc.~tate.pa.us/electric!electric alt e~ergy.aspx. If you 
have futher questions, please contact me. Geod luck! 

Cal Birge 
cbirge@state.pa.us 

West Virginia 

I am with the West Virginia PSC. Our Commission adopted net metering tariffs last year after 
considering the issue pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Energy Policy Act of 2005. During 
the course of that proceeding, all parties reached a consensus not only regarding net metering 
provisions but also on rules for the interconnection of distributed generation. Two of the largest 
electric utilities in the nation - American Electric Power and Allegheny Energy were parties to the 
case. 

Regarding the concerns you identify, my comments would be as follows: 

Safety issues. danger to linemen, etc. - This is basically a non-issue provided that the state 
adopts industry standards like IEEE 1547 and the National Electric Code. Some utilities continue 
to play the safety card because they still resist distributed resource interconnections. Safety 
issues have been covered in excruciating detail in the provisions of industry standards like IEEE 
1547 and the NEC. Further, when it somes to renewable generators less than 25kW in capacity it 
is even less of an issue because most if not all of those types of generators utilize UL-certified 
static inverters to interconnect to the utility's distribution system. 
For single-phase generators (like residential applications) phasing protection IS not an issue. 

Financial Impact on Distribution Utilities - This will depend largely on the level of customer 
participation in net metering in your state. Utilities must be able to recover costs necessary to 
properly operate their distribution systems and I feel that net metering customers should help pay 
for that system because they use it. One mechanism is a fixed "customer charge" that allows the 
utility to recover non-variable fixed costs associated with distribution expenses. On the other 
hand, there are benefits that distributed resources provides to the utility which can be quantified 
in terms of "avoided costs". 
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Energy Rate - I think the level of participation and customer eligibility has to be considered. For 
example, If you limit participation to residential customers with renewable sources then 
the Jinancial impact will be much less than if larger users participate. It also must be weighed 
against how long the customer can bank the credits and whether or not the state allows 
customers to go above a net-zero balance (i.e., make money by selling power back to the utility). 
In West Virginia we hold the customers to a "zero balance limit" on energy charges, but they still 
pay a customer charge for the utility fixed costs. 

Alleged Violation of EXisting Purchased Power Agreements - I think this is a legal issue that will 
depend on how the state laws or regulations governing net metering are constructed. 

Increased Cost to all Customers - For programs that are geared toward small residential 
applications, I do not see how this can be the case, provided that the state commission has rules 
in place that fairly allocate costs to those who should pay them. There are several models for 
interconnection and net metering rules that provide reasonable solutions. Examples are the 
NARUC Model and the IREC Model. I recommend that you take a look at these model standards, 
I used them in developing the rules for West Virginia. . 

Hope this helps! Good Luck!' 

Jim 

James W. Ellars, P.E. 
Chief Utilities Manager 
Engineering Division 
Public Service Commission of West Virginia 
PO Box 812 
Charleston, WV 25323 
(304) 340-0331 

Connecticut 

We have had net metering for twenty years. It is a subsidy to promote renewables. But the 
impact to date is minimal. There have not been and technical or safety problems. 25kW is very 
small. I wouldn't worry about it. 

Mark Quinlan 
Ct. DPUC 
860-827-2691 

North Carolina 

t:eith Mc~11i5t0= ~nd Joan Wa~d ~anage ~h~ I~tcrs~~ce Rene~able Energy 
Co~~cilts "Ccnnecting to t~e Grid" project, ~~~ch coll~ct~ and analy:es 
ln~0rm~ci0n -- es~~ci~lly ~catc-~0~el in[0rDati,~n -- rela~0d co 
intercc~n~ction ~tal1dards i!nd n0t ~~~er~.:lg. I'll ~rcvide ;J~ ~L~~ SC~0 
~r.Cll'J:'::S !:"(.;q.l!."ci:';lcJ y.-:l~r C:11'2Sti.<.J::',3 ;-:;i?:lc',,; (s-c::e ,:::.,ce:dcr.::c (:>:.:m;:"er,t5). r~C:::_­
,.-;ci(1lti-<::·ndl illi:-c:';.~ndt':'cn, f.c·.l~'Y.·1 ;.J9 ... }Lt:~ ;':,:?:,t:: a::.J ,j'::)2n, ·.';~lC '~Ir'.:: '.:opi':o!ci 
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Fusty 

