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Attn:  Filing Center
Re:  Docket UM 1746—PacifiCorp’s Comments on Staff’s Public Meeting Memorandum

PacifiCorp (PacifiCorp or the Company) respectfully submits these comments on the October
12, 2015 recommendations of Staff of the Public Utility Commission of Oregon (Commission)
for community solar designs and attributes (Staff Report). The Company opposes much of the
Staff Report and is disappointed with the process leading up to its development which provided
extremely limited opportunity for stakeholders to provide meaningful input. The Company
understands that the Commission was given a tight timeline from the legislature, but even with
this expedited process, PacifiCorp believes that this process could have been conducted in a
more thoughtful manner to ensure ample time for stakeholder participation in the public process
as outlined in House Bill (HB) 2941. The Staff Report does not represent the general consensus
of stakeholders and fails to provide sufficient protection to customers and fundamentally fails to
meet the legislative intent of HB 2941 to increase customer choice and access of solar in Oregon.

I. Community Solar is an Important Policy Issue for the State

Oregonians are increasingly looking for ways to make choices regarding the source of their
electricity. For a limited number of Oregonians, rooftop solar is a way to choose the nature of
their electricity supply; however, rooftop solar is not an option for all, or even a majority, of
Oregonians who may want to make similar choices regarding their electricity supply. In
recognition of the limited access to rooftop solar, especially for low-income Oregonians, the
Oregon legislature examined the issue of community solar in the 2015 legislative session. The
result was the passage of House Bill (HB) 2941, which requested the Commission, with input
from stakeholders, to provide recommendations on community solar program designs and
attributes.’ Although not explicitly stated in HB 2941, the legislative intent was clearly for the
Commission to provide meaningful guidance back to the legislature to help the legislature
develop a community solar program in a future legislative session.

PacifiCorp has consistently supported increasing access to solar generation for our customers
through community solar offerings and is currently in the process of seeking approval of a

" Section 3(3) of HB 2941 states: “The Commission shall recommend a community solar program design,
or a set of preferred attributes of different community solar program designs, that best balances the
resource value benefits, costs and impacts to ratepayers to the interim committee of the Legislative
Assembly related to energy and business on or before November 1, 2015.”



community solar program in Utah. In fact, as part of this docket, the Company presented a
similar program as a proposal for a community solar program in Oregon. PacifiCorp’s proposal
was well-received. Indeed, it was not until September 18, more than a month after opening this
proceeding, that Staff indicated a preference for a non-utility owned community solar model. Up
until this point, the only party unwilling to consider utility-ownership models was the Northwest
Inter-Power Producers Coalition.

The Company recognizes that there are many different ways a community solar program
could be designed. But, as recognized in HB 2941, the Commission’s recommendations for
community solar must appropriately balance the resource value benefits with costs and impacts
to customers. For the reasons described below, the recommendations in the Staff Report simply
fail to strike this balance.

To ensure increased access to community solar in Oregon, PacifiCorp strongly encourages
the Commission to adopt as a guiding principle for its recommendation to the legislature the goal
of increasing low cost and reliable access to solar generation through community solar programs
that offer consumer protections to participating customers and cost-shifting protections to non-
participating customers. With this guiding principle in mind, PacifiCorp makes the following
comments and recommendations.

II. The Staff Report is Overly Prescriptive and Complex and Does Not Meet the
Requirements of HB 2941

As currently proposed, the Staff Report will not be useful to the legislature as guidance for
the development of a viable community solar program. In setting forth a detailed and
prescriptive community solar model, the Staff Report does not address broader legal, policy and
fundamental fairness issues that must be considered in balancing the interests identified in HB
2941. Asaresult, the Staff Report raises more questions than answers and does not offer
complete reasoning for the recommendations. For example, Staff does not explain how the
Commission could legally mandate that the utility conduct an RFP for resources it does not need
and then purchase the output from specific solar facilities at a set price.” Staff also does not offer
compelling arguments in support of its recommendation to exclude a utility-ownership model.?
Furthermore, Staff fails to outline sufficient consumer protections and oversight of third parties.

