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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
(Docket No. L-2014-2404361)

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been served upon the following
persons, in the manner indicated, in accordance with the requirements of 52 Pa. Code § 1.54

(relating to service by a participant).

VIA FIRST CLASS MAIL

LLauren M. Burge

Office of Consumer Advocate
555 Walnut Street

Forum Place, 5th Floor
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1923

Bureau of Investigation & Enforcement
PO Box 3265

Commonwealth Keystone Building
400 North Street, 2nd Floor West
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

Elizabeth Rose Triscari

Office of Small Business Advocate
Commerce Building

300 North Second Street, Suite 202
Harrisburg, PA 17101

Donna M. J. Clark

Terrance J. Fitzpatrick

Energy Association of PA

800 North Third Street, Suite 205
Harrisburg, PA 17102

John Quigley, Secretary

PA Department of Environmental Protection
Rachel Carson State Office Building

PO Box 2063

Harrisburg, PA 17105

Kenneth L. Mickens, Esquire
316 Yorkshire Drive
Harrisburg, PA 17111
Sustainable Energy Fund
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Gary L. James

JSDC Law Offices

PO Box 850

Hershey, PA 17033
Estate Security Formula

Robert Altenburg

Citizens for Pennsylvania’s Future
610 N. Third Street

Harrisburg, PA 17101

Tori L. Giesler

FirstEnergy

2800 Pottsville Pike

PO Box 16001

Reading, PA 19612

MetEd Penelec, PA Power & West Penn

Thomas J. Sniscak

Christopher M. Arfaa

Hawke McKeon & Sniscak LLP
100 North Tenth Street
Harrisburg, PA 17101

Penn State University

James Burlew

PJM Interconnection, L.L.C.
2750 Monroe Boulevard
Valley Forge Corporate Center
Audubon, PA 19403

Tishekia Williams

Senior Counsel, Regulatory
Duquesne Light Company
411 Seventh Avenue

16" Floor

Pittsburgh, PA 15219



Michael P. Peachey, CPA

Partner, Ag and Agri-Business Services
454 New Holland Avenue, Suite 200
Lancaster, PA 17602

Acuity Advisors and CPAs

Michael S. Swerling

Exelon Business Services Company
2301 Market Street, S23-1
Philadelphia, PA 19103

Theodore Robinson
Citizen Power

2121 Murray Avenue
Pittsburgh, PA 15217

Carl R. Shultz

Eckert Seamans Cherin & Mellott, LLC
213 Market Street, 8" Floor

Harrisburg, PA 17101

Granger Energy of Honey Brook LLC and
Granger Energy of Morganton LLC
Dauphin County Industrial Development
Authority

Mark S. Stewart

Eckert Seamans Cherin & Mellott, LI.C
213 Market Street, 8" Floor

Harrisburg, PA 17101

Dauphin County Industrial Development
Authority

Deanne M. O’Dell

Eckert Seamans Cherin & Mellott, LLC
213 Market Street, 8™ Floor
Harrisburg, PA 17101

RESA

Coleen P. Kartychak
698 Gamble Road
Oakdale, PA 15071
RESA
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eFormative Options, LLC
PO Box 47

Vashon, WA 98070
DWEA & United Wind, Inc.

Christian R. Herr

Executive Vice President
PennAg

Northwood Office Center

2215 Forest Hills Drive, Suite 39
Harrisburg, PA 17112

Katharine Dodge

Sustainable Energy Education and
Development Support

1030 Main Street

Honesdale, PA 18431

Joseph A. McCluskey

US Department of Justice
Federal Bureau of Prisons
Federal Correctional Institution
PO Box 2500

White Deer, PA 17887

Scott Sheely, Executive Director

Lancaster County Agriculture Council

313 W. Liberty Street, Suite 113
Lancaster, PA 17603

Vera J. Cole, PhD
2045 Upper Rocky Dale Road
Green Lane, PA 18054

Mid-Atlantic Renewable Energy Association

Marel A. King

Chesapeake Bay Commission
60 West Street, Suite 406
Annapolis, MD 21401

Keith W. Henn, PG
Vice President

Tetra Tech Bioenergy
661 Andersen Drive
Pittsburgh, PA 15220



Keith Henn

Norma McDonald OWS, Inc.
American Biogas Council
661 Andersen Drive
Pittsburgh, PA 15220

John Frey, Executive Director
Center for Dairy Excellence
2301 North Cameron Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110

Tony Mussare

Jeff C. Wheeland

County of Lycoming

Lycoming County Commissioners
48 West Third Street
Williamsport, PA 17701

Alexis Papalia

PennEnvironment Research and Policy
Center

1420 Walnut Street, Suite 650
Philadelphia, PA 19102

Sierra Club

National Headquarters

85 Second Street, 2™ Floor
San Francisco, CA 94105

Jay Larry Moyer

370 West Johnson Street
Apartment C-1
Philadelphia, PA 19144

Robin Alexander
1926 Perrysville Ave.
Pittsburgh, PA 15214

Alfred Wanner, Jr.

Wanner’s Pride-N-Joy Farm LL.C
5800 Wanner Road

Narvon, PA 17555
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Dennis Brubaker

Ideal Family Farms, LLC
PO Box 215

Selinsgrove, PA 17870

Philip H. Snader

Enviro-Organic Technologies, Inc.
PO Box 600

New Windsor, MD 21776

George Hurst
Oregon Dairy Inc.
2890 Oregon Pike
Lititz, PA 17543

Tim Beiler, CEO

Paradise Energy Solutions
875 Brackbill Road

Gap, PA 17527

Andrea Sensenig
Sensenig Dairy

245 Springhill Road
Kirkwood, PA 17536

Shawn Sensenig
L&S Sweeteners
388 East Main Street
Leola, PA 17540

Mark Moser

RCM International LL.C
PO Box 4716

Berkeley, CA 94704

Brett Reinford

Reinford Farms, Inc.
505 Cedar Grove Road
Mifflintown, PA 17059

Lancaster County Conservation District
1383 Arcadia Road, Room 200 -
Lancaster, PA 17601



John Scorsone, President
SolareAmerica

5 Great Valley Parkway, Suite 210
Malvern, PA 19355

Jeffrey T. Haste

Dauphin County Commissioners
2 South Second Street

PO Box 1295

Harrisburg, PA 17101

Luke F. Brubaker
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Milk Marketing Board

2301 North Cameron Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110

Brubaker Farms
593 Musser Road
Mount Joy, PA 17552

Arlin L. and Deborah Benner
Yippee Farms

880 Pinkerton Road

Mount Joy, PA 17552

Robert Stoltzfus

Lancaster Veterinary Associates, Ltd.

136 Main Street
Salunga, PA 17538

Vincent Cahill & Claire Hunter
11458 Country Circle Drive
Waynesboro, PA 17268

Karen Berry
3505 Dartmouth Drive
Bethlehem, PA 18020

John R, Williamson
1237 Main Street
Akron, PA 17501

Keith Hodge

2817-A OKelly Street
Raleigh, NC 27607
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Ad Hoc Coalition of Customer Generators
370 W. Johnson Street (C-1)
Philadelphia PA 19144

Steven Eisenberg, CEO
SRECTrade, Inc.

