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DECISION ADOPTING RECOMMENDATIONS FROM WORKING
GROUPS TWO, THREE, AND SUBGROUP
Summary

This decision modifies Electric Tariff Rule 21 of Pacific Gasand Electric
Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric Company, and Southern California Edison
Company (Utilities), which governs the interconnection of distributed energy
resources. Our primary objective in adopting the modifications is to streamline
the interconnection processby incorporating the Integration Capacity Analysis
results from Rulemaking 14-08-013the Distribution ResourcesPlans proceeding.
Other objectivesinclude improving efficiency, transparency, certainty, and
clarity. The adopted changesemanatefrom recommendations contained in three
reports: Working Group Two Report, Working Group Three Report, and
Vehicle-to-Grid Alternating Current Subgroup. Utilities are directed to
implement thesechangesasdescribed in the Ordering Paragraphs of this
decision.

The October 2, 2017 ScopingMemoof AssignedCommissioneand
Administrative Law Judgecontemplated a second phase of this proceeding to
addresscostallocation issues. This decision directs Utilities to develop
testimony, related to costsand costallocation of certain proposals from the
working group reports, and serve the testimony in phasetwo of this proceeding.
Final consideration of these proposals will be addressedin afuture decision.

Rulemaking 17-07-007remains open to address other streamlining issuesin
Working Group 4, aswell asthe cost-related and small multi-jurisdictional

utilities phasesof this proceeding.
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1. Procedural Background
The CommissioradoptedOrderinstituting Rulemaking(R.) 17-07-007on July

13,2017to consideravariety of refinementgo theinterconnectiorof distributedenergy
resourcesinderElectric Tariff Rule 21 of Pacific GasandElectricCompany(PG&E),
SanDiegoGas& ElectricCompany(SDG&E), andSouthernCaliforniaEdison
Company(SCE)(jointly, Utilities) andthe equivalenttariff rulesof the smallandmulti-
jurisdictionalelectricutilities.!

TheOctober2, 2017 ScopingMemoof AssignedCommissioneand
AdministrativeLaw Judge(ScopingMemo) setforth the scopeandscheduleof the
proceeding.Theproceedingvill beconductedn threephaseghatwill addresdechnical
issuescost-relatedssuesandissuegelatedto smallmulti-jurisdictionalutilities. The
ScopingMemo establishedhe working groupprocesswherebyresolutionof the
technicalissuesf the proceedingseeSection2 below)would be proposedy six
working groups,Working GroupsOnethroughSix. In addition,four issuesvere
assignedo the SmartinverterWorking Group,includingissuess and6.2 Decision(D.)
19-03-013adoptecdcertainrecommendationsiadeby Working GroupOne. This
decisionsolelyaddressethe recommendationsf Working GroupsTwo andThreeand
theVehicle-to-GridAlternatingCurrentinterconnectiorubgrougV2G AC Subgroup),

asdescribedurtherbelow.

1 The Rule 21 tariff describesthe interconnection, operating, and metering requirements for
certain generating and storage facilities seekingto connectto the electric distribution system.
Rule 21 provides customers accesso the electric grid to install generating or storage facilities
while protecting the safety and reliability of the distribution and transmission systemsat the
local and system levels. (SeeR.17-07-007at 2.)

2 The Smart Inverter Working Group grew out of a collaboration between the Commission and
the California Energy Commission in early 2013. The collaboration identified the development
of advanced inverter functionality asanimportant strategy to mitigate the impact of high
penetrations of distributed energy resources



R.17-07-007 COM/MGA/avs

A Februaryl4,2018Ruling directedthatWorking GroupTwo would commence
onMarch15,2018andsubsequentljile its recommendationseporton Septembel5,
2018. TheRuling alsoreassignedissue6 to Working GroupTwo. On August15,2018,
the AdministrativeLaw Judgeissueda Ruling allowing additionaltime for Working
GroupTwo to resolveissuesjncluding subissuegncounteredanddelayingthefiling of
therecommendationseportto October31,2018. The AdministrativeLaw Judge
facilitateda workshopon November7, 2018to discusghe recommendationgrovidedin
the October31,2018report.