? See Attachment 1 to the Staff Report.

? Staff suggests that utility-ownership models present risk in terms of stranded costs, yet simultaneously
recommends that third-party providers be insulated from risk by forcing utilities to purchase unsubscribed
power at market prices. See Attachment 1 to Staff Report. Staff provides no explanation of why it is
appropriate for the utility to bear the risk of under-subscription when a third-party owns the project, but
not when the utility owns the project.



III.  The Staff Report Does Not Reflect the Input of Stakeholders

Community solar is a new concept for Oregon” and the stakeholder process conducted by the
Commission included a variety of local and national stakeholders with expertise in solar
generation generally and community solar specifically. The Staff Report does not reflect the
input of the stakeholders and instead makes vague references to “different perspectives™ without
context or explanation. The omission of context or explanation of stakeholder positions is
especially noticeable with regard to the ownership attribute: Staff fails to acknowledge that the
majority of the stakeholders, including the Citizens’ Utility Board (CUB), Industrial Customers
of Northwest Utilities (ICNU), the Northwest Energy Coalition NWEC), PacifiCorp, and
Portland General Electric (PGE) support a utility-ownership model for community solar.
PacifiCorp urges the Commission to provide the legislature with a recommendation that
meaningfully reflects the stakeholder comments and extensive discussions in this docket. This
includes an overview of areas of both consensus and disagreement, rather than merely a
recommendation by Staff that, in many instances, does not reflect the views of the majority of
the stakeholders.

IV.  The Staff Report Does Not Include Protection of Customers But Ensures
Protection of Third-Party Developers

If the goal of this community solar development process is to achieve increased access to
solar generation—especially by customers who cannot access solar generation through rooftop
solar—a community solar program must include low-cost options. Rather than recommending
community solar design attributes that prioritize access to low-cost community solar, the Staff
Report makes recommendations protecting third-party developers, at the expense of customers.

In essence, Staff argues that utilities are foo competitive and that if utility ownership models
are allowed, it will discourage third-party development of community solar projects.6 Itis
precisely because utilities can offer a competitively-priced product that utility-owned projects
should be allowed to participate in community solar programs. Whole Foods does not stop
selling apples simply because Safeway can sell apples cheaper; the best interests of customers
are served when they have the option of choosing from a variety of providers at a variety of price
points. As expressed by several stakeholders in this process, cost is not the only characteristic
customers consider when choosing a community solar project. PacifiCorp agrees, and suggests
Oregonians are best served by a truly competitive market where everyone participates and
customers are provided with multiple options.

To ensure a competitive market, the Commission allows the Company to propose a
benchmark resource when conducting an RFP for major resource acquisitions. Instead of
precluding utility participation, the Commission sets guidelines for evaluating resource proposals
to ensure the least-cost resource is selected. At a minimum, the Commission should conduct

* There are several references in the Staff Report to community solar being a new and untested concept.
For example, on page 15 of the Staff Report, Staff notes that “[{Community solar] is a new type of product
in Oregon][.]”

? Staff report page 18.

% Staff provides no empirical evidence or support for this speculation.



further investigation into the benefits and costs associated with utility resource ownership, and
mechanisms for ensuring a fair resource selection process, before summarily dismissing this
option.

Staff fails to outline sufficient customer protections by recommending that the Commission
not have oversight over third-party developers, while simultaneously recommending utilities
administer, at the expense of all customers, various aspects of the community solar program.
The Staff Report implies that consumers are protected by the availability of price information
and other “consumer protection information” provided via a “Project Pool”, but this type of
consumer protection should not be performed by the utility and should not be, as Staff
recommends, at the expense of all customers.” In the absence of meaningful oversight over
third-party providers and meaningful consumer protection measures,® the recommendations in
the Staff Report demonstrate an apparent support for third-party developers at the expense of
customers. This is inappropriate and inconsistent with the guiding principle of expanded access
to community solar by Oregonians and the principles set forth in HB 2941.