201 California Street, Suite 630
San Francisco, CA 94111

Elsa Limbach
123 Beechmont Road
Pittsburgh, PA 15206

H.J. Campbell, Executive Director
Chesapeake Bay Foundation

1426 N. 3" Street, Suite 220
Harrisburg, PA 17102

Grant Gulibon, Director
Regulatory Affairs

PA Farm Bureau

510 S. 31% Street

PO Box 8736

Camp Hill, PA 17001

Russell Redding, Secretary
PA Department of Agriculture
2301 North Cameron Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110

Bruce Lisle, Chairman

PA Biomass Energy Association
500 North 12™ Street, Suite 110
Lemoyne, PA 17043

John W. Brosious

Deputy Director

The Pennsylvania Municipal Authorities
Association

1000 North Front Street, Suite 401
Wormleysburg, PA 17043

Mark C. Pedersen, President

Pennsylvania Waste Industries Association
122 State Street

Harrisburg, PA 17101



Aurel Arndt, CEO
Lehigh County Authority
1053 Spruce Street

PO Box 3348
Allentown, PA 18106

Kurt Limbach
350 Creek Road
Bolivar, PA 15923

Keith Spicher

Kish View Farm
4733 Main Street
Belleville, PA 17004

David Sumner, Executive Director
Independent Regulatory Review
Commission

333 Market Street, 14™ Floor
Harrisburg, PA 17101

Gene Yaw, Senator
Senate of PA

3" Senatorial District
Senate Box 203023
Harrisburg, PA 17120

David N. Hommrich, President
Sunrise Energy, LL.C

151 Evandale Drive
Pittsburgh, PA 15220

John Williamson
TeamAg Incorporated
120 Lake Street
Ephrata, PA 17522

John Cox, President
Turkey Hill Dairy
2601 River Road
Conestoga, PA 17516
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James D. Warner, Executive Director
LCSWMA

1299 Harrisburg Pike

PO Box 4425

Lancaster, PA 17604

Alan Novak, Executive Director
Professional Dairy Managers of
Pennsylvania

500 North 3" Street, 9" Floor
Harrisburg, PA 17101

Glenn M. Price
Crayola LLC

1100 Church Lane
Easton, PA 18042

Clay Detlefsen

Senior Vice President, Regulatory and
Environmental Affairs & Staff Counsel
National Milk Producers Federation
2101 Wilson Blvd, Suite 400
Arlington, VA 22201

Betsy E. Huber

Government Relations Director
Pennsylvania State Grange

20 Erford Road

Suite 216

Lemoyne, PA 17043

John A. Maher

PA House of Representatives
113 Ryan Building
Harrisburg, PA 17120

Robert L. Freeman

PA House of Representatives
Irvis Office Building, Room 207
Harrisburg, PA 17120



Greg Vitali, Chairman
Environmental Resources and Energy
Committee

Room 38B East Wing

PO Box 202166

Harrisburg, PA 17120

Garth Everett

PA House of Representatives
84™ Legislative District

PO Box 202084

Harrisburg, PA 17120

Mindy Fee

PA House of Representatives
37" Legislative District
164B East Wing

Main Capitol Building
Harrisburg, PA 17120

Gordon Denlinger

PA House of Representatives
99" | egislative District
Main Capitol Building
Harrisburg, PA 17120

Bryan Cutler

PA House of Representatives
100™ Legislative District

33 Friendly Drive, Suite G
Quarryville, PA 17056

David Hickernell

PA House of Representatives
98" Legislative District
Main Capitol Building
Harrisburg, PA 17120

Ryan Aument

PA House of Representatives

41% Legislative District

Main Capitol Building, Room 352
Harrisburg, PA 17120
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Keith Greiner

PA House of Representatives
43" Legislative District
Main Capitol Building

54BG East Wing

Harrisburg, PA 17120

Steven Mentzer

PA House of Representatives
97" Legislative District
Main Capitol

Room 51A East Wing
Harrisburg, PA 17120

John A. Lawrence

PA House of Representatives
13" Legislative District

PO Box 202013

Harrisburg, PA 17120

Martin Causer

PA House of Representatives
67" Legislative District

PO Box 202067

Harrisburg, PA 17120

Rob Kauffman

PA House of Representatives
89" Legislative District
Harrisburg, PA 17120

David Millard

PA House of Representatives
109" Legislative District
Harrisburg, PA 17120

Mark Keller

PA House of Representatives
86™ Legislative District
Harrisburg, PA 17120

Russ Diamond

PA House of Representatives
102" Legislative District
Harrisburg, PA 17120



David Zimmerman

PA House of Representatives
99" L egislative District
Harrisburg, PA 17120

John P, Sabatina

PA House of Representatives
Room 331 Irvis Office Building
Harrisburg, PA 17120

Robert W, Godshall, Majority Chairman
PA House of Representatives

150 Main Capitol Building

PO Box 202053

Harrisburg, PA 17120-2053

Elder A. Vogel, Senator
Senate of PA

Room 362 Main Capitol
Harrisburg, PA 17120

Judith Schwank, Senator
Senate of PA

Room 457 Main Capitol
Harrisburg, PA 17120

Date: May 29, 2015
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BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Implementation of the Alternative Energy :  Docket No. L.-2014-2404361
Portfolio Standards Act of 2004 :

COMMENTS OF
PPL ELECTRIC UTILITIES CORPORATION

TO THE PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION:

L. INTRODUCTION

By Order entered April 23, 2015, the Public Utility Commission (“Commission”)
requested comments on the Advance Notice of Final Rulemaking Order (“Final Rulemaking
Order”) amending Chapter 75 ofithe Commission’s regulations, 52 Pa. Code §§ 75.1, ef seq., to
further comply with the Alternative Energy Portfolio Standards Act of 2004 (“AEPS Act”), 73
P.S. §§ 1648.1 — 1648.8 and 66 Pa.C.S. § 2814, The Final Rulemaking Order was published in
the Pennsylvania Bulletin on May 9, 2015. See 45 Pa.B. 2242. Comments to the Final
Rulemaking Order are to be filed within 20 days from the date of publication in the Pennsylvania
Bulletin, i.e., on or before May 29, 2015. Consistent with the Final Rulemaking Order, PPL
Electric Utilities Corporation (“PPL Electric”) herein submits these Comments for the
Commission’s consideration.

The AEPS Act includes, among other things, two key mandates: greater reliance on
alternative energy sources in serving Pennsylvania’s retail electric customers, and the
opportunity for customer-generators to interconnect and net meter small alternative energy
systems. The Pennsylvania General Assembly charged the Commission with implementing and

enforcing these mandates, with the assistance of the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental
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Protection. 73 P.S. §§ 1648.7(a) and (b). Consistent with the requirements of the AEPS Act, the
Commission adopted portfolio standard, interconnection, and net metering regulations in 2008.
See Final Rulemaking Order, pp. 2-3.

The Commission issued a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking for comment on February 20,
2014. See Implementation of the Alternative Energy Portfolio Standards Act of 2004, Proposed
Rulemaking Order, Docket No. 1.-2014-2404361 (Order entered February 20, 2014) (“Proposed
Rulemaking Order”). The Proposed Rulemaking Order and proposed rules were published in the
Pennsylvania Bulletin on July 5, 2014, at 44 Pa.B. 4179. Comments were received from the
Independent Regulatory Review Commission and many other interested parties, including PPL
Electric.

Following review of all the comments to the Proposed Rulemaking Order, the
Commission revised the proposed AEPS regulations and issued Final Rulemaking Order to
receive additional comments on the revisions. The stated purpose of the Final Rulemaking
Order is to update the existing portfolio standards, interconnection, and net metering rules to
provide guidance and clarify certain issues of law, administrative procedure, and policy in
accordance with the intent of the AEPS Act. See Final Rulemaking Order, p. 1.

PPL Electric is a “public utility” and an “electric distribution company” (“EDC”) as those
terms are defined under the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa.C.S. §§ 102 and 2803, subject to the
regulatory jurisdiction of the Commission. PPL Electric furnishes electric distribution,
transmission, and provider of last resort electric supply services to approximately 1.4 million
customers throughout its certificated service territory, which includes all or portions of twenty-
nine counties and encompasses approximately 10,000 square miles in eastern and central

Pennsylvania.
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PPL Electric is and has been an active supporter of alternative energy within the
Commonwealth. To date, PPL Electric has approximately 3,535 net metering customers and 97
virtual net metering customers on its system. Based on its experience, PPL Electric believes that
there is substantial uncertainty and lack of uniformity regarding who can qualify for net
metering." Many developers of alternative energy systems have tried to substantially expand the
definition of customer-generator in a way that is completely at odds with the AEPS Act and the
policies underpinning the Act. This erroneous reading of the AEPS Act should be rejected.
Simply stated, and as explained more fully below, merchant generators are not customer-
generators and should not be considered customer-generators for a variety of important policy
reasons. Given the significant uncertainty surrounding these issues and the continued
development of alternative energy systems within the Commonwealth, PPL Electric believes that
now is the appropriate time to address and resolve these concerns through a statewide
proceeding.