OnNovemberl6,2018,theassignedCommissionerssuedan Assigned
CommissionerAmendedScopingMemoandJointAdministrativeLaw JudgeRuling
(AmendedScopingMemo)delayingthe commencemerdf Working GroupThreeto
Decembed, 2018andrequiringWorking GroupThreeto file its recommendationseport
onJunel4, 2019. The AmendedScopingMemoalsodecreasethe numberof working
groupsandredistributedssuesacrosswo working groupsandthe Interconnection
DiscussionForun® suchthatWorking GroupThreewasassignedssuesl 2,15, 16, 20,
22,23,24,27 28,andNew IssuesA andB (seeSection2 belowfor a descriptionof the
issues.)

In responséo the November7, 2018workshopon the Working GroupTwo
Report,a Decembei7, 2018Ruling directedpartiesto respondo questiononthereport.
Response® the questionsalongwith commentson the Working GroupReport,were
filed by thefollowing partieson Februaryl, 2019: CaliforniaEnergyStorageAlliance
(CESA); CaliforniaSolar& StorageAssociation(CALSSA); CleanCoalition; Green
Powerlnstitute;InterstateRenewabldenergyCouncil,Inc. (IREC); PG&E; Public
Advocateffice of the Public Utilities CommissionPublic AdvocategOffice);

3 In Resolution Administrative Law Judge-347 the Commission established the Interconnection
Discussion Forum (formerly known asthe Rule 21 Working Group) asavenue to encourage
discussion and collaboration between the Utilities and developers.
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SDG&E; SmallBusinesdJtility AdvocatedSBUA); SCE;Tesla,Inc. (Tesla);andThe
Utility ReformNetwork(TURN). Replieswerefiled by thefollowing partieson
February22,2019: CESA; CALSSA; CleanCoalition; GreenPowerlInstitute;Interstate
Renewabld&nergyCouncil,Inc.; PG&E; SDG&E; SCE;andTesla.

Working GroupThreefiled its reporton Junel4,2019,which wasfollowed by a
staff-facilitatedworkshopon Junel9, 2019.

An August23,2019Rulingissuedn this proceedingandin R.18-12-00Gthe
Rulemakingto Continuethe Developmenbdbf RatesandInfrastructurefor Vehicle
Electrification)establishedheV2G AC Subgroupwith meetinggo beginon September
11,2019. Thepurposeof this subgrougs to discussandidentify existingstandardso
fulfill safetyrequirementgor theinterconnectiorof mobileinverters. (The specific
iIssuesof the subgrouparedescribedn Section3 below.) Theruling directedafinal
recommendationseportfrom the subgroupo befiled on Decembe, 2019with a
workshopon the subgroupgeportto be heldon Decembed 7,20109.

A November27,2019Ruling directedpartiesto respondo questionnthe
Working GroupThreeReport.

OnJanuarys, 2020,thefollowing partiesfiled commentgo the Decembes6, 2019
V2G AC subgroupreport: CESA; GreenPowerlnstitute; SDG&E with PG&E; SCE;
andVehicle-GridIntegrationCouncil.

OnJanuaryl3, 2020,thefollowing partiesfiled repliesto the commentonthe
V2G AC subgroupeport: SDG&E with PG&E; SCE;andVehicle-GridIntegration
Council.

OnJanuaryl3,2020,thefollowing partiesfiled responseo the questions
containedn theNovember27,2019ruling, alongwith commentgo the Working Group
ThreeReport: CESA; CALSSA,; CleanCoalition; IREC; PG&E; PublicAdvocates
Office; SBUA; SCE;andTesla.
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OnJanuary27,2020,thefollowing partiesfiled repliesto the Januaryl3,2020
responseandWorking GroupThreeReportcomments:CALSSA; CleanCoalition;
IREC; PG&E; PublicAdvocateffice; SCE; Tesla;andTURN.

This decisionresolveghe setof issuesassignedo Working GroupsTwo and
Three,asdescribedn Section3 below,aswell astheissuesassignedo theVV2G AC
Subgroupalsodescribedn Section3 below.

R.17-07-00femainsopento addressheissuesassignedo Working GroupFour,
aswell astheissuedn two future phase®f the proceeding.

2. Brief Overview of Rule 21
ElectricRule21is atariff thatdescribesheinterconnectionpperatingand

meteringrequirementgor generatiorfacilities to be connectedo a utility’s distribution
system.Rule 21 providescustomersvantingto install generatingor storagdacilities on
their premiseswvith accesgo the electricgrid while protectingthe safetyandreliability of
thedistributionandtransmissiorsystemsat thelocal andsystemlevels?