V. The Commission Should Address Consumer Protection

Noticeably absent from the Staff Report is a viable mechanism for the protection of
customers that elect to participate in community solar through a third-party provider. It is not
clear whether the Commission has or will exercise jurisdiction to regulate third-party providers
to ensure adequate consumer protections, but even in the absence of Commission-regulation, the
issue of consumer protection must be addressed.

As currently proposed, the Staff Report effectively requires the utility to administer the solar
community program by conducting the RFP to populate the project pool, paying a market rate for
unsubscribed energy, issuing bill credits to subscribers, and potentially including a pass-through
payment to the community solar resource. The Staff Report then indicates that it will not provide
oversight on subscriptions without sufficient explanation and rationale for this program design.
This structure is untenable for the Company because ultimately, the Company is the interface
with its customers and will inevitably be required to address issues that may arise between
subscribers and the third-party developers. If the Company does not have the ability to address
these issues, there must be some resource for subscribers to address issues as they arise. If the
Commission will not be this resource for customers, and will not provide oversight to the
program, it should provide a clear recommendation as to what entity will perform this oversight.

In Washington, where PacifiCorp was an active participant and supporter of community solar
legislation, stakeholders to the legislative process agreed that oversight of third-party providers
was necessary to protect consumers. Ultimately, the draft legislation would have resulted in non-
economic regulation of third-party providers by the Washington Utilities and Transportation
Commission, but this is not the only model available. Another state agency or an entirely new
governing body could be recommended to provide the necessary oversight. Any

7 See Attachment 1 to the Staff Report.

¥ PacifiCorp supports providing consumer protection information to customers, but it is unclear how
PacifiCorp could help or otherwise resolve customer issues and complaints vis-a-vis the relationship
between third-party providers and customers.



recommendation to the legislature from the Commission should contain a recommendation for
some meaningful method of third-party oversight on behalf of consumers.

VI.  The Commission Should Reject Staff’s Recommendation

In conclusion, PacifiCorp is disappointed by the recommendations contained in the Staff
Report and strongly encourages the Commission to reject Staff’s recommendation.

Instead of sending the legislature the recommendations in the Staff Report, the Commission
should look to all of the options outlined in Staff’s draft recommendation from September 18,
included as Attachment A. In Staff’s September 18 draft recommendation, Staff identified a
range of options, and then selected its preferred option and provided reasoning for that selection.
The Commission should provide a recommendation to the legislature that includes the entire
range of attributes, not just Staff’s preferred attributes from the September 18 draft
recommendation, but with some targeted modifications which PacifiCorp will be prepared to
address at the October 16, 2015, Special Public Meeting. This approach will provide the
legislature with thoughtful and thorough guidance on all types of community solar programs
available in Oregon.

Respectfully submitted this 14" day of October, 2015.
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825 NE Multnomah Street, Suite 1800
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From: PRAUSE Elaine

To: DELMAR Robert; FREEMAN Robin; PEACOCK Julie; "cmfink@blueplanetiaw.com”; "dockets@oregoncub.org”;
Yeff@oregoncub.org”; "bob@oregoncub.org”; "sommer@oregoncub.org”; “andria jacob@portiandoregon.gov’;
"charlie.coggeshall@easydeanenergy.com”; "aeron.teverbaugh@oregon.gov®; Meni.hall@energytrust.org”;
"lizzie rubado®@energytrust.org”; "rikki@environmentoregon.org"”; "rachel.proctor@klaates.com”;
"sharvey@kfwlaw.com”; “wiedman@kfwlaw.com”; "emcconneli@kfwliaw.com”; "aimes@nwseed.org”;
"mpengilly@gmail.com”; "erik.anderson@pacificorp.com”; "erin.apperson@pacificorp.com”;
"alisa.dunlap@pacificorp.com"; "etta.lockey@pacificorp.com”; "pae.opuc.filings@pgn.com”;
*mihir.desu@pan.com”; "richard.george@pan.com”; "brendan.mecarthv@pan.com”; "brian.spak@pgn.com”;
"nge.opuc.filings@pan.com"; "ruchi.sadhir@state.or.us"; ANDRUS Stephanie; JONES Jason W;
"dockets@renewablenw.org”; "hillarv@renewablenw.org”; "megan@renewablenw.org”;
"michael@renewablenw.org”; UNGER Robert; REP Holvey; "nathan@votesolar.org”; "imecloy@utc.wa.agv”