> 
> Net tviete:ring: 
> 
> ~ Dangerous tc L~nemen dnd the p~olic 
> 
> 
> 
> 

* 
* 

no back-feed prctecticn 
no phasing protection 
no fault prctection 

-~* Net mete:riog 15 ~Ot dang~rol;s. It is ~~ eC0~omic a~d legal 
arra~gement, ~ot. a~ engineerin'~ 3rrangeme~t. Interco~~ection is not 
hazardous if the prccedure and equipment meet 12EE 1547 and UL 1741 
stand~rds. This stu,jy s~ould ~eip dispel ce~cerGS aholit ~he safet~' cf 
interCCn!lected ?V systems: 
siqnificaGtly, tn,~ :-'J.J.tional ~,ene',\'aole ::::nerqy L;lborat'Jry (Nf,J;:.L) j_~ about 
to publish a ::3i:n.~lar stciGY wit=-: similar cO:-'lcli;sions. 17otabli", there eIre 
no know safety incidents related to the tens of thousands of 
interco~nected, custome=-sited re~ewables currently installed in the 
United States. It might be useful to contact the California Public 
Utilities Commissio~ about this. The=e are more than 20,000 customer­
sited, interconnected =enewable-encrgy systems currently operating in 
Ci'L 

Additional related resources are available here: 
w~~.solarabcs.orq/interco~necticn/panels/interconnect ~et meterinq reso 

> 

> + devastating to small utilities with a low customer density 

This is nct prov~n t·::) ce true. If this i:; a lcgitimdt.e c()ncern, Cctp 
the Jggregate capacity of ~ll net-met>?rcd systems operating in a 
utilities' ~ervic0 territory. And then require utilities to prove that 
net metering has clearly adversely affected revenue. If they can't, 
th~n raise the a0g=0gate li~it. Kate t~~t CA h~s ~ 2.5', agg~egate 
J.ir.-Lit'., a:1d ~'JJ hr.'IS :10 ~199~'?CJ,:t~_~ l.i_r.t'::'t. 

> * forces a utility to buy higher cost pewer 

*** 

?,i::-<::: "::c:::- r.,:':(; :~.: i:',,. ::f):_;,.::(. ,Ott ~: ~l',:;:'.,;;::: • ..:c:.:;;:." !r,::r :~r.d:: ,7..:1:::>--,::-, ::;"_";'';1>.:1 

':t:.':'i.ti·C'5 ,.:;:~-,c,: ,"",,~. ::~"=:=';~·-:'r,(:: '/G1',::-.--::::~-:'~'/.) ;:t-:'~:..:::.i'::s ctr.::.: :.-.::~;;_,~,jt.:,;(; 
~C~~~'Jlics ~~1 niCS: :~:jL~~, ~:~~: dl~. 'r~:,5 (~~0S ~)t ~~a~ tM~y h0~d ~ 

,;0!,ic'~ h~st i~te~~st. 

;. 

> 

> sa~e ccst as we 5011 
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> Increases cost to all custoffiers 

T~.is i.s :~ot 9rove~ to ~e t~l:e. One could easil; argi:e t~ac ~Et 
~ete~i~g i~c=~ases be!:e~ics :0 all c~st0me=s in ti:e [c~m of rediJ.:ed air 
polLJ::io:-; anG G~:G e;ni5sic:-:s, i:-:creased p<2a:':' p·J't;·=-r ger.'"?!.'2:':'C:! (i:-, C:e 
·:c:s(;' of ?V), a:-.·j a !-.cst G: o':;;'=r oe;:':'fits. 

> 
> * Wculd fcrce some Utilities to violate existing power purchase 
agreements 

,~~ O[fha:ld, I dc~'t b81ieve :tat ~:ilities would be "~Grced" to 
violate co~:racts. I'~ ~0t 2t:re ~0W other stat~s hav~ addressed t~is. 
This might be another goo,j questior: for th8 CA FU':. 

Rusty Haynes 
N.C. Solar Center 
N.C. State University 
Raleigh, NC 27695 
(919) 513-0445 
www.dsireu~d.ora 

Oregon 

The Oregon Public Utility Commission issued rules in 2007 for the state's two largest investor-owned 
utilities (Portland General Electric and Pacific Power, accounting for about three-quarters of the state's 
load) that I believe addresses these concerns. The 2005 Oregon Legislature gave the Commission authority 
to raise the net metering facility size limit for these two utilities, from the mandatory level of25 kilowatts 
for all Oregon utilities since 1999 IORS 757.300). 