PPL Electric applauds the Commission’s continued efforts to provide greater guidance
and clarity to the implementation of the AEPS Act. PPL FElectric appreciates the opportunity to
provide additional comments to the Final Rulemaking Order. PPL Electric believes that its
familiarity and experience with the Commission’s existing regulatory framework regarding
portfolio standards, interconnection, and net metering will provide the Commission with a

valuable perspective on the proposed regulations.

! See, e.g., Larry Moyer v. PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, Pa. PUC Docket No. C-2011-2273645 (disputing
whether a virtual net metering customer must have load that is independent of the alternative energy system);
Petition of PPL Electric Utilities Corporation for a Declaratory Order To Resolve Uncertainty Regarding Whether
Certain Applicants Qualify As a “Customer-Generator” Eligible To Participate in Net Metering, Pa. PUC Docket
No. P-2014-2420902 (requesting a declaratory order to resolve the uncertainty regarding whether four large
alternative energy systems without any independent load qualify as “customer generators” eligible to participate in
net metering); Sunrise Energy, LLC v PPL Corporation and PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, W.D. Pa. Docket
No. 2:14-cv-00618 (a federal complaint asserting civil rights claims and a number of state law claims and seeking
damages against PPL Electric for allegedly not granting net metering applications for three large alternative energy
systems that lack any load that is independent of the alternative energy systems).
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As explained below, PPL Electric strongly supports the Commission’s Final Rulemaking
Order. PPL Electric believes that it is reasonable and appropriate to make it clear that merchant
generators do not qualify as customer-generators and cannot be subsidized by electric utility
customers through net metering, which, in turn, would increase the rates paid by other customers.

Although PPL Electric strongly supports the regulations proposed in the Final
Rulemaking Order, PPL Electric offers the following limited comments for the Commission’s
consideration to provide further guidance and clarity. PPL Electric has organized these
comments to follow the proposed revisions to the AEPS regulations as set forth in Annex A to
the Commission’s Final Rulemaking Order.

1L COMMENTS
A. SECTION 75.1 - DEFINITIONS
1. Aggregator

The Commission proposes to add a definition for “aggregator.” PPL Electric continues to
support this definition and recommends that it be adopted.

2. Alternative Energy Sources

The Commission proposes to revise the definition of alternative energy to reflect the
amendments to the definition for low-impact hydropower and biomass facilities from Act 129.
PPL Electric continues to support this revision and recommends that it be adopted.

3. Customer-Generator

The Commission proposes to apply the plain language of the AEPS Act? to the definition
of “customer-generator” to clarify that a customer generator must not only be a nonutility, but

must also be a “retail electric customer.” Importantly, as explained in the Proposed Rulemaking

2 See 73 P.S. § 1648.2 (net metering is available to alternative energy systems “used to offset part or all of the
customer-generator’s requirements for electricity”).
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Order, a “retail electric customer” is a customer that purchases electric power. See Proposed
Rulemaking Order, pp. 7-8. PPL Electric believes that the Commission’s proposal to apply the
plain language of the AEPS Act to the definition of a customer-generator will help emphasize
that the entity is a customer first and a generator second. PPL Electric also believes that the
Commission’s proposal will help resolve the ongoing uncertainty regarding whether a customer
must have load, independent of the alternative energy system, to qualify for net metering. For
these reasons, PPL Electric continues to support this proposal and recommends that it be
adopted.

4, Default Service Provider

The Commission proposes to adopt a definition of “default service provider.” The
definition proposed by the Commission is consistent with Section 2803 of the Electricity
Generation Customer Choice and Competition Act, 66 Pa.C.S. § 2803. PPL Electric supports
this definition and recommends that it be adopted.

S. Grid Emergency

The Commission proposes to add a definition for “grid emergencies.” from the PIM
Interconnection, LLC (“PIM”)’ Open Access Transmission Tariff (“OATT”). See Final
Rulemaking Order, p. 7. PPL Electric recommends that the Commission further clarify the term
“grid emergencies” to mean any emergency as determined or declared by PJM or the applicable

regional transmission organization (“RTO”).

* PJM is a Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) approved Regional Transmission Organization
charged with ensuring the reliability of the electric transmission system under its functional control and coordinating
the movement of wholesale electricity in all or parts of thirteen states and the District of Columbia, including most
of Pennsylvania.
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6. Microgrid
The Commission proposes to add a definition for “microgrid.” The definition of
“microgrid” proposed by the Commission is consistent with those used by the PJM Manual No.
13 (Emergency Operations) and Manual No. 35 (Definitions and Acronyms). Therefore, PPL
Electric supports this definition and recommends that it be adopted.

7. Moving Water Impoundment

The Commission proposes to add a definition for “moving water impoundments” to make
it clear that, in addition to hydroelectric facilities that utilize dams to impound water, electric
turbines placed in rivers or streams without a dam also qualify as hydropower within the AEPS
Act. PPL Electric continues to support this definition and recommends that it be adopted.

8. Distributed Generation System and Useful Thermal Energy

The Commission proposes to provide more precise definitions of the elements for
distributed generation systems, including the addition of a new definition for “useful thermal
energy.” PPL Electric supports the Commission’s efforts to provide clarity to the intended
meaning of “distributed generation systems.” However, PPL Electric is concerned that the term
“useful thermal energy” is subjective and could result in different and possibly conflicting
interpretations regarding whether such energy is eligible for purposes of net metering.
Therefore, PPL Electric recommends that the Commission further clarify what is meant by
“useful thermal energy.”

To further clarify the meaning of “useful thermal energy,” PPL Electric recommends that
the Commission also adopt efficiency standards that are consistent with the FERC’s qualified

facility certification requirements for small power producers and cogeneration facilities. PPL

* See https://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/forms/form-556/form-556.pdf.
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Electric believes that these proposed efficiency standards will help ensure that the thermal output
from eligible distributed generation systems is in fact “useful” thermal energy.

PPL Electric supports the proposed definitions, including the definition of “useful
thermal energy,” provided that the Commission also adopts the proposed requirement that the
alternative energy system, which would include all distributed generation systems, be sized to
generate no more than 200% of the customer-generator’s annual electric consumption. PPL
Electric believes that the 200% requirement, as applied to distributed generation systems that
produce “useful thermal energy,” will reduce the potential for ratepayers subsidizing, through net
metering, large co-generation facilities with significant excess electric generation and minimal
electric load. As further explained below, PPL Electric submits that this limitation, as applied to
distributed generation systems that produce “useful thermal energy,” is consistent with the intent
and purpose of net metering as defined by the AEPS Act. See 73 P.S. § 1648.2 (net metering is
available to alternative energy systems “used to offset part or all of the customer-generator’s
requirements for electricity™).

9.  Utility

The Commission proposes to add a definition of “utility.” PPL Electric supports adding
the definition of “utility,” which makes it clear that a customer-generator cannot be a person or
entity that provides traditional utility services, including generation services, to end-use
customers. PPL Electric believes that any entity whose primary business is electric generation
should be considered a utility for purposes of the AEPS Act and, therefore, not a customer-
gengrator eligible to participate in net metering. PPL Electric continues to believe that these
proposed changes are a reasonable way to limit the possibility of merchant generators posing as

customer-generators and being subsidized by ratepayers through net metering.
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B. NET METERING
1. Section 75.12 - Definitions
a. Virtual Meter Aggregation

The Commission proposes that the accounts to be aggregated under virtual meter
aggregation must be held by the “same individual or legal entity.” PPL Electric believes that this
proposed modification will provide additional clarity regarding the alternative energy systems
that qualify for virtual meter aggregation, and those that do not. PPL Eleétric submits that
requiring all the virtual meter aggregation accounts to be held by the same individual or entity
will help prevent third-party merchant generators from attempting to employ virtual meter
aggregation and being subsidized by ratepayers through virtual net metering by higher rates for
customers. PPL Electric therefore strongly supports this proposed condition and recommends
that it be adopted.