Cc: ANDRUS Brittany; DOLEZEL Cindy; ADAMS Aster; EISDORFER Jason; PUC.FilingCenter
Subject: UM 1746 (Community Solar Program Design) - Staff draft recommendations

Date: Friday, September 18, 2015 4:43:52 PM

Attachments: Staff Recommended Attribute Characteristics 150922.pdf

Dear Stakeholders,

Thank you for your continued participation in the UM 1746 Community Solar docket. The attached
description of Community Solar Program Design attributes represents Staff’s current thinking in
identifying the preferred characteristics that should be part of a community solar program design in
Oregon. Staff reiterates that this is our current thinking and we are open to feedback and discussion
from stakeholders. Staft is expecting feedback on this draft preferred approach from stakeholders at
a public workshop at 1:00PM on Tuesday, September 22 and public comment from stakeholders by
COB on Friday, September 25.

As a reminder, please see below for the remaining schedule for this docket.

v Friday, August 7, COB: Interested parties submit Proposals for community solar
program design in advance of Workshop 1. Please submit proposals via email to the

OPUC Filing Center (RUC FilingCenter@state.or.us) with your name or affiliation and

“UM 1746 — Community Solar Program Design Proposal” in the subject line.

v" Tuesday, August 11, 1PM — 5PM: Workshop I — Discuss program design proposals
submitted by parties, provide clarifications about program design proposals, identify
common attributes, and discuss pros/cons of proposals.

= Friday, August 14: Staff email to follow up on workshop 1 and provide direction for
written public comment.

» Tuesday, September 1, COB: Written Public Comment due on program design
proposals. Please submit comments via email to the OPUC Filing Center

(PUC.FilingCenter@state.or.us) with your name or affiliation and “UM 1746 —

Community Solar Program Design comments™ in the subject line.
s Friday, September 18: Staff email to provide materials for Workshop 2, including Staff
draft recommendation for program design.

» Tuesday, September 22, 1:00-5:00PM: Workshop 2 — discuss Staff draft

recommendation for community solar program design (emailed to stakeholders in
advance on Friday, Sept 18).

» Friday, September 25: Written Public Comment due on Staff draft recommendation for
community solar program design. Please submit proposals via email to the OPUC

Filing Center (PUC.FilingCenter@state.or.us) with your name or affiliation and “UM

1746 — Community Solar Program Design Comments™ in the subject line.
" October 16, 9:30-11:00AM: Special Public Meeting with Commissioners — staff public



meeting memo will provide Staff’s recommendation for Commission approval.
Stakeholders will have the opportunity to provide public comment at the meeting.

= Friday, October 30 — Submit Community Solar program design recommendation to the
Legislature. Statutory deadline is Sunday, Nov 1, 2015.

Elaine Prause

Oregon Public Utility Commission
(503)378 6629 (office)

(503) 358 6093 (cell)
Elaine.prause@state.or.us




UM 1746 — Community Solar Program Design Recommendation (HB 2941, Section 3)
Staff’s Draft Recommendations on Program Attributes and Characteristics
DRAFT

The following description of Community Solar Program Design attributes represents Staff’s
current thinking in identifying the preferred characteristics that should be part of a community
solar program design in Oregon. Staff is expecting feedback on this draft preferred approach
from stakeholders at a public workshop at 1:00PM on Tuesday, September 22, 2015, and public
comment from stakeholders by COB on Friday, September 25, 2015.