Rule 21 governsCommission-jurisdictionahterconnectionsyhich includethe
interconnectiorof all netenergymeteringfacilities, "Non-Export"facilities, and
gualifying facilities intendingto sell powerat avoidedcostto the hostutility. Rule21
doesnotapplyto theinterconnectiorof generatingr storagefacilities intendingto
participatein wholesalemarketsoverseerby the FederaEnergyRegulatoryCommission
(FERC). Thesefacilities musttypically applyfor interconnectiorunderthe FERC-
jurisdictionalWholesaleDistribution AccessTariff (whenconnectingo thedistribution
system)or the CalifornialndependenystemOperator( CAISO) Tariff (when
connectingo thetransmissiorsystem).

Rule 21 containgprovisionsgoverningthe multiple aspect®f interconnection,
including:

Procedureandtimeframedor reviewingapplications;

4 Commission website: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Rule21/
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Feescheduleso processapplicationsandperformimpact
studies;

Proformaapplicationandagreementorms;
Allocation of interconnectiorcosts;
Provisionsspecificto netenergymeteredacilities;
Technicaloperatingoarameters;
Certificationandtestingcriteria;
Technicalrequirementgor inverters;
Meteringandmonitoringrequirementsand
Procedure$or disputeresolution.

3. Issues Before the Commission

Listed below are the issuesassignedto Working Groups Two and Three,
and the V2G AC Subgroup. The numbering below corresponds to the issuesas
listed in the Scoping Memo for Working Group Two, asprovided in the
Amended Scoping Memo for Working Group Three, and asdescribed in the

August 23,2019Ruling for the V2G AC Subgroup.

3.1. Working Group Two Issues: Integration Capacity
Analysis and Streamlining Interconnection

Issue 6. Should the Commission require Utilities to develop forms and
agreementsto allow distributed energy resource aggregatorsto fulfill Rule 21
requirements related to smart inverters? If yes,what should beincluded in the
forms and agreements?

Issue 8. How should the Commission incorporate the results of the

Integration Capacity Analysis into Rule 21to inform interconnection siting
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decisions, streamline the FastTrack process for projects that are proposed below
the integration capacity at a particular point on the system, and facilitate
interconnection processautomation?

Issue 9. What conditions of operations should the Commission adopt in
interconnection applications and agreementsto allow distributed energy
resourcesto perform within existing hosting capacity constraints and avoid
triggering upgrades?

Issue 10. How canthe Commission coordinate the Integration Capacity
Analysis and eachUltility’'s Rule 21 processeswith the Rule 2, Rule 15,and Rule
16 processesin order to improve efficiency of the overall interconnection
process? This is a coordination issue at this time. However, modifications to
Rules 2, 15,0r 16 will be addressedif necessary.

Issue 11. Should the Commission adopt a notification-based approach in
lieu of an interconnection application for non-exporting storage systemsthat
have a negligible impact on the distribution system? If so, what should the

approach entail?

5 Allowing for a quick review of certain project without the Detailed Study, the FastTrack
processhasan Initial Review and, if necessary,a Supplemental Review. SeéNorking Group
Two Report at 44.



R.17-07-007 COM/MGA/avs

3.2. Working Group Three Issues: Timelines, Billing,
Construction Upgrades, Cross-jurisdictional
Coordination, Application Portals, Electric
Vehicle Interconnection, Smart Inverters, and
Other Technology Issues

Issue12. How canthe Commission improve certainty around timelines for
distribution upgrade planning, costestimation, and construction? Should the
Commission consider adopting enforcement measureswith respectto these
timelines? If so, what should those measuresbe?

Issue 15. Should the Commission require itemized billing for distribution
upgrades to enable customer comparison between estimated and billed costsand
verification of the accuracy of billed costs?

Issue 16. Should the Commission encouragethird party construction of
upgrades to support more timely and cost-effective interconnection and, if so,
how?

Issue 20. How should the Commission coordinate Commission-
jurisdictional and Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)Hurisdictional
interconnection rules for behind-the-meter distributed energy resources,
including modification of queuing rules for Rule 21 and Wholesale Distribution
AccessTariff (WDAT) projects wanting to transfer between the Rule 21 and
WDAT queues,and streamlining of the transfer process?

Issue 22. Should the Commission require Utilities to make improvements
to their interconnection application portals? If yes,what should those

improvements be?
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Issue 23. Should the Commission consider issuesrelated to the
interconnection of electric vehicles and related charging infrastructure and
devices and, if so, how?

Issue 24. Should the Commission modify the formula for calculating the
Cost-of-Ownership charge and, if so, how?