The Commission also proposes that the service locations to be aggregated under virtual
meter aggregation must be receiving electric service and “have measurable electric load
independent of the alternative energy system.” PPL Electric believes that the requirement that
virtual net metering systems have independent load requires further clarification.

PPL Electric recommends that the requirement for independent load be modified to make
it clear that it applies to the satellite account(s) (e.g., the primary account for the residence or
building) rather than the host account (e.g., the account for the alternative energy system). PPL
Electric believes that applying the requirement for independent load to the host account is
inconsistent with the purpose of virtual meter aggregation and would render virtual meter
aggregation essentially meaningless. PPL Electric therefore recommends that, for purposes of
virtual meter aggregation only, the requirement for independent load be modified to make it clear

that it applies to the satellite account(s) rather than the host account. PPL Electric notes that this
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modification, together with the 200% size limitation, will continue to limit the potential for
merchant generators to use virtual meter aggregation as a way to circumvent the wholesale
electric market and realize retail rate subsidies at retail customers’ expense.

b. Year and Yearly

In the existing regulations, the term year and yearly, as applied to net metering, is defined
as the planning year as determined by PIM. In the Proposed Rulemaking Order, the
Commission proposed to revise the definition for year and yearly as it applies to net metering to
the period of time from May 1 through April 30. In the Final Rulemaking Order, however, the
Commission proposes to continue to define the term year and yearly by the PJM planning year.
PPL Electric supports the PJM planning year for net metering because it will coordinate with
PTC issuance periods, which run June 1% through May 31%, and will avoid customer confusion.

2. Section 75.13(a)

The Commission proposes several conditions required to qualify for net metering. Based
on its experience, PPL Electric believes that there is substantial uncertainty and lack of
uniformity regarding which entities can qualify for net metering.” Many developers of
alternative energy systems have tried to substantially expand the definition of customer-
generator in a way that is completely at odds with the AEPS Act and the policies underpinning
the Act. Merchant generators are not customer-generators and should not be considered
customer-generators for a variety of important policy reasons.

Given the significant uncertainty and the continued development of alternative energy
systems within the Commonwealth, PPL Electric believes that it is reasonable and appropriate to

make it clear that merchant generators cannot qualify as customer-generators and cannot be

3 See Footnote 1, supra.
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subsidized by ratepayers through net metering, which, in turn, would increase the rates paid by
other customers.

PPL Electric generally supports all of the proposed conditions required to qualify for net
metering, and believes that they will provide much needed guidance and clarity to EDCs and
electric generation suppliers (“EGSs”) offering net metering, as well as to customers seeking to
participate in net metering. In particular, PPL Electric strongly supports and recommends that
the Commission adopt: (a) the condition that customer-generators eligible to participate in net
metering be required to have load independent of the alternative energy system; and (b) the
condition that the alternative energy system of customer-generators eligible to participate in net
metering be sized to generate no more than 200% of the customer’s annual electric consumption.
However, PPL, Electric opposes the “grace period” aspect of the proposed grandfathering
provision.

a. Requirement for Independent Load

With respect to the requirement that a net metering customer-generator must have load
that is independent of the alternative energy system, the Commission explained in the Proposed
Rulemaking Order that this proposed condition “makes explicit what was already implied in the
AEPS Act and the regulations.” See Proposed Rulemaking Order, p. 11. PPL Electric agrees
that this requirement is consistent with the intent and plain language of the AEPS Act. See 73
P.S. § 1648.2 (net metering is available to alternative energy systems “used to offset part or all of
the customer-generator’s requirements for electricity”).

Based on PPL Electric’s experience, some merchant generators have attempted to assert
that they are eligible for net metering because their alternative energy system is being used to
offset the load that is related only to the operation, maintenance, or administration of the
alternative energy system, such as lighting, security, HVAC, control equipment and/or

10
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equipment housing.® PPL Electric submits, however, that such alternative energy systems should
not qualify for net metering because, but for the alternative energy system, there would be no
load to offset. In PPL Electric’s opinion, it is clear that the primary purpose of such systems is to
produce and sell power, not offset customer load as intended by the AEPS Act. |

For example, an alternative energy system with a nameplate capacity of 3 megawatts
(“MW?), which would produce approximately 4.5 million kilowatt hours (“kWh”), could have a
peak demand of only 5 kW for indoor and outdoor lighting, material handling, and other
miscellaneous load used to support the operation and maintenance, and administration of the
alternative energy system. Under this scenario, the alternative energy system would have only
generation, no meaningful usage, and would be able to sell virtually all output through net
metering. Such a result is totally inconsistent with the notion of “net” metering, which is to net
usage and generation.

PPL Electric believes that such systems should not be subsidized by ratepayers and,
instead, should sell their excess generation in the wholesale electric market in competition with
other similarly situated merchant generators. Allowing alternative energy systems to sell their
excess generation through net metering, rather than in the wholesale competitive electric market,
will force ratepayers to subsidize these systems by paying higher rates. The Commission has
authority to define what “customer-generator” means and determine that it‘ must have meaningful
load that is independent of the generation system.

PPL Electric also recommends that the Commission require that “independent load” must

be permanent and present at the customer-generator service for a customer-generator to maintain

S See, e.g, Petition of PPL Electric Utilities Corporation for a Declaratory Order To Resolve Uncertainty
Regarding Whether Certain Applicants Qualify As a “Customer-Generator” Eligible To Participate in Net
Metering, Pa. PUC Docket No. P-2014-2420902 (requesting a declaratory order to resolve the uncertainty regarding
whether four large alternative energy systems without any independent load qualify as “customer generators”
eligible to participate in net metering). '
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net metering status. This will help avoid situations where merchant generators install temporary
load solely for the purpose of being deemed eligible for net metering.

Importantly, PPL Electric notes that those alternative energy systems that do not meet the
independent load requirement are not foreclosed from receiving value for the excess generation
produced by their alternative energy systems. Indeed, these facilities already have the ability to
sell any excess generation in the wholesale electric market in competition with other similarly
situated merchant generators. Further, PPL Electric will permit these alternative energy systems
to interconnect with PP, Electric’s system consistent with the PJM generation interconnection
process. Thus, little, if any, harm will occur to alternative energy systems without independent
load because they will still be able to get value for their excess generation similar to other
merchant generators. Further, this approach will avoid ratepayers being forced to subsidize these
merchant generators, which, in turn, will avoid higher rates for customers.

PPL Electric believes that these proposed modifications to the requirement for
independent load will provide additional clarity regarding the alternative energy systems that
qualify as customer-generators eligible to participate in net metering, and those that do not. PPL
Electric submits that the independent load requirement, together with PPL Electric’s proposed
modifications, will help prevent merchant generators from attempting to qualify as customer
generators and being subsidized by ratepayers through net metering. PPL Electric therefore
strongly supports this proposed condition and recommends that it be adopted with the
Company’s proposed modifications..

b. 200% Size Limitation

In addition to the independent load requirement, the Commission initially proposed in the
Proposed Rulemaking Order that the alternative energy system must be sized to generate no
more than 110% of the customer-generator’s annual electric consumption at the interconnection
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meter and all qualifying virtual meter aggregation locations to be eligible as a customer-
generator for purposes of net metering. The Commission explained that the purpose of this
condition is to ensure that the customer-generator is not acting like a utility or merchant
generator and receiving excessive retail rate subsidies from other retail rate customers. See
Proposed Rulemaking Order, p. 13. In its comments to the Proposed Rulemaking Order, PPL
Electric strongly supported this proposed condition.

In the Final Rulemaking Order, the Commission has proposed to increase the size
limitation from 110% to 200% of the customer-generator’s annual electric consumption at the
interconnection meter and all qualifying virtual meter aggregation locations to be eligible as a
customer-generator for purposes of net metering. The Commission explained that the 200% cap
on net metering will increase the number of alternative energy systems that can qualify for net
metering, while at the same time meeting the intent of the AEPS Act to exclude merchant
generators from net metering. See Final Rulemaking Order, p. 11. The Commission also
explained how the 200% size limitation is to be determined from the annual usage of both
existing and new service locations.

