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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF

CALIFORNIA
Order Instituting Rulemaking
Policies, Procedures and Rules for] RULEMAKING 12 -
California Solar Initthdve, Self|{Filed GenerabMowember 8, 2012)
Incentive Program Othed Distribute
Generation Issues.

REPLY COMMENTS OF THE CALIFORNIA CLIMATE AND AGRICULTURE
NETWORK ON THE ASSIGNED COMMISSIONER’S RULING REGARDING
THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A NET ENERGY METERING TRANSITION
PERIOD

California Climate Agaimilture Network (CalieAded the has parties’
opening comments respdieding  the ACR Regardingeriod aad NEM

respectfully submits the following the reftubhtfdthides Commission.

I. INTRODUCTION

CalCAN wishes to loudly echo the damrmment  Burefu the
Federation that the Commission, in imaking this shouldubmlsgrikien that
“there will be limited customer interest thatare invessumignct aifo
significant regulatory uncertainty” shant first fomardost “utilize this op
to provide...regulatory lassurances.”

In their transition period proposals to the CommGsinad tHeilities

(PG&E, SDG&E, and SCE), ass whH of OfRa¢epdyerates TURN, fail £

1 California Farm Bureau Federation at 3.
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adequately offer the ofevel long - - - termertaintyé¢gulatorycurrefiiture NaMd 1.0

customer - - - generators isthat dleteided by thand the Legislattaie of
in numerous goals, dipdetieesf 2 daglislation.
Customer - - - generators abwpgsted rates to changepften theyconsidesed
fact in designdrdeciding to ihetialbystems. tWéyadid not thetpect
the very structure of the tariff they signdditheir contrintts — in ess
core of réletiionship with thehereforatihiey, furmtydning of sykeém
for its intended purpose — might be subject systento chang
To claim, as dve phaaties it was not NEM‘reasonable’
contracts would tlpan life of the dydtemation —  avaifivda at
in some cases the information 3disseminated is by to the underfil
fundamentals of thousands abifbrnia coiitraetidents busiksses who have
installed renewable energy syREns since the NEM tariff first
The Commission betmsasked to “conbiking the NEpdriod transition
“reasonable expected payback peaded on the year tookthe custon
service.”* It idrom cleathe  progispalsate putin fqrahties’ commeerting to
the Commission arthat determination based primarilywill by on paybac
necessity be didhewerly simplistic; (b) dedebitiaeidly (c) or  extremely

2 Among these, Section 2827(a) of the Public Utilities Code describes this intent of long term-
objectives and mechanisms. Summarized and expanded by IREC in their Opening Comments at4 5.- -
3 CalSEIA notes, at 6, that the CPUC website entitled “Net Energy Metering”
(http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/energy/DistGen/netmetering.htm) tells potential customer - - -
generators that “NEM rates are typically available for the lifetime of the system.”

4 PUC Section 2827.1(b)(6)
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burdensome to administezbove andall, ofa cusvbatiem- - - generators’ re
expectations in purtdieing priafities the State of California.

Conversely, party commentshown -have astablishedllfair, jusimfdable
measure of exysiedn life —of, onat theninimuomgder 25- - - 30
which the grandfathering mightperiodbe based.

We therefore reaffirm our for suppart Commission determination
Governor Brown'’s refdpaest customers hader protentethifor ruléhe
expected life ofystemshein elaboodtion our replies on to ahdsethe
other issues rétated the NEpériod follamsition
IL REPLIES TO PARTIES’ COOHERINS ON THE MATTER OF £
TRANSITION PERIOD.

A. ‘VINTAGE’ GRANDFATHERING WILL CREATE UNCERTAINTY AND
RENEWABLE ENERGY INVESTMENT.

In their opening comments to the CommissibBURN  sBbalik, 8¢GE,
a grandfathering pdeniget than five or resultten  in yesisa widold RE
installations seeking to inlock  the NEM NBM céhOract conbefore into
fear is used  givihg those $igtifyg NEM conbedwtsen April 1, the2014
commencement of Nk 20 shortaned grandfathering period.

We refute the vaidity this argument. The numbewable of
under NEM 1.0 suhigect already  the 5% aggregate for customaeh

electric utility,  Julydk 2017 deadline, setAny by ‘fowshthe these Legislatur

5 See opening comments from: The Alliance for Solar Choice; CalSEIA; California Energy Storage
Alliance; California Farm Bureau Federation; Interstate Renewable Energy Council; NEM PAC;-and
SEIA and Vote Solar.

6 Signing statement viewable at: http://gov.ca.gov/docs/AB_327_2013_Signing Message.pdf
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remaining contracts would simply accomplish intemt when ikegislatargtsied

cap.

Furthermore, the PG&ICE proparsdls to “taperinder the NEM period.0
more recent adapeatss ficant  signidegree of umegi ayyand would
surely destabilize the logic of many RE investinenween under
April 1, 201¥gnuary Bnd 2016.

Under these proposals, the hypothetical (psbopeetive- - generator woulc
know the terms ofstem’s his engagement her in Néar Ebergy  firdy
or seven yeardife. Following its that perind, wioodd utbeertain entirely
until the Commission decides fumartion NEM Pécemberwill 31,
uncertainty will provide an extreme wisincentisreerahigy installasions  a
full twenty - - - one - - - mdhh01/201deriod - - - Any 01/01p2ajiseys a financ
horizon longerthan  or sixen years would simply vanish.

The grandfagher  terms of NEM 1.0 musstomer be- -  univer
generators, regardless of tlvlen NEM contracAssembiyas 32Bitigneddoes r
suggest different terms for ‘laied we adopEongly urge the Comn
create this ceditibar to reneevadigy investment.