Issue 27. What should be the operational requirements of smart inverters?
What rules and procedures should the Commission adopt for adjusting smart
inverter functions via communication controls?

Issue 28. How should the Commission coordinate with the Integrated
Distributed Energy Resourceproceeding to ensure operational requirements are
aligned with any relevant valuation mechanisms?

Issue A. What changesare neededto clarify the parameters for approval
of system design to achieve non-export and limited export?

Issue B. How should Utilities treat generating capacity for behind-the-

meter paired solar and storage systemsthat are not certified non-export?

3.3. V2G AC Subgroup Issues: Process for
Monitoring Development of Standards for
Interconnection of Mobile Inverters

Issuel. The V2G AC Subgroup shall: a) complete the mapping of existing
standards from nationally-recognized testing laboratories against eachother and
b) determine how well the existing standards can be combined to fulfill safety
requirements for interconnection of a mobile inverter at one fixed point.

Issue 2. If existing standards are sufficient for safeinterconnection, the
subgroup may recommend that the Commission include language citing existing

standards to enable Rule 21 interconnection.
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Issue 3. If existing standards are not sufficient, the subgroup should notify

the testing laboratories to inform them of the gap in standards.

4. Working Group Two Adopted Recommendations

In this section, we describe eachof the Working Group Two Issues,the
proposals to resolve the issuesand positions of parties, and the resolution of the
issues. In most instances,the Commission can chooseto adopt none or all of the
proposals for eachissue. However, in limited casesadoption of one proposal is

dependent upon adoption of other proposals.

4.1. Issue 6: Forms and Agreements to Allow
Distributed Energy Resources Aggregators to
Fulfill Rule 21 Requirements Related to Smart
Inverters

As described below, the issue of whether to develop forms and agreementsto
enabledistributed energy resourcesaggregatorsto fulfill Rule 21 smart inverter
requirements hasbeenaddressedby the adoption of Resolution E-5000. In E-5000,the
Commission found that language in SDG&E’s Rule 21is inconsistent with the
Commission’s intended implementation of the Phase2 communications
requirements. Resolution E-5000directed Utilities to eliminate this language
from Rule 21. Accordingly, Resolution E-5000renders this issue moot, at this
time.

4.1.1. Issue 6: Background

In Issue 6, the working group reviewed Rule 21 requirements regarding
smart inverter generating facility design and operating requirements, aswell as
the definition and role of an aggregator. Rule 21 describesan aggregator asone
intended to perform arole that would otherwise be performed by individual

generating facilities and one who actsasa conduit sending commands from the
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distribution provider to a generating facility and sending information from a
generating facility to the distribution provider. ¢ Other related requirements of
Rule 21include: 1)inverter function requirements that must be performed in
responseto communications made by the distribution provider ” and

2) information communication requirements between an inverter-based
generating facility and adistribution provider. 8 As described in the Working
Group Two Report, the group focused on: a) improving the group’s
understanding of the communication functions an Aggregator provides;

b) defining the technical and legal qualifications neededto provide those
functions; and c) developing an agreementto represent the defined
gualifications.

4.1.2. Issue 6: Proposal

The Working Group Two Report provided adraft Distributed Energy
ResourcesggregationAgreemenbut underscored that the draft agreement*“is
recognized asincomplete and in development by the Working Group, but
neverthelesscan serve asa basisfor continued consideration of Issue 6.”°
Participants agreethat an application form and supporting documentation

standards will also need to be developed.

6 Rule 21 SectionHh.5.

"Rule 21 SectionHh.6 and Hh.8.

8 Rule 21 SectionHh.7

9Working Group Two Report at 9.
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4.1.3. Resolving Issue 6

The Working Group Two Report provided three perspectivesfor moving
forward: those posed by Utilities, Tesla,and Stem. However, asdescribed
below, the Commission’s determination of a petition for modification of
Resolutions E-4832and E-4898,and the subsequentadoption of Resolution E-
5000,render this issue moot.