Based on its experience, PPL Electric believes that the 110% size limitation initially
proposed in the Proposed Rulemaking Order is more consistent with intent of the net metering
provisions of the AEPS Act to provide electric customers with a reasonable means to offset their
electric consumption. Additionally, by implementing the 110% size limit, EDCs likely would
not have to install additional system enhancements or improvements, such as larger transformers,
to accommodate the installation of an alternative energy system. If the 200% size limitation is
adopted, EDCs may have to install additional equipment to accommodate the larger sized

alternative energy system, which, in turn, would increase costs to electric utility customers.
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Although PPL Electric continues to support the 110% size limitation initially proposed in
the Proposed Rulemaking Order, PPL Electric recognizes that the proposed 200% size limitation
is a significant improvement over the current regulatory scheme with no cap on the size of
alternative energy systems. A limit on the size of alternative energy systems for purposes of net
metering is a reasonable and balanced approach to supporting the intent of the AEPS Act by
limiting the potential for merchant generators to use net metering as a way to circumvent the
wholesale electric market and realize retail rate subsidies at the expense of retail customers. This
condition will help resolve much of the ongoing uncertainty and confusion regarding whether
specific customer-generators are eligible to participate in net metering.

PPL Electric also supports the proposal that alternative energy systems that initially
comply with the size limitation at the time of application will remain eligible for net metering
provided that the alternative energy system’s capacity is not increased subsequent to its initial
approval. PPL Electric believes that this condition will help minimize the potential for
alternative energy systems that initially comply with the size limitation for net metering from
later adding significant additional capacity.

Finally, for virtual net metering customers, PPL Electric recommends that the historic
annual consumption data be based on the total consumption at the host and satellite account(s)
rather than only the host account (i.e., on the usage at the primary account(s) for the residence or
building(s) to be offset together with the usage at the account for the alternative energy system).’
Applying the size limitation only to the usage at the host account could essentially render virtual
net metering meaningless. Therefore, for purposes of virtual net metering, PPL Electric believes

that the size limitation should be applied based on the total annual consumption of the satellite

7 For purposes of virtual net metering, PPL Electric identifies the account associated with alternative energy system
as the “host account” and the account associated with existing load to be aggregated and offset as the “satellite
account.” ‘
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account(s) and the host account. PPL Electric believes that its proposal to apply the size
limitation to the satellite account(s) and the host account is consistent with the Commission’s
application of the 110% size limitation to third-party owned and operated systems. See Net
Metering — Use of Third Party Operators, Docket No. M-2011-2249441 (Final Order March 29,
2012).

c. Grandfathering Provisions

In response to certain comments to the Proposed Rulemaking Order, the Commission
proposes to add language that would exclude all alternative energy systems from complying with
the proposed revisions to the AEPS regulations provided that the owner submits an
interconnection application within 180 days from the date the revised regulations become final.
PPL Electric recognizes that existing customer-generators have made investments in alternative
energy systems with the expectation that the facilities will be eligible for net metering under the
current regulatory scheme. For this reason, PPL Electric recommends that any alternative energy
systems that have been approved for net metering by an EDC should be exempt for the new
regulations proposed in the Final RuZemaking Order (i.e., the 200% size limitation and the
definition of a utility) and permitted to remain on net metering. However, PPL Electric
respectfully requests the Commission reconsider its position on grandfathering facilities that
have not approved been approved for net metering.

PPL Electric submits that grandfathering customers that apply within 180 days from the
date the revised regulations become final will create a rush of applications from prospective
developers to beat the revised regulations set forth in the Final Rulemaking Order. Indeed, PPL

Electric notes that it experienced a large increase in the number ofi interconnection applications
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submitted after the Proposed Rulemaking Order was issued.®  Much like the increase in the
number interconnection applications submitted after the Proposed Rulemaking Order was issued,
there undoubtedly will be a surge of interconnection applications if the proposed 180-day
grandfather period is adopted.

The proposed 180-day grandfather period also is entirely inconsistent with the spirit and
purpose of net metering under the AEPS Act, which permits net metering only for alternative
energy systems “used to offset part or all of the customer-generator’s requirements for
electricity.” 73 P.S. § 1648.2. PPL Electric submits that the adoption of a grandfather period
from the independent load requirement would be entirely inconsistent with what is already
required by the AEPS Act’ In addition, adopting the proposed grace period for the 200% size
limitation would be entirely contrary to the purpose of the cap and would permit merchant
generators to use net metering as a way to circumvent the wholesale electric market and realize
10

retail rate subsidies at the expense of retail customers.

3. Section 75.13(b)

The Commission proposes to make it clear that the Commission has the authority to
direct EGSs to offer net metering in certain circumstances. In particular, the Commission would

have the authority to direct EGSs to offer net metering if the EGSs are acting in the role of

8 See, e.g., Petition of PPL Electric Utilities Corporation for a Declaratory Order To Resolve Uncertainty
Regarding Whether Certain Applicants Qualify As a “Customer-Generator” Eligible To Participate in Net
Metering, Pa. PUC Docket No. P-2014-2420902 (requesting a declaratory order to resolve the uncertainty regarding
whether four large alternative energy systems without any independent load qualify as “customer generators”
eligible to participate in net metering).

® In the Proposed Rulemaking Order, the Commission explained that this proposed condition “makes explicit what
was already implied in the AEPS Act and the regulations.” See Proposed Rulemaking Order, p. 11.

1 The Commission has previously explained that the purpose of the proposed cap on the size of customer-
generators’ alternative energy systems is to ensure that the customer-generator is not acting like a utility or merchant
generator and receiving excessive retail rate subsidies from other retail rate customers. See Proposed Rulemaking
Order, p. 13; see also Final Rulemaking Order, p. 11.
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default service provider. PPL Electric supports this clarification and recommends that it be

adopted.

4. Section 75.13(d)

The Commission proposes to provide clarity on how excess generation in one billing
period is to be treated in subsequent billing periods. PPL Electric generally supports this
clarification and recommends that it be adopted subject to the discussion on customer and
demand changes set forth below in Section IL.B.6.

S. Section 75.13(e)

The Commission proposes to revise Section 75.13(e) to provide that customer-generators
are to be cashed out using the weighted average of the Price-to-Compare (“PTC”) based on the
rate in effect when the excess generation was actually delivered. Preliminarily, PPL Electric
notes that this is a new requirement that is not currently contemplated in the plain language of
the Commission’s net metering regulations. Although the Commission discussed using a
weighted average generation and transmission rate to calculate a customer-generator’s year-end
compensation in Implementation of Act 35 of 2007 Net Metering and Interconnection, Docket
No. L-00050174 (Final Omitted Rulemaking Order July 2, 2008), the applicable Regulations at
52 Pa. Code § 75.13 provide that a customer-generator’s year-end compensation should be
calculated at the PTC. Thus, the use of a weighted average generation and transmission rate to
calculate a customer-generator’s year-end compensation was not and has not been adopted as
required by the formal rulemaking requirements of the Commonwealth Documents Law'' and

the Regulatory Review Act.'? PPL Electric appreciates the Commission’s efforts to clarify the

" Act of July 31, 1968, P.L. 769, as amended, 45 P.S. §§ 1101-1603.

12 Act of June 25, 1992, P.L. 633, reenacted by Act of February 21, 1986, P.L. 47, and amended by Act of June 25,
1997, P.L. 252, 71 P.S. §§ 745.1-745.15.
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year-end compensation to customer-generators, but submits that there are additional and critical
considerations that must be taken into account before such a proposal can be implemented.

The use of a weighted average generation and transmission rate to calculate a customer-
generator’s year-end compensation will require individual PTC rates for each individual
customer-generator. As PPL Electric explained in its comments to the Proposed Rulemaking
Order, not only will this be complicated, time consuming, and expensive, it will cause significant
confusion for customers.