To provide context for the program attributes and characteristics below, Staff is providing a high
level outline of a program design. This should not be construed as Staff’s recommendation, but
rather a contextual illustration to help achieve a better understanding among stakeholders of the
preferred characteristics below. Staff envisions a phased approach:

e Project interest identification and third party review.

e Creation of a central “Project Pool”, subscribers “reserve” their shares.

¢ Once a project reaches a certain threshold of customer interest/reservations, it moves to
construction.

e Interconnection and power purchase agreements (PPA) completed between the project
owner and the utility equate to; (1) the bid price for subscribed energy and associated
Renewable Energy Credits (RECs) (utility would pass through subscriber payment
portion via utility bills) and (2) the utility avoided cost price for unsubscribed energy.

e Two line items are added to the customer bill — subscription price and bill credit:

o Subscription price is the subscriber’s share of the energy output at the PPA
subscription price, plus an administrative fee.

o Bill credit is the energy generated from the subscriber’s share of the project
multiplied by a rate that is informed by the Resource Value of Solar.

o FEarly termination fees would apply, subscriptions can follow subscribers within the
service territory if they move, and subscribers may be able to use the “Project Pool” to
find a new subscriber.

Objective

Based on Staft’s interpretation of the legislative intent of HB 2941, Section 3, the PUC’s
objective is to recommend a community solar program design or a set of preferred attributes of
different community solar program designs, that best balances the resource value benefits, costs,
and impacts to ratepayers to the interim committees of the Legislative Assembly related to
energy and business on or before November 1, 2015.

Definition of Community Solar in Oregon

Oregon Community Solar allows electric customers to have an opportunity to share in the costs,
risks, and benefits, including economic benefits, of solar projects through their utility bill, such
that individual customers are provided with an option to buy solar energy via a more
collaborative and shared process as opposed to privately installing solar capacity on their own

property.

DRAFT (revised 09/17/2015)
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UM 1746 — Community Solar Program Design Recommendation (HB 2941, Section 3)
Staff’s Draft Recommendations on Program Attributes and Characteristics
DRAFT

Opportunity:

» Some customers are currently not able to put solar on their roof, but if they could, they
would be interested in access to solar. Barriers for an electric utility customer acquiring
solar could include:

o Do not own the property because they are renters.

o Shared roof space may preclude installation (such as condos).

o Roof'is shaded, so it is a poor resource/less suitable for solar.

o Limited income/low income customers have a cost barrier because of upfront
monetary investment of installed solar.

Share in the costs, risks and benefits:

» To the extent that it is reasonable, this program for customers that currently do not have
the opportunity to install solar (listed above) should reflect costs, risks, and benefits
(including economic benefits) similar to a homeowner’s experiences with net metered
solar.

» The subscriber should be aware of project costs, risks, and benefits to promote fairness
and combat misinformation, mirroring the understanding that a homeowner experiences
when they execute contracts related to their solar installation.

» The subscriber should understand the subscription fee components, risks, and estimated
bill credit economic benefit from their share of the community solar facility.

Through their utility bill:
» Community solar should create a new billing structure that is capable of reflecting the
costs, risks, and benefits of a subscriber’s share of a community solar facility.

Collaborative and shared process:
» An open and transparent framework is useful for customers to buy solar without
installing solar capacity on their own property and useful in combating misinformation to
protect consumers.