B. NO MEASURE OF PHRYUBACAN ADEQUATELY THEDDRESS
REASONABLE EXPECTATIONS OF CUSTOMER - - - GENERATORS.

Parties have proposed several measures pfyback ‘expegtetiod’, from culled
sources as varisitg asnateriabdlvertheavgpaper articles, and all based upon
mistaken belief that an ‘averdgeédian’ or payback wouldperiod sufficiently the addres
expectations of NEMI customer - - - generators in Galiferniss Agher

5
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parties have noted in comeiments, actual payhaek bpeeibds  upon a

array of facdrmriables. Simply igrtheing expectafions dhsteemer - - -
generators whose payback pari®ds above the mediansolutioms an
Policy that only supeaetwable energy installatidns averaperter pagback
periods sets a dangerous predHgeratly dimdnidh theand scopeadé
investment in reneershigy in California.

The only ‘reasonable’ thapebtatichomer - - - generatowhen makddg
investments was thelimNEM contrautd be valid for systenthe i
We recommend ththat  Commission’s recodedigion artflimove baygnd tests
related to “payback period”.

C. THE COMMISSION IS FULLY INUSTIFIEONSIDBRIRECTED SYSTEM LIFE
IN DETERMINING THE LENGTH OF THE PERIGRANDFATHERING

The language in skaystehe Commissionconsidefshall reascaxqideted
payback period” in @stablishimgsétion. As discussed above, “
an inadequate tool in this as contékg supers#ding the intenitl.egislatoreating
the Net Energy  proltetering is long {o- -iheespment coafidence in
distributed renewable energy generation. WiecouragenensSsidue to
consider and then dispense with “payback pefdod” thas petimdsitiomratio

Fortunately, the Governpresentetian altermatve, reasosiabjdjfied
and superior approach to determining periothe intransihimisage, signimpich
is also a directive to didveissed Corlahmskiatnd upon As by was the
majority of parties offexriing comments, the lifetime ofustifiabde Sys
alternative measure on to whiake the lengtkriod. of Usinghe Ortigins

6
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Equipment Manufacturer’s Warrasties, aswell the of resmleta - - - aghalyses fr

and the Rocky 8Mountaine Inaniontedentdyyplace the  systwmpected life
for solar PV installations to be 25 - arecud@d years W% miimum. energ§in
production through NEBB% anaf NE¥e arsueidtled instWations,
we consider it pramdéfifir to usePV charseteristics for administrative simpl
Therefore, the Governor’s intention messaige thtsat Csignirigsion
should consider “the expgdeted  ofystemsheir showld be disregarded, ¢
parties réquest, but sheuld wused EEe ametheafior tenbking a
determination regarding the transérinnm.
D. GRANDFATHERING STATUS SHOULD STAY WITH THE SYSTI
Several parties argue grimtfathering shghtkd be eliminated upon
ownership transfer of a system. thdthenewablabwergy  ackmsystenge
installations have been shown to the increasalue of a that home for
customers have made the to decisinvest reneerahigy generation becausa ]
of the resifltiegsed value tdhome tlprivperty.
These customers were  wortdn@inydeeasonabileé expectation that
this increased value thome tlperperty would survive a transfer
Because a reneevahigy system using Nderives Erntgisled Metering
function and value from access tato thdeprive N&Mtem  1of tatitfs

7 NREL, Nov. 2012. “Life Cycle Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Solar Photovoltaics.” Accessible
online at: http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy130sti/56487.pdf

8 Rocky Mountain Institute, 2013. “A Review of Solar PV Benefit & Cost Studies.” Accessible online
at: http://www.rmi.org/Knowledge €enter/Library/2013 13- elL.abDERCostValueN

9 Notably, SDG&E at 3, footnote 6.
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transfer of ownership walelhlue an unfairljnvestment made with e
‘reasonable’ expectations. The value of grid access is thréoesgled t
the value of thenergy renevggblerthereis and no legitimate reason
of ownership sloertd this equation.

Therefore, the Commission clarifisHmatldrandfathering sightwith the
system for the of entindty temtiabiishpdriod, regandlless any ownersh

transfers that may occur.

I CONCLUSION

On behalf of agiicedbesdh Calitehnia  nlede - - fgiohd
renewable energy investments sustéémability &heienergy independemce, again
urge the Commission  regudatory cprizngy in igssmiderision.

California farmers are petaidis as of leadettseir reirewable energy - farm
installations, as aswell the ctgyibavionmde toward reducinggas  gree:
emissions and meeting the State’s environmentdusinessgsathey haveiut,
bottom line tout for. look A NEM 1.0 thagrioldfethdengreasongidleiod
expectations would ditiimpt ddiitameial calculus stiamggly discourage fut
investment in reneteehlmlogie This would be a tremendous
is ripe with  for potentiiVerdifiedputed renewable energy generation in

We therefore reiterate the following requests of the Comr
¢ Consider and dispense wipleriod’ ‘paybasck  far the ratiotralesition
period, utilizing system life instead;
¢ Treat all INEM customer - - - generators the same date way,

of system interconnection; and
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¢ Clarify that grandfathering rights stay with the system,

ownership status.
Thank you for the oppoomnients toon prahide most import:
look forward to a swift determination by the Commission.
Executed December 23, 2013 in Sacramento, CA

Respectfully Submitted,
/IR >N
Adam Kotin
Policy Associate
California Climate Agrimilture Network
1029 K Street, Su
Sacramento, CA 95814
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