CALSSA filed a petition for modification of Resolution E-4832and E-4898
requesting the Commission clarify and modify the smart inverter Phase2 and 3
requirements. Relevantto the instant decision, the CALSSA petition argued that
compatibility testing should satisfy smart inverter Phase2 requirements without
the need for active aggregator agreementsdiscussedin Issue 6 of this
proceeding.'® Resolution E-5000found that the communications capabilities
mandated by the Phase2 communications requirements must be limited to
technical capabilities and the establishment of contracts clearly constitutes a legal
issue. The resolution concluded that the establishment of contracts may not be
considered a prerequisite for the adoption of Phase2 recommendations. The
resolution also concluded that the language in SDG&E’s Rule 21 SectionHh.5
stating that “allowance of aggregator use...issubjectto Commission approval of
applicable forms and agreementnot currently developed” is inconsistent with
“the Commission’s intended implementation of the Phase2 communications

requirements.!! The Commission directed SDG&E to amend its Rule 21to

10 Resolution E-5000at 8 citing the CALSSA petition at 12.
11]d. at 33-34.
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remove the language. Directly related to the resolution of Issue6in this
proceeding, E-5000rejected the argument that the lack of a standard aggregator
agreementshould preclude aggregatorsfrom providing communications
capabilities.*? As aresult of the adoption of Resolution E-5000,Issue 6 is

considered moot at this time and, therefore, resolved.

4.2. Issue 8: Incorporating the Integration Capacity
Analysis Results into Rule 21

This decision adopts the following Working Group Two proposals in order
to incorporate the results of the Integration Capacity Analysis into Rule 21: 8a;a
modified 8b; 8c;Modification 1 of 8f, 8g, 8h, and 8j; Option B of 8i; Option C of
8k; 8l, in concept, with testimony submitted in phasetwo of this proceeding; a
modified Option B of 8m; 8n; 8q; and 8r. As described further below, adoption of
these proposals will inform interconnection siting decisions, streamline the Fast
Track processfor projects that are proposed below the integration capacity at a
particular point on the system, and facilitate interconnection processautomation.
While we do not adopt proposal 8t, we find merit in the discussion regarding
gueue management. Hence, we authorize the Director of the Energy Division to
facilitate a workshop on queue managementand continue the discussion of
Options A and B. We also address other proposals to resolve Issue 8 and why
they should not be adopted. Below we present the background for this issue,a
description of eachproposal and the proposal’s support and opposition, and a

discussion of the resolution of the issue.

121d. at 34-35.
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4.2.1. Issue 8: Background

The Integration Capacity Analysis!3 provides information on the
distribution system’s hosting capacity and informs interconnection applicants
about project siting and sizing. The Distribution ResourcesPlan Working Group
anticipate that, with the Integration Capacity Analysis, developers should be able
to submit a Rule 21 Fast Track application for distributed energy resource
interconnection up to the identified Integration Capacity Analysis value at the
proposed point of interconnection and bypassthose Screensrepresenting criteria
the Integration Capacity Analysis hasalready evaluated.'# Further, the values
identified at a point of connection are expectedto replace and/or supplement the
size limitations in the FastTrack eligibility criteria and be able to address and/or
improve upon the FastTrack technical Screenswhich are now included in the
Integration Capacity Analysis method. Hence, Interconnection customers should
be able to use the Integration Capacity Analysis value at their point of
interconnection to establish whether a proposed project will passthesetechnical
Screenst®

In developing proposals for changesto Rule 21, Working Group Two

identified three threshold considerations: 1) the reasonablenessof proposal

13D.17-09-026,n the Distribution ResourcesPlan proceeding (R.14-08-013)adopted the use of
the Integration Capacity Analysis for online maps, interconnection streamlining and
automation, and distribution planning. The Commission authorized system-wide
implementation of the Integration Capacity Analysis acrossthe Utilities’ territories.

14 Working Group Two Report at 42, citing The Integration Capacity Analysis Working Group
Final Report at 8-9.

151d. at 41-42
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costs;2) the tools and processesneededto implement the proposals; and 3) the
outcomes of the Integration Capacity Analysis quality control and assurance
tests,including validation of data.l®

4.2.2. Issue 8: Proposal 8a
The Working Group Two Report highlights that current eligibility for Fast

Track review is dependent upon a project’s size.l’” Proposal 8a, supported by all
members of the working group, removes the existing FastTrack eligibility size
limits. 8 The result of removing the size limits is that any applicant can chooseto
selectFastTrack astheir preferred study track regardless of the project size. No
party or other stakeholder opposesthis proposal.