Community Solar Resource’s System Constraints

e System Ownership Attribute

- Flexible — utility or third party developer or municipality, several options

- Utility owned

- Non-utility owned (including utility affiliate) — Staff Preferred Characteristic
Reasoning:

» Avoids layers of accounting complexity and oversight when the utility owns
the resource — the utility would need to separate accounts for existing

DRAFT (revised 09/17/2015)
Page 2



UM 1746 — Community Solar Program Design Recommendation (HB 2941, Section 3)
Staff’s Draft Recommendations on Program Attributes and Characteristics

DRAFT

customer rate base and associated return on investments from subscriber
community solar accounts and associated return on investments.

Avoids risk of stranded asset when the utility owns the resource — what if all
subscribers back out in 10 years? How does the utility fully recoup their costs
without cost to ratepayers?

Encourages market competition, because utility could have a market
advantage (lower risk because of captive customer rate base, easier to borrow
capital, customer information records, etc.) unless through an affiliate.

e System Location Attribute

Within utility service territory
Within Oregon

Flexible but within Oregon as long as electricity is delivered to the utility’s
system. Utility could identify optimal grid locations for diverse community solar
projects that may appeal to an array of customers. — Staff Preferred
Characteristic

Reasoning:

» Some customers may prefer that the location of the community solar

resource be close to where they live, while others may believe that all of
Oregon is their “community.” This nuance of location preference may be
better left to the market, as long as the community solar resource is
physically located in Oregon and its generated electricity is delivered to
the utility’s system.

On one hand, it may be simpler for the utility to use a service territory
boundary. On the other hand, there may be disparate impacts on the
community solar options available to all customers because PacifiCorp’s
service territory has more geographic diversity than PGE’s service
territory, including sites that have greater solar resource potential east of
the Cascade mountain range. This may result in higher cost community
solar options for PGE subscribers and lower cost community solar options
for PacifiCorp subscribers, which impacts ratepayers’ opportunity to
access to the program.

In Staff’s preferred characteristic, if there is a strong preference for more
projects that are close to subscribers’ homes, then the result may be that
more community solar resources would be sited in the utility’s service
territory.

Staff has developed the concept that the utility could analyze and identify
optimal locations on the grid for both small local community solar projects
and larger utility-scale community solar projects. This could alleviate
system operational and reliability concerns with solar siting that is not part

DRAFT (revised 09/17/2015)
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UM 1746 — Community Solar Program Design Recommendation (HB 2941, Section 3)
Staff’s Draft Recommendations on Program Attributes and Characteristics
DRAFT

of utility resource planning. With this analysis, the utility, third party
developers, and interested customers would work together to identify an
initial set of diverse project sites, specifications, and expected
costs/benefits to subscribers. This concept needs further exploration with
stakeholders.

e System Size Attribute
- 2 MW maximum
- None defined
- Flexible, but phased approach — Staff Preferred Characteristic
Reasoning:

» Similar to the market preference discussion for the location attribute, some
customers may prefer smaller projects closer to home and other customers
may prefer larger projects anywhere in Oregon. In either case, the customer
would have the opportunity to access solar with its associated costs and
benefits.

» However, a phased approach and a method of matching customer interest to
projects are warranted to reduce the risk of under subscription. The
legislature could set an initial capacity standard that is reviewed annually by
the PUC. The initial capacity standard should be reflective of the first stage of
the program and set so that it limits risk while program implications and
customer interest are better understood.

» Staff’s concept for the utility to analyze and identify optimal locations on the
grid for both small and large community solar projects could help determine
whether the capacity standard should increase over time as well. Again, that
concept needs further exploration with stakeholders.

Eligibility / Limitations

e Customer type Attribute
- Residential only
- Residential and small commercial - Staff Preferred Characteristic

- Any, Diversity of types and groups

DRAFT (revised 09/17/2015)
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UM 1746 — Community Solar Program Design Recommendation (HB 2941, Section 3)
Staff’s Draft Recommendations on Program Attributes and Characteristics

DRAFT

Reasoning:

» The Voluntary Renewable Energy Tariff and renewable energy available
through Direct Access would better address the needs of large non-residential
customers.

