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Oregon Public Utility Commission 

Attn: Filing Center 

201 High Street SE, Suite 100 

Salem, OR 97301 

 

March 23, 2026 

Re: UM 2111 OSSIA Issues and Recommendations on DER Disconnects 

 

Dear PUC Staff, 

 

Oregon Solar + Storage Industries Association ("OSSIA") submits this letter to request 

Commission action regarding utility discretion over disconnect requirements for customer-

owned distributed energy resources ("DER"), particularly battery systems and microgrids 

operating under Oregon's interconnection framework. 

To be clear at the outset: this letter is not about whether disconnects should be required. 

Disconnects are required under Oregon's adopted electrical and fire safety codes, and OSSIA 

fully supports those requirements.1 The question is whether utilities should continue to exercise 

unilateral discretion over the design of customer-side equipment they do not own, operate, or 

maintain—equipment already regulated by nationally recognized codes developed through 

consensus-based processes that include utility participation. 

OSSIA raised this concern in our October 2024 UM2111 Phase 2 comments. Since then, the 

issue has intensified as battery deployments have accelerated and utilities have developed 

 
1Note that "manual disconnect switch" in 860-039-0015 is not code language compatible with NEC 2023 690.13 

Photovoltaic System Disconnecting Means. The NEC recognizes circuit breakers as entirely equivalent forms of 

disconnect. Similarly, "readily accessible to the utility" bears no relation to the established code concept of "readily 

accessible," which is not necessarily outdoors. A "readily accessible PV disconnect" therefore has completely 

different meaning to an AHJ enforcing the NEC versus a utility ‘enforcing OAR’. 
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individualized policies. This letter provides additional context on why regulatory clarity has 

become urgent. 

The Jurisdiction Problem 

OAR 860-039-0015 grants utilities authority over disconnect requirements for customer-

generators. This creates a system of overlapping jurisdiction: building departments enforce NEC 

and fire code requirements, while utilities impose separate specifications on the same equipment. 

No other customer-side equipment is subject to this arrangement. 

For PV-only systems, this dual authority was tolerable. The added cost varied by project, and in 

many cases the utility-required disconnect was redundant—the code-required disconnecting 

means already existed elsewhere, typically in the electrical panel.2 The arrangement persisted 

because the cost was baked into installed system prices and because the NEC functions as a 

minimum safety standard, allowing coexistence with limited direct conflicts. 

We now have sufficient experience to assess the actual safety benefit of utility disconnect 

authority. It is non-existent. Utility disconnects are not used in any safety program, no utility 

personnel are trained to operate them, and they serve no meaningful operational function. A 

measure of caution was justified circa 2007 when net metering rules were first proposed.3 That 

caution is no longer warranted. Like other states, Oregon's disconnect policy remains a small but 

persistent tax on PV customers. 

The deeper problem is that utility discretion blocks evolution. OAR 860-039-0015 has seen no 

substantive revision since 2007.4 By comparison, building codes are engines of innovation. The 

NEC's disconnecting requirements are continually refined by electrical and fire safety 

professionals focused on concrete, verifiable safety objectives. First responders, manufacturers, 

installers, and inspectors all contribute to consensus-based code development. Products are 

brought to market based on those codes. The system keeps pace with technology. 

 
2There are also cases that bear little impact from the policy. An example is a residence whose utility disconnect 

doubles as a rapid shutdown device required to be mounted outdoors. The utility meter is often near where that 

disconnect would naturally be located. 

3The disconnect issue was last seriously engaged in 2007 when net metering rules were first proposed: 

https://apps.puc.state.or.us/orders/2007ords/07-319.pdf 

4The cosmetic updates in 2008 (adding table format for disconnect ratings) and 2024 (updating the IEEE reference) 

did not change the substantive basis of the code. 
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OAR 860-039-0015 does not contemplate batteries, microgrids, or the export-capacity 

framework adopted in UM 2111.5 It provides no guidance on how utility requirements should 

coexist with building codes, nor does it define limits on utility discretion downstream of the 

meter beyond simple grid isolation. That absence has created a vacuum that utilities are filling 

with bespoke requirements—requirements developed outside the rigorous, consensus-based 

processes that govern national codes. 

Two Competing Approaches 

The tension at the heart of this issue involves two fundamentally different disconnect 

philosophies, and utilities are now caught in ongoing internal renegotiation between them.6 

The first approach uses a single facility-wide disconnect near the meter and point of common 

coupling. One switch disconnects all DER systems and site load, isolating the grid from 

customer generation. This offers conceptual simplicity and keeps utilities out of the spiraling 

complexity of modern DER systems. However, it deviates from the convention of isolating 

individual equipment, may leave DER equipment energized, and de-energizes customer load—

which some Oregon utilities want to preserve in emergency events (OSSIA contractors report 

differing utility perspectives on preserving load). 

The second approach requires a separate utility-approved disconnect for each DER component: 

one for PV, another for the battery, and so on. This creates significant challenges when utilities 

insist all disconnects be located at the meter, because it imposes invasive design discretion on 

manufacturer system topology designed around NEC compliance. 