While supporting Proposal 8a,working group participants identify three
caveats: 1) becausethe Integration Capacity Analysis only evaluates certain
technical criteria, projects that are below the Integration Capacity Analysis may
still be required to go to Supplemental Review or Detailed Study if they fail
Screensnot evaluated by the Integration Capacity Analysis; 2) elimination of the
size limit doesnot increasechancesof passing through Initial or Supplemental
Review if the project is sized above the Integration Capacity Analysis value; and
3) the Commission should continue to allow Net-Energy Metering projects under
30kVA to usethe FastTrack processregardless of the Integration Capacity

Analysis.

161d. at 42— 43.
171d. at 44.
18 |bid.
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4.2.3. Issue 8: Proposal 8b

Proposal 8b would allow Utilities to incorporate an additional run of the
specific node/feeder Integration Capacity Analysis into the Initial Review process
when updated Integration Capacity Analysis values may be required. This
proposal, supported by Utilities, would also require Utilities to provide an
explanation of the update when necessary. As described below, with certain
caveats,the proposal is supported by IREC, Public Advocates Office, Green
Power Institute, TURN, and Clean Coalition.

The Working Group Two Report explains that the Integration Capacity
Analysis is updated on a monthly basiswhere significant system changeshave
occurred, and the frequency of updates would lead to Interconnection Requests
basedupon out-of-date Integration Capacity Analysis values.!® Utilities propose
two different processesfor determining whether it is necessaryto update the
values:

1) SDG&E and SCErecommend using the Initial Review
processto determine if the Integration Capacity Analysis
values at the proposed Point of Interconnection needto be
updated. SDG&E and SCEpropose using the Integration
Capacity Analysis tool on the specific electrical node or
running the Integration Capacity Analysis on all the
electrical nodesin the circuit; and

2) PG&E proposesthat verification of the Integration
Capacity Analysis within the Initial Review processescan
be accomplished through existing 15 percent of peak load

19(1d. at 45.) The report provides several examples of why the values may have changed from
the latest update.
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calculations, which avoids rerunning the Integration
Capacity Analysis.

Utilities emphasize that if certain other proposals are adopted by the
Commission (e.g.,Proposals 8f, 8g, 8h, and 8j), additional analysesof
Interconnection Requestswith lessthan 30 kVA nameplate capacity will not be
necessary. Further, Utilities assertthat implementation of Proposal 8b will not
impact existing timelines for the Initial Review.

All working group participants agreethat in the event disclosing the
results of the Integration Capacity Analysis conflicts with confidentiality
requirements, Utilities will presentthe results in a manner that complies with
current Commission data redaction policies.?°

Additionally, SCEstatesin the report that it will consider future
implementation of a system for “flagging” Integration Capacity Analysis values
that will likely need an update.

According to the Working Group Two Report, several participants object
to PG&E's approach to determining whether the values need to be updated.
While alack of time to review the proposal was the basisfor the objection, the
opposition also cautions that interconnection applicants may not understand
how the screeninglimit is derived and applied. Participants further contend that
using the 15 percent screenwould undermine the use of the Integration Capacity

Analysis.?!

20]d. at 46.
21 |bid.
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From a broader perspective, Green Power Institute assertsthat outdated
Integration Capacity Analysis values will be alarge problem and an automated
Integration Capacity Analysis is necessary. Green Power Institute supports 8b
until alternatives delineated in 8v below can be developed and adopted.??

Public Advocates Office also supports 8b, stating the proposal will “ensure
the online Integration Capacity Analysis tool is asaccurate and asreflective of
real-time conditions aspossible.”?® Public Advocates Office requeststhe
Commission include areview of the costsof theseupdates aspart of the long-
term Integration Capacity Analysis refinements to determine whether the

ratepayer costsare commensurate with the benefits.?*

4.2.4. Issue 8: Proposal 8c

Proposal 8crequires Utilities to track Integration Capacity Analysis
updates outside the required monthly updates. Supporters of this proposal
submit the tracking of this information will inform future discussions of the
frequency of and processfor Integration Capacity Analysis updates.?® For
example, Green Power Institute assertsthat tracking Integration Capacity
Analysis posted value deviations “is the first stepin collecting the required
diagnostic data to improve the system overtime.” 26 Public Advocates Office’s

support is contingent upon areview of the costsand benefits. Only PG&E

22|d. at 47.
23 |bid.
24 1bid.
25 bid.
26]d. at 48.
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expressedopposition to this proposal. PG&E’s opposition is procedurally-based;
PG&E contends such tracking should be addressedin the Distributed Resources
Planning proceeding during the long-term Integration Capacity Analysis
refinement discussion.