PPL Electric currently cashes out a customer at the PTC in effect at the time of cash-out
(usually May of each year). While the Commission’s new proposed weighted average method
may be more reflective of the value of the generation at the time it is produced, it would require
significant changes to PPL Electric’s billing system. Importantly, a more robust billing system
would be required to track when excess generation is created and the PTC in effect at that time,
as well as create an ongoing tabulation and accounting system of the individual PTC rates per net
metering customer. There also is an increased level of complication for net metering customers
on a Time of Use (“TOU”) rate and net metering customers that may oscillate between shopping
and default service. For these reasons, PPL Electric recommends that the Commission not adopt
its proposed weighted average cash out methodology.

If the proposed approach is adopted, PPL Electric recommends several clarifications be
addressed and adopted by the Commission. First, PPL Electric recommends that the
Commission clarify that the proposed weighting methodology be defined as a valuation of a
customer-generator’s excess at the time the excess is created. This will create a cash-out rate
that is specific to each customer-generator. PPL Electric believes that this clarification will be

more reflective of the value of the generation at the time it is produced.

18
13073672v2



Second, PPL Electric also notes that not all alternative energy systems produce excess
generation during the same periods, which could have significant impacts to net metering
customers on TOU rates or receiving real-time or spot market pricing, such as PPL Electric’s
Large Commercial and Industrial (“Large C&I”) default service customers. Therefore, PPL
Electric recommends that the Commission further clarify how the weighted average cash out
method should be implemented for purposes of TOU rates and spot market rates.

For TOU service provided by EDCs, PPL Electric recommends that the Commission
establish a predefined weighted average for the TOU rates based upon the generation type.”* For
TOU service provided by EGSs, PPL Electric recommends that the Commission clarify that the
end-of-year cash out will be determined by the service agreement between the customer-
generator and the EGS.

For Large C&I on an hourly spot market price there is no true PTC. Therefore, it is
unclear how the PTC should be derived to determine the annual cash out rate for Large C&l
customer-generators. PPL Electric submits that, because the Large C&I customer group has a
real time pricing component, the Commission should consider adopting regulations that permit
EDCs to do monthly cash outs for Large C&I net metering customers. Specifically, PPL Electric
recommends that if a Large C&I net metering customer supplies more generation than the EDC
delivers to the customer-generator during a billing period, the excess kWh shall not be carried
forward to a subsequent billing period but, instead, will be cashed out each month based on the
monthly average of the hourly PJM locational marginal price (“LMP”). PPL Electric submits
that this proposal is consistent with the Commission’s approval of PECO Energy Company’s net

metering billing for customer-generators who receive service under the Procurement Class 4 rate.

1 For example, excess generation produced from net metering solar alternative energy systems on a TOU rate
should be weighted to daylight hours (likely on-peak), while excess generation produced from net metering biomass
alternative energy systems should be weighted evenly for all hours of production.
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See PECO Energy Company — Electric Supplement No. 34 to Tariff Electric Pa. P.U.C. No. 4,
Docket No. R-2012-2286475 (Pa. PUC Order Aug. 30, 2012). Alternatively, if the Commission
declines to adopt this proposal for the monthly Large C&I net metering customer cash out, PPL
Electric recommends that the Commission consider using the average LMP for each hour of each
day during the PTC period, plus an adder for capacity and other charges, to calculate the PTC for
the Large C&I net metering customer cash out.

Third, PPL Electric recommends that the Commission adopt a reasonable time period for
EDCs to design, implement, and test the modifications to their respective Information
Technology systems necessary to implement the new weighted methodology. PPL Electric
estimates that it would take at least 12 months to implement the changes necessary for the new
weighted methodology. However, this estimate is only a preliminary estimate and the project
could take significantly longer given that PPL Electric’s resources currently are fully deployed to
design, implement, and test higher priority initiatives, including, but not limited to: development
of metered account multiple offrcycle switching that must be implemented by July 31, 2015;
development of non-metered account multiple off-cycle switching that must be implemented by
December 31, 2016; deve_lopment of Seamless Moves and Instant Connects that must be
implemented by July 1, 2016; and the comprehensive Smart Meter Technology Procurement and
Installation Plan pending before the Commission at Docket No. M-2014-2430781. To the extent
that the Commission adopts the proposed weighted-average cash out method, the Commission
should allow EDCs sufficient time to fully develop and implement the systems required to
accommodate the proposal.

Finally, PPL Electric recommends that the Commission consider the cost involved to

implement the proposed weighted average annual cash out method. PPL Electric currently does
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not have any details regarding the amount of work involved, or the cost that would be required.
However, it is clear that significant modifications are necessary to accommodate the proposed
year-end cash out method. To the extent that the Commission adopts the proposed weighted-
average cash out method, the Commission should permit EDCs to recover any IT costs. This
proposal to recover costs associated with upgrades to its billing system necessary to
accommodate the weighted average cash out method is consistent the Commission’s treatment of
a similar request made by PECO Energy Company in response to a net metering customer’s
request to be cashed out at the weighted average rate in effect at the time the excess generation
was produced.!* Therefore, PPL Electric recommends that if the Commission adopts the
proposed weighted-average cash out method, the Commission affirmatively state that EDCs will
be permitted to fully recover the costs associated with implementing the weighted average cash
out method.

PPL Electric notes that, currently, end-of-year cash-out payments are recovered from
ratepayers through the Generation Service Charge for default supply service. Thus, the costs
associated with implementing the weighted average cash out method are related to the
Generation Service Charge. Therefore, PPL Electric recommends that the costs associated with
implementing the weighted average cash out method also be recovered through the Generation

Service Charge.

4 See Mari Jo Jensen v. PECO Energy Company, PaPUC Docket No. F-2011-2270675 (May 23, 2014)
(“Accordingly, we will grant PECO’s request to seek recovery, through its GSA, of any IT costs it may incur to
upgrade its billing system so that future end-of-year payments to customer-generators can be calculated
automatically. In granting this request, we emphasize that we are making no determination, at this time, regarding
the legitimacy or reasonableness of such costs, or whether a request for the recovery of such costs will be granted.
Such a determination must be based on a proper analysis of the facts and supporting data that PECO may provide to
this Commission at the time it submits its request for whatever amount of cost recovery it may seek.”)

21
13073672v2



6. Section 75.13(f)

In the current net metering regulations, the net metering terms and conditions for
customers that shop is a matter to be determined between an EGS and the customer-generator.
However, the current regulations are silent as to how distribution charges are to be treated by the
EDC for net metering customers who shop. In its Final Rulemaking Order, the Commission has
clarified that net metering customers who take supply service from an EGS are to receive a credit
for their excess generation based on the unbundled kilowatt-hour based distribution charges, and
that this credit must be equal to the unbundled kilowatt-hour distribution charge of the EDC for
the customer-generator’s kilowatt-hour rate schedule. PPL Electric generally supports this
clarification, but recommends that the Commission consider clarifying whether customer-
generators are responsible for the customer, demand, and other applicable charges.

Sections 75.13(j) and (k) as revised by the Final Rulemaking Order provide as follows:

[D] () An EDC and DSP shall provide net metering at
nondiscriminatory rates identical with respect to rate structure,
retail rate components and any monthly charges to the rates
charged to other customers that are not customer-generators on the
same default service rate. An EDC and DSP may use a special
load profile for the customer-generator which incorporates the

customer-generator's real time generation if the special load profile
is approved by the Commission.

[] (k) An EDC or DSP may not charge a customer-generator a
fee or other type of charge unless the fee or charge would apply to
other customers that are not customer-generators, or is specifically
authorized under this chapter or by order of the Commission.
The EDC and DSP may not require additional equipment or
insurance or impose any other requirement unless the additional
equipment, insurance or other requirement is specifically
authorized under this chapter or by order of the Commission.