Among other provisions, the Commission's new rules: 

* Provide for net metering up to 2 megawatts for non-residential customers (residential customers remain at 
25 kilowatts) 

* Provide uniform, streamlined interconnection standards for net metering facilities, while maintaining 
safety and reliability protections through specified requirements 

* Provide for netting of a customer's generation against consllmption for all kilowatt-hour related charges 
on the bill over an annual billing cycle. Any "exccss" crcdit rcmaining at thc end oflhl! annual cycle goes 
toward COlllmission-appJ'tJ\·cd. low-incomc enc!'gy assistance programs pursuant to statutory intent th3t net 
Illch.:ring is primarily to offsct customer load. Thus. systcms arc not significantly oq~rsizL'd n:lati\'c to load. 
ht:!ping to mitigate conCt.:fIlS abollt cost shirting frollllloll-parli('ipanis to ('o\'l.:r iixL'J utility costs. 

\Ve had the utilities' full support for the 1005 legislation, as \\,L'II as the proposed rules. with minor 
L'xceptions in the ('asc ofolle utility. 

ThL' Commission's orJer sLimmarizes the ;lrgumt.'nts and thL' COlllmission's rationalL' and ilH:luJes the linal 
adopted rules {last seetinn): b1Jn..;.~I~P_'SE!!~:.:-,'i.tatt.'.i!.Ll!.:."-!lD..!~L:':~( )I)..!'"JlrJ 1:-: 'fJ...!-3 1 I) ,~lr 

Lisa Sdl\\ artz 
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Senior Analyst 
Oregon Public Utility Commission 
51l3-37R-S718 
I isa.c .sc hwartz@'statc.or.us 
\\'\\,\\' . I'llI..' ,qafc.or.lIs 

New Jersey 

If you have not done so already, I recommend you review the report titled 
"Freeing the Grid", 
issued by NNEC and IREC (Interstate Renewable Energy Council) et al. Here is 
a link to the report, 
http://www.newenergychoices.orglindex.php?page=publications&sd=no 

Your first concern listed under "net metering issues" below is more an 
interconnection issue. But NJ does deal with net metering and interconnection in 
the same set of rules, N.JAC. 14:8-4 and since the larger set of rules are 
undergoing re-adoption, they are currently available at 
http://www.bpu.state.nj.us/bpu/pdf/rules/20071 0 18energychapters4and8. pdf 

Your subsequent concerns are also dealt with pretty effectively in the report 
described above. And I believe the final bullet pertaining to PURPA contracts 
could be dealt with in your rules. 

Scott 

0. Scott Hunter 
Renewable Energy Program Administrator 
Otlicc of Clean Energy 
Nt:w Jt.:rsey Board of Public Utilities 
Two Gateway Center 
Newark. NJ 07102 
www.njccp.com 

Michigan 

r·,lichigan has a voluntary net metering program that was established in 2005. As of June 2007. 
there are 23 customers of regulated utilities participating. (The MPSC regulates investor owned 
utilities and cooperative utilities. It is possible that some municipal utilities have net metering 
programs.) 

Over the last year we have had a net metering investigation proceeding. We have heard 
comments from net metering advocates and utilities. Basically the issues you mentioned below 
were discussed at some time during the proceeding. Staff issued a report on October 1 and the 
first 32 pages cover net metering issues. 
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Here is a link to report webpage: http://www.michigan.gov/mpsclO,1607.7-159-
16377 47107 47112---,00html 
(The report is the top link in the Documents box in the middle of the page.) 

Julie Baldwin, Staff Engineer 
Electric Operations Section 
Operations & Wholesale Markets Division 
Michigan Public Service Commission 
(517) 241-6115 

North Dakota 

~!rJ h~)", h,p.!.1 nd,! ,ill(,l th,.; I,,)(i'/ l')'J(j'~; 11"f,IHII1,: J'!ri,>(!j[~rl')1l.11 ;_,!.~dlil.· utditil_'~'. (:nu·.J) 1(; til;,:!, 

;,,-~!. '~llr?r[;\.: [Jiiiill;s ;"nr PU:"\F,\ !)j".:.; ',vitr, In(~ i(N ()( i,",'-: :-)1 :~:r".'('Jtil'l~ '~.:p,lbditV, Th'.~rt.! h,I': i)''':I'rl 

r:n1v lirnitdl U:;:lJ!,L' ,b thi"" jUI-I",d:,.-riclll,lll(ll) '_, IW):,II,/ ~,t~!",j'-: :'')V:fl'. ',' ... h,-:r,-, i1]()',:1. :!illd l;'~I'I'r,Jt():-·) 