» A community solar program involves voluntary sign up by subscribers, and
could therefore mirror eligibility for voluntary Portfolio Options Committee
programs (e.g. 30 kw or less as seen in PacifiCorp Schedule 23 and PGE
Schedule 32)

e Special carve-outs Attribute

10 percent low income
None defined
Concern with carve-outs

Maximize the benefit for low and moderate income customers

Reasoning:

» Staff has not indicated a preferred characteristic for this attribute. Staff
recommends that the Legislature should determine if carve-outs are necessary
elements to include in Community Solar. If so, the subscription price should
continue to be rationally related to the cost of the resource and any
administrative fees, but Staff envisions that the subscribers that do not qualify
for the carve-out would pay a higher subscription fee to subsidize the
subscription fee for subscribers that do qualify for the carve-out.

» Similar to the market preference discussion for the location and size attributes,
some customers may prefer projects that include carve outs for low-income
customers. Some customers may consider the project to be more of a
“community” project when they help to subsidize subscription fees for low-
income customers. Developers may consider special carve outs to be part of
their project’s design to attract these types of customers.

e Subscription Size Attribute

Not to exceed average annual load — Staff Preferred Characteristic

Any solar energy credits in excess of annual energy use at the subscribers site
will be donated to low income programs as is done with net metering today. —
Staff Preferred Characteristic

Up to 90 percent average annual load

DRAFT (revised 09/17/2015)
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UM 1746 — Community Solar Program Design Recommendation (HB 2941, Section 3)
Staff’s Draft Recommendations on Program Attributes and Characteristics
DRAFT

- Minimum of 10 customers, maximum 25 kW pp, at least 50 percent capacity
subscribed

Reasoning:

» These characteristics mirror the experience of net metered solar customers.
» Donation of excess to the low-income programs creates a self-capping
mechanism within the program.

Contract terms

e Length Attribute
- Options for 2,5,7,10, or 15 years
- 20 year, life of system
- Between project and customer, standards could be useful

- Must include standard options of (1) one year and (2) life-of-the project (in
years); other lengths could be determined through program design that is
aiming to meet customer preferences — Staff Preferred Characteristic

Reasoning:

» A range of options for a subscriber would likely result in greater ratepayer
access to a community solar program. Staff expects further consideration of
additional parameters.

» Renters may not be inclined to commit past one year because of typical rental
contract lengths. Having a one year option available is in line with many
rental agreements and could reduce need for early termination fees if only two
years or greater were offered.

» Other customers may be willing to commit to a long term contract most
similar to installing solar on their own roof; having an option for the life of the
project would be preferable for this type of customer.

e FEarly Termination Attribute
- Fee for early termination — Staff Preferred Characteristic
- Transfer of subscription within service territory — Staff Preferred Characteristic

Reasoning:

» The ability to transfer subscriptions within a service territory would likely
result in greater ratepayer access to a community solar program. A new

DRAFT (revised 09/17/2015)
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UM 1746 — Community Solar Program Design Recommendation (HB 2941, Section 3)
Staff’s Draft Recommendations on Program Attributes and Characteristics

DRAFT

location may require reassessment of average annual load (subscription size
attribute).

» A fee for early termination helps to control costs for remaining subscribers
and mitigates risk of undersubscription.

Subscription pricing

e Calculation Method Attribute

Share of solar resource costs in the Power Purchase Agreement plus cost of
administering program — Staff Preferred Characteristic

Price set by negotiations with solar provider
More stakeholder involvement if administered by the utility

Availability of Residential Energy Tax Credit for subscribers and Energy Trust
incentives for developers to bring down the cost of a community solar
subscription fee — Staff Preferred Characteristic

Reasoning:

» The subscription price should be rationally related to the resource costs
incurred in the Power Purchase Agreement between the developer and the
utility plus any administrative cost related to the program. These
characteristics mirror agreements that net metered solar customers use when
the buy their own panels or lease panels from a third party.