See Final Rulemaking Order, Annex A, p. 26. It is unclear from the proposed Sections 75.13(j)

and (k), however, whether customer-generators are responsible for applicable customer and
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demand charges. PPL Electric believes that Commission should make it clear that net metering
and virtual net metering customers are responsible for the customer and demand charges.
Sections 75.13(d) and (e) as revised by the Final Rulemaking Order provide, in pertinent

part, as follows:

[(¢) The EDC] (d) An EDC and DSP shall credit a customer-
generator at the full retail rate, which shall include generation,
transmission and distribution charges, for each kilowatt-hour
produced by a Tier I or Tier II resource installed on the customer-
generator's side of the electric revenue meter, up to the total
amount of electricity used by that customer during the billing
period. If a [customer generator]| customer-generator supplies
more electricity to the electric distribution system than the EDC
[delivers] and DSP deliver to the customer-generator in a given
billing period, the excess kilowatt hours shall be carried forward
and credited against the customer-generator's usage in subsequent
billing periods at the full retail rate. Any excess kilowatt hours that
are not offset by electricity used by the customer in subsequent
billing periods shall continue to accumulate until the end of the
year. ....

[(d)] (e) At the end of each year, the [EDC] DSP shall
compensate the customer-generator for any remaining excess
kilowatt-hours generated by the customer-generator [over the
amount of kilowatt hours delivered by the EDC during the
same year| that were not previously credited against the
customer-generator's _usage in prior billing periods at the
EDE'S-DSP’S price to compare rate....

See Final Rulemaking Order, Annex A, p. 25. The plain language of the revised Section 75.13
suggests that an EDC is obligated to credit or compensate customer generators only for the
excess kilowatt-hours ofi electric generation, not the customer or demand component of a
customer’s bill.

Net metering customers continue to be connected to an EDC’s distribution system and
continue to use that system both as a consumer of electricity and as a generator of electricity.
The customer charge is designed to recover costs associated with connecting a customer to the

system regardless of the customer usage (either as a buyer or as a seller). The demand charge is
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designed to recover the costs associated with the maximum demand a customer places on the
system (again either as a buyer or as a seller). There is therefore no rational basis for eliminating
a net metering customer’s responsibility for the customer or demand charges, or other applicable
riders.

PPL Electric also notes that in its 2010 base rate case, the Commission rejected an
intervenor’s proposal that net metering customers should not be responsible for the customer
charge or demand charge and, instead, should receive a credit for the customer and demand
charges. Pa. PUC v. PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, Docket Nos. R-2010-2161694, 2010
Pa. PUC LEXIS 2001 at *82-84 (Pa. PUC Order Dec. 21, 2010). In rejecting the intervenor’s
argument, the Commission held as follows:

Based upon our review of the record evidence, as well as the
Commission's Regulations and the relevant statute, we conclude
that SEF’s Exceptions on this issue are without merit. The
Regulations clearly state that customer-generators are responsible
for all monthly customer charge and demand charge billing
components. This responsibility simply cannot be relinquished
when a customer-generator's net metering results in energy
provided into PPL's distribution system on any given month. PPL's
system remains in place to serve the customer-generator's demand
when needed and PPL continues to incur costs recovered through
the customer charge whether or not the customer-generator's net
metering results in excess supply. Additionally, Section 75.13(i)
provides that the rates of both customer-generators and non-
generators alike shall be nondiscriminatory, identical with respect
to rate structure, retail rate components and any monthly charges.
52. Pa. Code § 75.13(i). Relieving any customer-generator of its
responsibility to pay customer charges or demand related charges
would create an unjust and unreasonable burden on all other
ratepayers. Accordingly, we shall adopt the ALJ's
recommendation and deny the Exceptions of SEF regarding this
issue.

Id. at *84-85.
Finally, PPL Electric notes that Commission recently reaffirmed that net metering
customers are responsible for their demand charges. See Petition of Sunrise Energy, LLC for
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Clarification of Electronic Distribution Company Tariffs that Address Renewable Energy Net
Metering, Docket No. P-2013-2398185 (Opinion and Order entered Mar. 20, 2014). In that
proceeding, a solar developer noted that commercial net metering customer-generators are not
being credited and are required to pay the demand portion of their distribution charges. The
solar developer proposed that the rate design for commercial customer-generators should not
include demand charges and, instead, should be based only on per kilowatt-hoﬁr distribution
charges. Citing to its order in PPL Electric’s 2010 base rate case, supra, the Commission again
rejected the proposal that commercial net metering customers should not be responsible for the
demand charge and, instead, should receive a credit for the demand charges. Id., Slip Op. pp. 17-
18.

For these reasons, PPL, Electric recommends that the Commission consider clarifying
Section 75.13 to specifically add that a “customer-generator is responsible for the customer
charge, demand charge, and applicable riders charges under the applicable Rate Schedule.”

7. Section 75.13(j)

The Commission proposes to add references to default service and the default service rate
to recognize default service providers and the role EDCs currently play in providing default
service. PPL Electric generally supports this clarification and recommends that it be adopted
subject to the discussion on customer and demand changes set forth above in Section IL.B.6.

8. Section 75.13(k)

The current regulation states that an EDC may not charge a customer-generator a fee or
other type of charge unless the fee or charge would apply to other customers. However, Section
75.14v(e) states that “[i]f the customer-generator requests virtual meter aggregation, it shall be
provided by the EDC at the customer-generator’s expense,” and “[t]he customer-generator shall

be responsible only for any incremental expense entailed in processing his account on a virtual
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meter aggregation basis.” The Commission proposes to provide clarity and address this conflict
by allowing EDCs to charge fees as authorized by Chapter 75 or by order of the Commission.
PPL Electric appreciates and supports the Commission’s proposal to remove any conflicts in the
regulations and provide clarity. However, PPL Electric believes that the costs to implement
virtual net metering are an important issue that requires further consideration and guidance.

Unlike a net metering customer where there is only one meter and one bill, virtual net
metering has two or more different points of interconnection with the electric system and two or
more separate meters that are read and billed independently. Currently, PPL Electric’s billing
system is unable to associate two different accounts that are read and billed independently. As a
result, PPL Electric currently tracks and applies virtual metering through a manual process.

In Larry Moyer v. PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, Pa. PUC Docket No. C-2011-
2273645, a virtual net metering customer requested that PPL Electric should implement an
automated billing system for the virtual metering program rather than using a manual billing
process, and that bills for virtual metering customers should reflect additional data, such as the
kWh of generation produced by the host account, and all credits and/or payments that have been
made to the satellite account. However, as PPL Electric explained in that proceeding, it would
require considerable time and expense to update the current billing system to automate the virtual
metering billing process and provide the additional data requested.

Currently, there are only about 97 virtual metering customers on PPL Electric’s system.
Although PPL Electric supports and appreciates the Commission’s efforts to clarify that EDCs
are permitted to impose fees or charges on virtual net metering customers for any incremental
expense in providing virtual net metering, PPL Electric believes that imposing the costs to

automate the virtual metering billing system on the limited number of existing virtual net
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metering customers would erode any benefits that could potentially be realized by those
customers. Simply stated, imposing those fees on such a small number of customers would
make virtual net metering uneconomical for these customer-generators. Further, given the small
number of participants in the virtual metering program, it is unclear whether automating the
billing process for virtual net metering customers would be a reasonably prudent expense that
could be recovered through base rates.

PPL Electric submits that, to the extent that EDCs are required to automate virtual net
metering and/or provide additional data regarding the host and satellite accounts, EDCs should
be permitted tor fully recover the costs incurred, subject to review in an appropriate Commission
proceeding. PPL Electric therefore recommends that the Commission provide additional
guidance on the “incremental costs” that should be directly charged to virtual net metering
customers and those that should be recovered through base rates.

PPL Electric notes that, as explained above, it will require considerable time and
resources to upgrade its billing system to accommodate the Commission proposed weighted-
average cash out method. To the extent that EDCs must also update their billing systems to
automate virtual net metering, PPL Electric suggests that these costs be included with those
needed to accommodate any revised cash out method, and that the Commission allow EDCs to
fully recover the total costs, subject to review in an appropriate Commission proceeding.

Finally, as explained above in Section IL.B.6, the Commission should clarify that
customer-generators are responsible for the customer, demand, and other applicable charges.

