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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA 

Order Instituting Rulemaking 
Policies, Procedures and Rules for 
California Solar Initiative, Self 
Incentive Program Othsri Distributee 
Generation Issues. 

RULEMAKING 12 -
{FiledGeneraNonember 8, 2012) 

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 A^piidilture Network the has parties' 

opening comments responding the ACR Regarding eriod amd NEM 

respectfully submits the following the rejflyEMhfdtiiiiiaes Commission. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

CalCAN wishes to loudly echo the (Rannment Bure£u the 

Federation that the Commission, in iimakingthis shaDuldaffdng^griraen that 

"there will be limited customer interest that are investrrbgntt otfo 

significant regulatory uncertainty" shanttl first fomrriost "utilize this op 

to provide...regulatory Assurances." 

In their transition period proposals to the Com tuftsin ed tHfeilities 

(PG&E, SDG&E, and SCE), ass vfrhHof OfRate^dy orates TlfSM, fail t( 

1 California Farm Bureau Federation at 3. 
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adequately offer the ofevel long - - - termertaintyigulatorycurreifititure NBMd 1.0 

customer - - - generators is that cfeteifeded by thand the Legisl^State of 

in numerous goals, dipaetierags/ 2 ^legislation. 

Customer - - - generators afe??py6ted rates to changepften theyconsithaEed 

fact in des^gmdln^ciding to htaklfcystems. tMdyaflid not thaatpect 

the very structure of the tariff they signdditheir cowtedts — in essi 

core of rthetionship with thtiiereforatlidy, fureahfdning of syhfeam 

for its intended purpose — might be subject systento changi 

To claim, as teat*; plasties it was not NEM'reasonable' 

contracts would tlspan life of thae ayrftamnation — avaiflpMa at 

in some cases the information 3 disseminated is by to the underfill 

fundamentals of thousands aMhrnia coEntrsefeadents buaiidesses who have 

installed renewable energy s^itEJns since the NEM tariff first 

The Commission betasasked to "conbaMn'^ the NE{Mrriod transition 

"reasonable expected payback {teased on the year tookthe custon 

service."4 It idrom cleafhe prajispalsate puln fcplhties' comrgMrtsng to 

the Commission art^iat determination based primarilywill by on paybac 

necessity be ^teJieiEerly simplistic; (b) deiebiiiiraeidly (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 at 4 5. - -
3 CalSEIA notes, at 6, that the CPUC website entitled "Net Energy Metering" 
fhttp://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/energy/DistGen/netmetering.htmf 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 administearbove and all, ofa csrsdiaticm- - - generators' re 

expectations in puithring priaafities the State of California. 

Conversely, party commentshown -have astabjishedllfair, ju^MSable 

measure of expeftsttein life —of, on at theninimuin;der 25 - - - 30 

which the grandfathering mightperfodbe based. 

We therefore reaffirm our for support Commission determination 

Governor Brown's ret^atst customers heder protantahtfor rui'bhe 

expected life ogystemsfheftn elaboration our replies on to dMsethe 

other issues rtteted the NE^ftriod foliioansition 

II. REPLIES TO PARTIES' COOHHNMTO ON THE MATTER OF P 
TRANSITION PERIOD. 

A. 'VINTAGE' GRANDFATHERING WILL CREATE UNCERTAINTY AND 
RENEWABLE ENERGY INVESTMENT. 

In their opening comments to the CommissfBURN sBBSIEl; SGEE, 

a grandfathering jierrigab than five or resultten in jrash^'a wffgold RE 

installations seeking to inlock the NEM HJJ0M cc2ifiract corrbeerfore into 

fear is used givihg those figtiiii^g NEM corfateteen April 1, the2014 

commencement of NRftfe AO shratbned grandfathering period. 

We refute the vadfdity this argument. The nurakwable of 

under NEM 1.0 subject alrfeady the 5% aggregate for customed 

electric utility, Julydr; 2017 deadline, setAny by 'fbursh'the 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 intdifit when fltegislatmiiifeted 

cap. 

Furthermore, the PG&SEE propeosdls to "taperihder the NEM period.0 

more recent adaptetes Scant signidegree of umBasytiatityyind would 

surely destabilize the logic of many RE investitatnyeen under 

April 1, 201|bnuary h,nd 2016. 

Under these proposals, the hypothetical cpsdspeaative- - generator would 

know the terms s^fetem's his engagement her in Nfkfir Etdoargy firdt 

or seven yeardife. FolMwing its that period, vfetaxodd uitartain entirely 

until the Commission decides fitetsfon NEt^f Bifcemberwill 31, 

uncertainty will provide an extreme 1dxsincen1ri©'BewKbigy installations a 

full twenty- - - one - - - m|ihQti01/201]deriod - - - Any 01/01 p2®jM|s a financ 

horizon longer than or saxen years would simply vanish. 

The grandfather terms of NEM 1.0 miraktomer be- - univer 

generators, regardless of thrteen NEM contraclAssemb^as 32BEIgneddoes r 

suggest different terms for dated we adopJ&Kslgly urge the Comn 

create this cedifea- to reneerairigy investment. 