» Amendments to the Residential Energy Tax Credit and use of Energy Trust
incentives should be considered, as existing net metered solar customer have
access to these benefits to reduce their solar costs.

e Product Design Attribute

Energy or capacity
Capacity — Staff Preferred Characteristic
Separate costs from value or combined into one netted rate?

RECs — Subscribers could get the value of the RECs

Reasoning:

» A capacity product is similar to the type of product that existing net metered
solar customer have access to, which mirrors the net metered solar customer

DRAFT (revised 09/17/2015)
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UM 1746 — Community Solar Program Design Recommendation (HB 2941, Section 3)
Staff’s Draft Recommendations on Program Attributes and Characteristics

DRAFT

when purchasing a solar electric system. The energy output will vary as the
resource varies month to month and year to year.

REC ownership could be part of the product so that the subscribers claim the
environmental attributes of the solar project. This concept needs further
exploration with stakeholders.

¢ Oversight Attribute

OPUC does not review the cost, market
Central “Project Pool” established — Staff Preferred Characteristic

Review of messaging and outreach for consumer protection by the existing
voluntary renewable energy Portfolio Options Committee — Staff Preferred
Characteristic

Reasoning:

Bill Credits

» Entry of a community solar project into the central “Project Pool” is subject to

advancement through an upfront screening process that includes review of
project design for technical standards and business practices. Post installation
review is required prior to interconnection.

There should be some subscription cost oversight so that there is a rational
relationship with the costs of the community solar project and the subscription
fee. Transparent, consistent, and comparable information about costs and
benefits of community solar projects in a central Project Pool may serve that
purpose.

The renewable energy voluntary Portfolio Options Committee has experience
in reviewing solar messaging and programs with an eye towards consumer
protection. The Commission engages their expertise for voluntary renewable
programs, and it would be efficient to rely on their expertise for this voluntary
program as well.

e Calculation Method Attribute — Energy x Rate — Staff Preferred Characteristic

e Rate Attribute

Retail rate until RVOS determined
Netted with subscription cost

Determined by Commission

DRAFT (revised 09/17/2015)
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UM 1746 — Community Solar Program Design Recommendation (HB 2941, Section 3)
Staff’s Draft Recommendations on Program Attributes and Characteristics

DRAFT
- Informed by Resource Value of Solar — Staff Preferred Characteristic
e Energy Attribute
- Energy estimated, not proportion of actual output
- Proportional share of actual system output — Staff Preferred Characteristic
- Showing energy bill credit key element — Staff Preferred Characteristic
Reasoning:

» Energy x Rate to calculate the credit, using the proportional share of the actual
system output, and recognizing the credit on the subscriber’s bill mirrors the net
metered solar customer’s experience.

» Staff does not believe that the retail rate is appropriate. The Resource Value of
Solar is still in development. Staff believes that it will inform the development of
the rate to use for bill credits.

Risk and Cost-shift minimization

Developer and subscriber bear risks — Staff Preferred Characteristic
Borne by participating customers

Unsubscribed portion attributed to all ratepayers at the as-available avoided cost price
(market) — Staff Preferred Characteristic

Non-Payment of subscriptions (uncollectibles) is borne by the Developer/Owner - Staff
Preferred Characteristic

Performance guarantees, including force majeure provisions, in contracts can limit
risk — Staff Preferred Characteristic

Determined by customer/solar provider in contracting

Reasoning:

» Risk borne by the subscriber and developer parallels the net metered solar customer’s
experience, where the net metered customer installs solar on their roof (developer
function) and receives a bill credit for its output (subscriber function).

» Creates an incentive for the community solar owner to maintain a fully subscribed
community solar facility.

» As-available avoided cost price (market) and assignment of risk for uncollectibles
should hold the non-subscribing ratepayers harmless.

» Performance guarantees, including force majeure provisions, in contract will protect
subscribers.
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