.1r·.' r",(lt ,-dIG\.Nt~d Ilrld,~r kil., II :'J[1ill,3, ,.'t,-. 1\11) I"ur:d '-':'-c: II': '.d\JP':: ,)II'·n ~ ,-1:'(; I,';'t P:;C jlillsl-ji~~tl')iI,.,i 
'if) rir'~ n.dc' I~("'·., ;:01: dpplv tn UJ..'rll. 

Jerf'",' i.e'11l 

f'llblic Utilit.V ;\!1.1!y·~r 

1'0] ;.~;)-JOj5 

Minnesota 

Wow-as the state with the oldest net metering law, I can say that we haven't had safety issues 
that resulted from net metering. Interconnection is a simple process. We have a standard state 
net metering contract. 

I am on another project, but if you don't get the help you need, I could refer you to our largest 
utility, Xcel Energy. They have established a replicable model for interconnection among utilities 
here in Minnesota. 

Good luck, 

Stacy A. Miller 
State Programs Administrator 
Renewable Energy and Advanced Technologies 
State Energy Office 
85 7th Place East, Suite 500 
Saint Paul, MN 55101 
651-282-5091 
stacy.miller@state.mn.us 
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Maine 

Maine has had net billing rules since the early 1980s. Although I was not around when the rules 
were first adopted, over the last 15 -20 years, utilities in Maine have not made the "danger" 
argument and there have no reports of any damage or injury resulting from net billing. We have 
heard some concerns recently from very small utilities (e.g. municipal utilities/Co-ops) that a ' 
revenue loss from net billing might be a problem-but to date, the number of net billing customers 
have been relatively small and have not caused any revenue loss problem. We have not heard 
that arguments that net billing forces utilities to buy higher cost power or that it might require the 
violations of existing power purchase agreements. Maine's utilities do not like net billing and they 
correctly argue that its transfer cost responsibility to other customers. However, in Maine the 
number of net billing customers has always been very small-so it has never been a real issue. 
However, to address the utilities revenUe loss concerns, Maine's net billing rule states that the 
PUC will review whether net billing should continue if the cumulative capacity of net billing 
generation facilities reaches 0.5% of the utility's peak load. 

Please let me know if I can be of further assistance. 

Mitch Tannenbaum 
Deputy General Counsel 
Maine Public Utilities Commission 
(207) 287-1391 

Illinois 

Use of UL 1741 listed inverters addresses concerns of utilities regarding back feed issues and 
power quality. A grid-connected photovoltaic or wind power system will need an inverter to 
convert the direct current power to alternating current and sync with utility power. An inverter that 
meets UL 1741 will shut down when utility power is lost, thus preventing any back feed. UL 1741 
inverters are also designed to shut down if the voltage or frequency of the power is outside a set 
range, thus protecting power quality. 

Our utility requires small wind and photovoltaic customers to use UL 1741 listed inverters and 
install an accessible disconnect on the AC side. This satisfies our safety requirements. 

Maryl Freestone 
Wind and Photovoltaic Programs 
ComEd Energy Delivery 
3 Lincoln Center 
Oakbrook Terrace, IL 60181 
1-800-825-5436 
(630) 576-6353 fax 

North Carolina Public Utilities Commission 
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• • Dangerous to Linemen and the public 
o c no back-feed protection 
c 0 no phasing protection 

no fault protection 
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• • forces a utility to buy higher cost power 
o 0 No margin for revenue generation allowed if we must 

purchase it at the same cost as we sell it for . 
.0 c· Increases cost to all customers 
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• • Would force some Utilities to violate existing power purchase 
agreements 

'\. l' ,I" 

I !. " 

Utah 

Please feel free to contact me if you have further questions. My comments are below. 

Dangerous to Linemen and the public 

o no back-feed protection 
o no phasing protection 
o no fault protection 

Regarding the point on line protection. Dangers of line feedback are a misnomer. Most 
distributed generation CDG) systems like solar, wind, and micro-hydro require inverters to tie 
in to the grid. Grid-tied inverters now have safety features built in, so they will not back-fee or 
send any type of feed into the system that could damage equipment or injure linemen. Larger 
systems that do not have indenters, i.e. co-gen systems, should require safety equipment to 
prevent issues like this. Utah's net metering law or the Utah's utility net-metering rules cover 
these issues . 