9. Section 75.14(e)

The Commission proposes several changes regarding virtual net metering. First, the

Commission proposes that the accounts to be aggregated under virtual meter aggregation must be

27
13073672v2



held by the “same individual or legal entity.” As explained above in Section II.B.1, PPL Electric
therefore strongly supports this proposed condition and recommends that it be adopted.

Second, the Commission proposes that the service locations to be aggregated under
virtual meter aggregation must be receiving electric service and “have measurable electric load
independent of the alternative energy system.” As explained above in Section IL.B.1., PPL
Electric recommends that, for purposes of virtual meter aggregation only, the requirement for
independent load be modified to make it clear that it applies to the satellite account(s) (the
primary account(s) for the residence(s) or building(s)) rather than the host account (the account
for the alternative energy system), because there could be no independent load on the host
account. PPL Electric notes that this modification, together with the 200% size limitation, will
continue to limit the potential for merchant generators to use virtual meter aggregation as a way
to circumvent the wholesale electric market and realize retail rate subsidies at retail customers’
expense.

10.  Section 75.16 - Large Customer-Generators

The Commission proposes to add Section 75.16 to address distributed generation systems
with a nameplate capacity of greater than three megawatts and up to five megawatts, and to
identify the standards that must be met to qualify as a large customer-generator. With the
clarification of the definition of “grid emergencies” described above, see Section ILA.S, supra,
PPL Electric generally supports this proposal and recommends that it be adopted.

11.  Section 75.17 - Process for Obtaining Commission approval of
Customer-Generator Status

PPL Electric generally supports the Commission’s proposal to review and approve all net
metering applications for alternative energy systems with a nameplate capacity of 500 kW or
greater. Unlike smaller-sized alternative energy systems where it is much easier for the EDC to
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determine whether the customer qualifies as a customer-generator eligible for net metering, PPL
Electric believes that alternative energy systems sized at 500 kW and above often require
significant resources and time to determine if such facilities truly qualify as a customer-generator
or are really a merchant generator. Further, PPL Electric believes that the Commission’s review
will ensure that these larger-sized alternative energy systems are treated uniformly and
consistently throughout the Commonwealth, which will be a significant benefit to the owners of
larger-sized alternative energy systems operating in multiple service territories. Finally, PPL
Electric believes that this condition will help ensure that customer-generators whose systems are
above 3 MW properly make their systems available to operate in parallel with the electric utility
during grid emergencies.

Although PPL Electric generally supports the Commission’s proposal to review and
approve all net metering applications for alternative energy systems with a nameplate capacity of
500 kW or greater, PPL Electric opposes the proposed time period for EDCs to complete a
technical review. In the Proposed Rulemaking Order, the Commission initially proposed to
require EDCs to complete the technical review of proposed customer-generators’ facilities within
20 days. In the Final Rulemaking Order, however, the Commission now proposes to change the
EDC technical review period from 20 days to 15 days. PPL Electric submits that 15 days to
complete the technical review is simply not enough time for design and planning engineers to
fully evaluate the impact that an alternative energy system may have on the safety, reliability,
and integrity of the electric system. PPL Electric submits that the EDC technical review period
should remain at 20 days to ensure that EDCs have sufficient time to complete a detailed study
of: the alternative energy system and the electric system, which, in turn, should facilitate the

Commission’s review within the proposed 10-day review period.
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C. INTERCONNECTION STANDARDS
1. Section 75.22 - Definitions

The Commission proposes to revise the definition for “electric nameplate capacity.” PPL
Electric continues to support this proposal and recommends that it be adopted.

2, Sections 75.31, 75.34, 75.39, and 75.40 - Capacity Limits

The Commission proposes to revise Sections 75.31, 75.34, 75.39, and 75.40 to reflect the
increase of the capacity limit resulting from Act 35 for customer-generators from 2 MW to 5
MW. PPL Electric continues to support this proposal and recommends that it be adopted.

3. Section 75.51 - Disputes

The current regulations at Section 75.51(c) provide that the Commission may designate a
technical master to help resolve interconnection disputes. The Commission notes that it is not
aware of any interconnection disputes that have not been resolved through the normal
Commission complaint or alternative dispute resolution processes. The Commission, therefore,
proposes that Section 75.51(c) be deleted. PPL Electric continues to support this proposal and
recommends that it be adopted.

D. ALTERNATIVE ENERGY PORTFOLIO REQUIREMENT:

1. SECTION 75.61 - EDC and EGS Obligations

The Commission proposes to revise Section 75.61 to note that the requirements are
subject to the quarterly adjustment provisions of Act 129 of 2008. PPL Electric continues to
support this proposal and recommends that it be adopted.

2. Section 75.62 - Alternative Energy System Qualification

The Commission proposes to add Section 75.62(g) to note that alternative energy system
status may be suspended or revoked for violations of the provisions of this chapter. PPL Electric

continues to support this proposal and recommends that it be adopted.
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3. Section 75.63 - Alternative Energy Credit Certification.

The Commission proposes supplement Section 75.63(g) with a proposed end to the use of
estimates for future small solar photovoltaic systems and to clarify when estimated readings may
be used by existing small solar photovoltaic systems. PPL Electric generally supports this
proposal. However, PPL Electric recommends including a provision that the cost for any
additional metering requested by a customer-generator be the responsibility of the customer-
generator.

4. Section 75.64 -  Alternative Energy Credit Program
ADMINISTRATOR

The Commission proposes to add provisions to note that alternative energy system status
may be suspended or revoked, to more accurately reflect the current reporting requirements, and
to expressly state that the program administrator may not certify an alternative energy credit that
does not meet the requirements of § 75.63 (relating to alternative energy credit certification).
PPL Electric continues to support these proposals and recommends that they be adopted.

S. 75.65 - Alternative Compliance payments

The Commission proposes to identify the Commission’s Bureau of Technical Utility
Services as the Bureau with the responsibility of providing notice of and processing alternative
compliance payments. PPL Electric continues to support this proposal and recommends that it

be adopted.

6. Sections 75.71 and 75.72 - Quarterly Adjustment of Non-Solar Tier I
Obligation \

The Commission proposes to amend the quarterly load obligation reporting requirements
for Load Serving Entities. Specifically, the Commission proposes to require EDCs to report their
own default service load values, as well as each of the EGSs’ load values, by account, on a

quarterly basis. Additionally, the Commission proposes to change the date that Load Serving
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Entities (“LSE”) must report their values from 30 days after the conclusion of the quarter to 60
days after the conclusion of the quarter. PPL Electric believes that further clarification of these
proposals is required.

PPL Electric disagrees with the reporting requirement proposed in Section 75.72,
mandating EDCs to now report EDC and EGS load data. EGSs provide retail competitive
electric generation supply to end-use shopping customers. EGSs are the LSEs for shopping
customers and EDCs are the LSEs for default service customers. The Commission’s proposal to
require EDCs to report EGS load data is extremely burdensome, time consuming, and ultimately
shifts the EGSs’ burden to report their customers’ load and usage. Therefore, PPL Electric
recommends that that the Commission amend this provision to mandate that each LSE be
obligated to provide their own monthly load values to the Commonwealth, and that the
Commonwealth may contact the EDC for support in instances only where an EGS does not
provide their values in time, or in instances where the Commonwealth believes the EGS reported
value may be incorrect and requires validation.

PPL Electric also believes the quarterly reporting periods should be changed to 65 days
after the conclusion of the quarterly period. This additional time will allow all LSEs to report
verified Settlement B values for all four quarterly periods. PPL Electric also recommends that
the LSE transfer date of Alternative Energy Credits to the State Account be moved from August
30" to September 30™ if the Commonwealth believes it needs additional time to review credit

transfers from each LSE.
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III. CONCLUSION

PPL Electric appreciates the opportunity to provide comments to the Final Rulemaking

Order. For the reasons explained above, PPL Electric generally supports the regulations

proposed in the Final Rulemaking Order, but respectfully requests that the Pennsylvania Public

Utility Commission modify its proposed regulations consistent with these comments.
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