4.2.5. Issue 8: Proposal 8d

Proposal 8d would provide an opportunity for applicants, who apply
basedon the posted Integration Capacity Analysis values, to modify their
application if they fail any Initial Review Screensbecausethe Integration
Capacity Analysis values have changed by the time the application is reviewed.
The proposal allows ten businessdays to modify the application or turn to
Supplemental Review; no responsewould result in an automatic Supplemental
Review. Proposal 8d is supported by CALSSA, Green Power Institute, and Clean
Coalition. Utilities and TURN oppose Proposal 8d.

The Working Group Two Report explains that the current Fast Track
processdoes not allow an applicant to reduce the size of a proposed project
without resubmittal. D.19-03-013adopted a definition of material modifications
that would allow a proposed project to be reduced in size by up to 20 percent if it
doesnot impact any other project lower in the queue.?’” Proposal 8d. would
address situations not contemplated by Working Group One and allow an
interconnecting customer to maintain its position in the FastTrack processqueue

when it would impact another applicant lower in the queue.

27D.19-03-013at Ordering Paragraph 5.
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Utilities assertProposal 8d would add complexity and defeat the purpose
of a FastTrack process?® Notably, Utilities contend the proposal would also
complicate the monthly update to the Integration Capacity Analysis values.?®
Despite supporting the proposal, CALSSA points out that the proposal would
add ten days to the interconnection process,which would slow the process

without any benefit.3°

4.2.6. Issue 8: Proposal 8f1

Proposal 8f1 would add ScreenF1to determine whether the generating
system’s short circuit contribution exceedsl.2per unit. This is aconsensus
proposal.

The Working Group Two Report explains that generating systemswith
1.2 per unit short circuit contribution canreferencethe Integration Capacity
Analysis value for meeting the reduction of reach®! Integration Capacity Analysis
Protection Screen. For generating facilities exceedingthe 1.2 per unit short
circuit contribution, autility would usethe protection Integration Capacity
Analysis value at the point of interconnection and the project specific per unit

short circuit contribution to determine whether the facility passesScreenF1.

28\Working Group Two Report at 49.
29]d. at 49-50.
301d. at 49.

31 Reduction of Reachoccurs when distribution relays are rendered lessable to sensea faulted
condition asa consequenceof increased generation on a distribution line. (SeePadullaparti,
H.V. etal. (2016).) Analytical Approach to Estimate Feeder Accommodation Limits Basedon
Protection Criteria. IEEE Access.4.1-1.10.1109/ACCESS.2016.2589545.
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The Working Group Two Report points out that synchronous or induction
generators cannot use the Integration Capacity Analysis to determine a specific
value. Instead, the Integration Capacity Analysis automatically assignsavalue
of 1.2per unit short circuit contribution for inverter-based technology. Thus, to
evaluate an inverter-based project’s short circuit duty contribution, ScreenFlis
proposed. If the project’s short circuit duty contribution is lessthan 1.2,the
project passesScreenF1. If the project’s contribution is greater than 1.2,the
project would fail ScreenF1. The Working Group Two Report underscoresthat
if the projects’ nameplate value multiplied by its per unit contribution is lessthan
or equal to the Integration Capacity Analysis value multiplied by 1.2 per unit, the
project will still passScreenFl1. Simply put, projects would fail ScreenF1
becausethe project’'s nameplate capacity is greater than the Project Specific
Protection Integration Capacity Analysis value. Projectsfailing ScreenF1would
be evaluated under Supplemental Review for impacts to reduction in reach.

4.2.7. Issue 8: Proposal 8f, 8g, 8h, and §j

This combination of proposals hastwo versions. Modification 1 would
allow that projects lessthan 30kVA would bypass ScreensF, G, H, and J;this
version is supported by all working group participants. Modification 2 would
require Utilities to provide the earliest available indication where ScreensF3?and

G33falilure is likely; this proposal has mixed positions asdiscussed further below.