• devastating to small utilities with a low customer density 
I have not heard of a net-metering law that is devastating to a utility. Currently, due to the high 
cost of DG systems, a utility will not have a large percentage of DG on its system. In addition, 
the DG customers may be generating at a time that the utility pays a high cost for power, thus it 
may save the utility money. A few of the Co-Ops in Utah charge an additional fee to make up for 
the lost revenue, but I do not think this is should be required. Even in California, a place Net­
Metering is considered very successful, DG only equates to 3% of the states generating 
capacity. 

Our munis and Co-Ops are not concerned with this issue. 
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• forces a utility to buy higher cost power 
This is only true if you craft a law or rule to require that the utility credit the customer at a set rate 
that is higher. Many DG systems produce power when energy costs are above what the 
customers purchase it for. I assume that hydro may be a big DG producer for your state. If so, I 
would consider time of use rates or one lower fiat rate. 

o No margin for revenue generation allowed if we must purchase it at the same 
cost as we sell it for. 

Net metering is more of an economic incentive for the DG owner, not the utility. Although it can 
benefit the utility by reducing demand on their system. It can save the utility money, but it may 
not. 

o Increases cost to all customers 

Again Net-Metering is such a small portion of most systems, (0.5%-3% are often the aggregate 
limits for utilities) that it doesn't affect a utilities to the point to where they have to raise costs. 
That is why a net metering law or a PSC rule or utility rule will have an aggregate limit on net­
metering capacity. Utah's aggregate limit is about 3,000kw for our major IOU utility. 

Would force some Utilities to violate existing power purchase agreements 
Again, net-metering is not significant enough to affect this point. 

I would say that it would be important to have a solid interconnection law/rule for your state to 
protect the utilities from DG systems as well as making it easier for DG owner to tie-in to the grid. 
Uti3h is currently working on creating rules for interconnection. 

"Our office has recently prefiled legislation to require utilities statewide. to offer the 
option of net metering to utility customers that generate electricity on-site through 
the use of alternative power sources (our particular legislation puts a cap on home 
generation at 25 kilowatts, and credits the customer-generator for their generation 
by applying a kilowatt hour credit against their following months bill). " 

25kW is more than enough for reSidential net-metering, but will suggest that a larger amount be 
conSidered for commercial systems. Many states are now going to much larger caps for net 
metering due to the fact that it is more common for DG systems to be larger, For example the 
city of Logan, Utah just increased their net metering to 250kW for commercial systems. This will 
allow more companies with larger energy loads to net-meter, 

I hope this helps. 

You may wnat to read through a report from a coupole of organization too. The links are below. 

http://www.raponline.orq/ 

freeing the Grid is also a good review of what other states are doing regarding net-metering. It 
also debunks the myths about DG. 

Thanks, 

Jason 
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RAP is a great organization that can help you on issue dealing with net-metering. 

Jason Berry 
Renewable Energy Coordinator 
State Energy Program 
Utah Geological Survey 
801-538-5413 
Fax:801-538-4795 

jasonberrv@utah.gov 
geology.utah.gov/sep 

New Hampshire 

NH has had net metering in place since the 1980s. It's part of our rules, see Puc 900 rules on our 
website (htlp:llwww.puc.nh.gov/Regulatory/Rules/puc900.pdf) for details although they are 
getting updated to incorporate some changes in legislation passed in 2007. The primary change 
increases the eligible installed generation from 25 kW to 100 kW as well as increasing the utility's 
overall amount of net metering load from 0.05% to 1 %. We have never come close to meeting 
that amount. Excess generation can be carried over. 

As far as safety is concerned, NH hasn't experienced any problems that I'm aware of. It is 
important that anyone installing on-site generation notify their utility and follow the applicable 
interconnection process. 

We have no evidence that small utilities have been harmed by net metering though, as I said, it 
has not been widely adopted in NH. 

Under a restructured environment, the distribution company purchases "default" power for its 
customers on an all requirements basis based on competitive bid process. There is no "profit" 
margin built into default power for the distribution company. Whether the competitive power 
supplier takes the load of net metering into account as part of its bid strategy is unknown, but I 
doubt ranks too high in the list of risks it does take into account. At least, not until the level of net 
metering shows some significant growth. Does it increase cost to other customers? It would 
depend on the load characteristics of the classes as well as the type of regulatory enviroment 
(i.e., is the distribution company operating under traditional COS or some alt reg variety?). In 
general though, you are offsetting all costs of service with the value of generation produced on­
site. The effect will usually be to shift costs to others, but it that effect is very small. 