The physical reality is straightforward: a battery or PV system is installed in one location—a 

garage, basement, or roof—and interconnected at another point in the building's electrical 

system. Neither location is at the utility meter. To satisfy utility requirements for disconnects at 

the meter, contractors must run circuits from the equipment location out to the meter, install the 

disconnect, and route the circuit back to the point of interconnection. This "out-and-back" 

 
5The applicability of OAR 860-039-0015 is to "customer-generators," a reference to net metering customers. 

Batteries are not listed as a technology under ORS 757.300. Even if included, their export capacity is so 

configurable as to reduce not only their own export but that of paired PV systems. This is to say that OAR 860-039-

0015 does not cover batteries as written. 

6The tension between device-level disconnects and whole-building disconnects serving similar utility purposes was 

discussed in the 2007 proceedings, which determined either approach is acceptable. The 2007 order explicitly struck 

language requiring disconnection of "the customer-generator's electric service" to ensure whole-building disconnects 

could satisfy the requirement. 
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routing adds substantial cost, material waste, and installation complexity without corresponding 

safety benefit.7 

How Batteries Broke the System 

Battery systems have exposed the fundamental unworkability of overlapping disconnect 

authority. Unlike PV, batteries introduce a wide range of topologies, vendors, control strategies, 

and operational modes. Many systems integrate multiple energy sources, islanding capabilities, 

and internal load management. Utilities are not specialists in these configurations and cannot 

reasonably be expected to develop coherent policies for technologies that evolve continuously. 

The result is industry-wide inconsistency. Identical systems face different requirements 

depending on utility territory or individual reviewer interpretation. OSSIA members report that 

utility policies often emerge from informal, localized negotiations—one Oregon utility 

mentioned its current approach came from discussions with solar installers in Utah—rather than 

systematic technical review or alignment with national standards. 

The NEC recognizes that requiring exterior disconnects can be burdensome for residential 

battery systems. To address this, the code allows Emergency Power Off (EPO) switches—

electronic devices that enable first responders to de-energize systems from an accessible outdoor 

location using a low-voltage signal cable rather than routing high-power battery circuits. 

Manufacturers have developed and listed these devices specifically to meet code requirements 

while minimizing installation costs. 

Many utilities do not accept these code-compliant solutions. In one case, a utility required 

contractors to install visible-open knife switches on the low-voltage communication circuits 

controlling EPO devices—a requirement that highlights how far discretionary approaches have 

departed from rational design principles. It is not uncommon for installers to route four or five 

DER circuits in conduit to dedicated disconnects at the meter. 

A proliferation of disconnects—each with different functions, locations, and labeling 

conventions—undermines the certainty first responders need. Rather than enhancing safety, 

duplicative requirements increase confusion at exactly the moment clarity is most critical. What 

 
7PV systems are often roof-based, lending themselves to external conduit with externally mounted inverters. The 

burden of running conduit to that location is a different logistical problem than installing a battery system and 

running a disconnect circuit to the meter. 
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is good enough for first responders—whose need for reliable de-energization is more urgent than 

any utility's—should be good enough for utilities. 

In May 2025, the PUC convened a meeting led by Thatcher Gordon on this subject. During that 

discussion, at least one major Oregon utility expressed initial support for a facility-wide 

disconnect approach; it has since fully reversed course toward individual disconnect 

requirements. The system is under constant renegotiation, generating confusion, cost, and delay. 

Recommendations 

OSSIA respectfully requests that the Commission take the following actions: 

1. Initiate a rulemaking to re-examine and modernize OAR 860-039-0015, with specific 

attention to battery systems, microgrids, and the export-capacity framework adopted in UM 

2111. 

2. Direct Commission Staff to review the jurisdictional boundaries between utilities and 

building/electrical authorities, particularly with respect to disconnect requirements 

downstream of the meter. 

3. Require utilities to justify continued discretion over customer-side disconnect 

specifications by: 

• Providing a rationale for how demonstrable safety or operational benefits should 

predominate over accepted jurisdictional lines at the point of common coupling; 

• Providing statistics on actual utility usage of disconnects and sharing safety policies 

referencing these disconnects; 

• Proposing modifications to OAR that would modernize the code to apply consistently to 

battery and microgrid systems under the UM2111 export capacity framework; 

• Proposing avenues to ensure standardization between utilities and first responders that 

acknowledge the diversity of project topologies. 

Absent regulatory action, the industry will continue to experience inconsistent requirements, 

increased costs, and confusion—all driven by a provision drafted in the earliest days of PV 

deployment. Building and electrical codes, enforced by authorities with life safety expertise and 

developed through consensus-based processes, are the appropriate standard for customer-side 

disconnects. The Commission has the authority and opportunity to resolve this issue definitively. 
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OSSIA appreciates the Commission's attention to this matter and looks forward to continued 

engagement as UM 2111 progresses. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Angela Crowley-Koch 

Executive Director 