B. NO MEASURE OF PHRIEEftDIN ADEQUATELY THffiDRESS 
REASONABLE EXPECTATIONS OF CUSTOMER GENERATORS. 

Parties have proposed several measures pdyback 'expeqfediod', from culled 

sources as varradig asnateriakdvertiiearapiaper articles, and all based upon 

mistaken belief that an 'averdgeddian' or payback wouldperiod sufficiently the addres 

expectations of NEM11 customer - - - generators in fiaMernias Atiier 
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parties have noted in cbhsments, actual paylaaek bpeeibds upon 

array of factakKsariables. Simply igrthdng expectations dtetoaner - - -

generators whose payback paiieds above the mediansolutioms an 

Policy that only suprpoEtwable energy installatithis averagerter payback 

periods sets a dangerous prwiHc^ahtly dimaniih theand scopeaW 

investment in renewable in California. 

The only 'reasonable' thapadtatoktomer - - - generatoiwhen mdfadg 

investments was thfehnNEM confarautd be valid for systenthe 

We recommend thfiiat Commission's reco^ecmon arttiinjove bayxynd tests 

related to "payback period". 

C. THE COMMISSION IS FULLY IPfUSTIFIEDNSIDHfflHECTED SYSTEM LIFE 
IN DETERMINING THE LENGTH OF THE PERIdftNDFATHERING 

The language in statist the Commission considdtshall reasoaKfbdeted 

payback period" in aestablishiioigsbiibmd. As discussed above, " 

an inadequate tool in this as contthq superseding the intenitLegislataiffiating 

the Net Energy progtatering is long -to- -itompinent confidence in 

distributed renewable energy generation. Wi®courag4)tama&siita® to 

consider and then dispense with "payback pefdod" thas petmdLsitiorratio 

Fortunately, the Governpresentefiasi alternative, reasosiiabfdified 

and superior approach to determining periotlhe intransihfaisage, signasrgich 

is also a directive to dismissed CoBirinssfcated upon As by was the 

majority of parties o^Baiing comments, the lifetime qfcistifiab&e sys 

alternative measure on to wlfiahe the lengthriod. of Usingie Oitit^ns 
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Equipment Manufacturer's Warranties, aswell the of resutesta - - - analyses fr 

and the Rocky 8Mountawie InatidrfMent&yplace the systerpected life 

for solar PV installations to be 25 - arouSiffl years <M% minimum, energ^in 

production through NEBB% and)f NBftfe ocastreraltbd insffiMations, 

we consider it prMldftir to usdW characteristics for administrative simp] 

Therefore, the Governor's intention messaigie tftftat Csigmrigsion 

should consider "the expltfeted ofystemsfheir stotild be disregarded, e 

parties request, but stould used macs-e anreth^a^fir teahking a 

determination regarding the tranpdriind. 

D. GRANDFATHERING STATUS SHOULD STAY WITH THE SYST1 

Several parties argue grdmdfathering rfghtkl be eliminated upon 

ownership transfer of a system. th§th^newabl©te®ergy ackray&ttadige 

installations have been shown to the increasalue of a that home for 

customers have made the to decisSnviest reneerairlgy generation becaum \ 

of the resiiiti»gsed value tdnome tlpaiirperty. 

These customers were worten^inijfteasonabtM expectation that 

this increased value tdnome tlpahrpcrty would survive a transfer 

Because a reneerahi^ system using Neterives Erietg^ried Metering 

function and value from access toto thteprive NspAem libof taitififcs 

7 NREL, Nov. 2012. "Life Cycle Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Solar Photovoltaics," Accessible 
online at: http://www.nreI.gov/docs/fyl3osti/56487.pdf 
8 Rocky Mountain Institute, 2013. "A Review of Solar PV Benefit & Cost Studies." Accessible online 
at: http://www.rmi.org/Knowledge Center/Library/2013 13- eLabDERCostValueN 
9 Notably, SDG&E at 3, footnote 6. 
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transfer of ownership wdstehlue an unfairljnvestment made with e 

'reasonable' expectations. The value of grid access is thniffljglsd t 

the value of thenergy renewybtertijere is and no legitimate reason 

of ownership sMtenld this equation. 

Therefore, the Commission clarifjstiratl^randfathering $tg$itwith the 

system for the of entiititay tKaataMisiifidriod, regarxflless any ownersh 

transfers that may occur. 

III. CONCLUSION 

On behalf of ba^ikedteEah CaliMinia rdrate - - fgidfad 

renewable energy investments sustfidmability JhdiEnergy independence, again 

urge the Commission regtriatory cprteauty in iataiiqpision. 

California farmers are pstaMs as of leadeblseir renewable energy - farm 

installations, as aswell the ctteyibatkmrade toward reducinggas greei 

emissions and meeting the State's environmentdfusinessgsqthey havdkit, 

bottom line tout for. look A NEM 1.0 thagpiffiidfetiAehgreasonqMdod 

expectations would dttnapt ddkcaiieial calculus stiam^ly discourage futi 

investment in reneteahtologie This would be a tremendous 

ripe with for potentffikerdifiteihuted renewable energy generation in 

We therefore reiterate the following requests of the Comr 

• Consider and dispense wifteriod' 'payback far the ratiotiarinsition 

period, utilizing system life instead; 

• Treat all 1NEM customer - - - generators the same date way, 

of system interconnection; and 

is 
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• Clarify that grandfathering rights stay with the system, 

ownership status. 

Thank you for 

look forward to a 

Executed December 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Adam Kotin 

Policy Associate 

California Climate A^ptidilture Network 

1029 K Street, Su: 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

the opportunity ts toon prdthide most import; 

swift determination by the Commission. 

23, 2013 in Sacramento, CA 
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