We're not aware of any existing power purchase contracts that were violated. Certainly, that 
wouldn't be a problem for new contracts entered into after a net metering law or rule went into 
effect. 

Tom Frantz 
Director - Electric Division 
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission 
21 S. Fruit Street 
Concord. NH 03301 
603.271.2431 
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Idaho 

Idaho does not have a net metering law. However. all three of the investor-owned utilities serving 
in our state (Idaho Power. Avista. PacifiCorp) have had net metering tariffs for many years. some 
since the early 80s. The net metering tariffs for each of these three utilities can be found on their 
websites. There are also several coops and municipal utilities in Idaho. but because the Idaho 
PUC does not regulate them. what they do with regard to net metering is completely up to them. 
Over 80 percent of customers in Idaho are served by regulated utilities; however. 

Despite net metering being available to customers in Idaho for many years, extremely few have 
chosen to participate. There are a couple dozen net metering installations, with a collective 
capacity of about 200 kW. The total amounts paid by utilities to purchase from net metering 
projects is only about $30.000 per year. The impact on the utilities and on non-participating 
customers is almost negligible. Nevertheless, nothing seems to generate as much controversy 
and debate as net metering. We've argued over most of the usual issues, but in the end, the 
arguments have always been far bigger than the issues we've had to resolve. The claims made 
by both sides have always been greatly exaggerated. 

Regarding the issues you list: 
Dangerous to Linemen and the public: We allow each utility to prescribe whatever 
interconnection and protection equipment they believe is necessary for safety. The PUC has not 
received complaints from any participants that the utility requirements are onerus, but some net 
metering advocates who are not participants sometimes still like to claim that they are. 

devastating to small utilities with a low customer density: We've never heard this contention 
before, but none of the three utilities we deal with are considered "small." Given the extremely 
low participation rate, however, it seems unlikely that net metering could be devastating to a utility 
of any size. 

forces a utility to buy higher cost power: We believe this is definitely true, however, because 
there are so few kWh under net metering, the cost impact on the utility is negligible. If there was 
far more participation, this is an issue we would probably have tried to resolve. 

Would force some utilities to violate existing power purchase agreements: We have never 
heard this argument before. 

Rick Sterling, Idaho PUC 

Oregon 

Net metering has no more impact on revenue than people choosing to turn off .. Jill in the 
blank. We limited net metering to 0.5% of the connected load. This is smaller than the actual 
meter bases are accurate. 

Saftey concerns have been addressed, with the exception of how to deal with urban spot and 
area networks. 
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Long term revenue impact will be addressed as the amount of solar energy applications rise 
beyond 0.5%. 

Oregon has a 2MW net metering law, a 50% tax credit and a 25% by 2025 RPS (above the 44% 
hydro already in place). 

My recommendation is to start small and start soon. One of my favorite examples for solar is 
that there are many locations in Alaska where it is more cost effective than in Phoenix. That's 
because the cost for remote generation (non-hydro) is more than 2x times the cost of Power in 
Phoenix, whereas the amount of sunlight (annually) in Alaska is only half that of Phoenix. 

Alaska has many places where solar offers quicker payback than Phoenix. 

That is if you had net metering. 

Christopher Dymond 
Senior Energy Analyst 
Oregon Department of Energy 
625 Marion St NE Salem OR 97301-3742 
(503) 378-8325 
www.energy.state.or.us 

Kentucky 

There have been several replies to your request, most of which I could easily repeat, but 
I'll try not to be redundant. The concern about net metering being dangerous to linemen 
is not a valid argument. Being a lineman is a hazardous occupation which requires an 
individual doing the job to have proper training and experience and to follow the 
appropriate safety codes, procedures and practices. When properly approached a net 
metering installation should not present any greater safety concern than what might be 
encountered on the job anyway. Just because there are laws and regulations allowing net 
metering interconnections, does not require the utilities to make dangerous and unsafe 
interconnections and they don't. Most of this equipment is supplied commercially with 
interface controllers that make these installations safer than having portable individual 
backup generators connected and used during power outages; how many times does that 
situation exist with nobody's approval or knowledge except the owner. 

The other complaints arc economic and arc not as valid as they would sccm, since as 
others have stated. thcre are usually limits on the numbcr and impact of these conncctions 
compared to the size of the servicing utility. These utilities typically don't really want 
net metering, so they will think up any and every excuse they can to keep from facing the 
issue. And as the previous rcsponscs have indicated. the participation of customers in nct 
metering installations is very limited. I believe it would bc a rarc instance for net 
metering installations to truly be economically justified in most locations; at least l\'c 
nc\'Cr come across one in Kentucky. Individuals tend to pursue an intcrest in net 
metering for reasons other than economic. 
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John Shupp 
Electric Branch Manager, Engineering Division 
Kentucky Public Service Commission 
(502) 564-3940 Ext. 421 

New Mexico 

I have added comments in italics to the questions you posed: 

Net Metering: 
• Dangerous to Linemen and the public 

o no back-feed protection 
o no phasing protection 
o no fault protection 
It is my understanding that systems currently on the market have addressed these 
issues in their designs. 

• devastating to small utilities with a low customer density 

As Texas has deregulated generation and energy sales, utilities have become 
transmission/distribution companies. Their revenue comes from fees for 
transmission/distribution rather than from energy sales directly. In formulating the 
new rules for net metering and distributed renewable generation, we will be mindjitl 
of the potentialfor erosion of revenues for T &D companies. 

• forces a utility to buy higher cost power 
o No margin for revenue generation allowed if we must purchase it at the 

same cost as we sell it for. 
o Increases cost to all customers 

The statute (HB 3693) in Texas pro~'ides for the sale of excess energy to be at 
a rate negotiated between the generation system owner and his/her Retail Electric 
Provider. 
• Would force some Utilities to violate existing power purchase agreements 

In Texas, these agreements arc between wholesale gencrators and Retail 
Electric Providers. The REP would /leed fa balance pllrchasesji'Olll customer 
and wholesalers to meet 10lal customer load. 

[ hope this is helpful. Please call with any further questions. 

I must apologize that I had not responded to your request for information. In a short answer the 
NMPRC has two rules which relate to net metering. One is specific to ~;i>..D'B,\1'(! 
UXU:~LIi.·\TI(l'Ll\lL'S\1.\U--B)\I'I:R PIWDD·TIO:\. and the second is 'f,L,\tFl!:lsl~; OF 
Cl;STO,\IER-(J\\'~ I,D E,EIHiY R FS(}.!~ RCJS 

Links 10 [hose rulL's arc: 
http://www.nmcpr.state.nm.us/nmac!parts/title17/17.009.0570.htm 

http://www.nmcpr.state.nm.us/nmac/parts/title17/17.009.0571.htm 
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I believe all of the concern that you listed are valid and the responses for the other commission 
have addressed those concerns. The NMPRC is applied these two rule to help stream-line 
customers ability to net meter. The purpose of rule 571 is to simplify the interconnection 

. requirements for Qualifying Facilities of 10kW or smaller and encourage the use of small-scale 
customer-owned renewable or alternative energy resources in recognition of the beneficial effects 
the development of such resources will have on the environment of New Mexico. 

This information is getting to you late but I hope it might help in some way. 

Jim Brack, Economics Bureau Chief 
Utility Division, New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
224 E. Palace Avenue 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 

505-827-6982 

J il11. Brack(iL;state . 11111. LIS 
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FURTHER REFERRALS8 

(7) 
Date Referred to Committee: March 2, 2009 

Da te of Co mmittee Action: -'..!1Y1C!-"l...!..:.Ot'L:.:C:.::HL--,,3ccl-fI-=:c:z.o..;D::....:::0--JJ 

The HOUSE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON ENERGY considered: HOUSE BILL NO, 166 

"An Act relating to the Southeast energy fund." 
HB 166 SOUTHEAST ENERGY FUND 

Recommends it be replaced wit~ [ J HCS or [ I CS for ______________ ,'-.,----_-----' 

For Senate Bills with new title: [ ] Technical Title [ ] New Title: HCR,___ I Same Title [ I New Title 

attach amendments 
add new referral to _____ Committee 
Letter of Intent Committee 
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*Assigned bv Chief Clerk's Office 

ADM 
CED 
COR 
CRT 
EED 
DEC 
DFG 
GOV 
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LAW 
LEG 
MVA 
DNR 
DPS 
REV 
DOT 
UA 
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