32 ScreenF identifies whether a project may have an impact on system’s short circuit duty, fault
detection sensitivity, relay coordination, or fuse-saving schemes.
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With respectto Modification 1, existing tariff language allows generating
facilities with a Gross Rating of 11kVA or lessto bypass ScreensF, G, H, and J3*
While someworking group participants believe the threshold could be higher, all
participants agreethat raising the threshold to 30kVA to bypassthese Screensis
an improvement for streamlining the FastTrack processfor small projects and
would not raise any safety or reliability concerns3®

Modification 2involves ScreensF and G. The working group discovered
that all elements of the testsconducted under ScreensF and G are not evaluated
within the Integration Capacity Analysis. Participants considered whether and
how Utilities could provide an early indication of whether a project is likely to
face hurdles in passing ScreensF and G. Someparties propose that Utilities
update the Integration Capacity Analysis maps to indicate at what locations
these Screenscould be hurdles. Noting that distributed generation screening
tools are able to quickly analyze ScreensF and G, PG&E and SDG&E propose to
provide the results of ScreenF in the pre-application report. Public Advocates
Office supports Modification 2 but only if it canbe applied acrossall Utilities. 36

SCEopposesModification 2 and, instead, is investigating whether it can

determine and flag locations on the Integration Capacity Analysis map where

33 ScreenG identifies whether a generating facility, in aggregatewith other generating facilities
on the distribution circuit, causedisturbances to protective devicesand equipment, risking
overstressing the equipment.

34 Working Group Two Report at 51.
351d. at 51-52.
361d. at 53.
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projects would most likely fail ScreensF and G. Green Power Institute does not
support PG&E and SDG&E's proposal to usethe pre-application report option,
because,from Green Power Institute’s perspective, it adds considerable expense
and time. Instead, Green Power Institute prefers SCE’sflagging solution, noting
that the flagging solution should be atemporary solution to proposal 8v.3’
IREC, CALSSA and Clean Coalition propose that the Commission require
Utilities to submit an Advice Letter 120days after issuanceof this decision

recommending one proposal and including an analysis of the costs.

4.2.8. Issue 8: Proposal 8i

Participants offer two options to the resolution of Proposal 8i. Option A,
supported by Utilities and TURN, would relocate Screenl®®to the Rule 21
technical framework overview whereby all non-exporting projects above 30 kVA
would bereviewed under all Screens. Option B, supported by CALSSA, IREC,
Green Power Institute, Clean Coalition, Stem,and Public Advocates Office,
would continue the current practice of permitting all non-exporting projects of
all sizesto skip ScreensK, L, and M3 but review the issuein Phase?2 of this

proceeding, to allow discussion of costs.

37 |bid.
38 Screenl askswhether power will be exported acrossthe Point of Common Coupling.

39 ScreenK askswhether a generating facility is a net energy metering project with a nameplate
capacity equal to 500kW or less. ScreenL reviews where the distribution project is big enough,
and/or if there are different projects, whether the project may impact transmission
interconnected projects. It canbe very costly and require alot of time to mitigate in order to
passthis Screen. ScreenM askswhether the total generation capacity on the line sectionis less
than 15percent of line section peak load for all time sectionsbounded by automatic
sectionalizing devices.
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The objective of Issue 8 is to determine how the Commission should
incorporate the results of the Integration Capacity Analysis into Rule 21.
Proposal 8i, Option A, emanatesfrom the Utilities’ perspective that as
distributed energy resourcespenetration increases,the level of Integration
Capacity Analysis margin at various parts of the distribution systemare
diminishing “to the point at which non-export projects can potentially adversely
affect the safety and reliability of the distribution grid by causing overvoltage
conditions and possible overloads.”° Utilities explain that an adequate level of
technical evaluation is neededto prevent these conditions, which includes
evaluating how non-export projects may affect the Integration Capacity Analysis
parameters*!

Opposition to this technical evaluation proposal includes Public Advocates
Office, which contends the Utilities’ proposal with its insufficiently detailed
technical justification makesthe FastTrack processlessefficient; and CALSSA
and IREC, which highlight that Utilities have indicated that, up to now, the
overvoltage and overloads situation hasnever arisen. Green Power Institute
suggeststhat since the situation hasnot occurred, the issue should be tabled and

re-visited in the future. 42

40Working Group Two Report at 55.
41 |bid.
421d. at 56.
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4.2.9. Issue 8: Proposal 8k

Proposal 8k, involving ScreenL,*3 comprises three options: Option A,
supported by Utilities, modifies the screento include atransmission
overvoltage 44 and transmission anti-islanding 4° test from ScreenM; Option B,
supported by CALSSA, modifies the Screento include only the transmission
overvoltage test; and Option C, supported by IREC, Green Power Institute, and
Clean Coalition, modifies the Screento temporarily allow application of anti-
islanding testsuntil Issue 18 can be resolved in Working Group Four.

ScreenL determines whether the Interconnection Requestis made in an
areawhere there are known transient stability limitations, or the proposed
generating facility hasinterdependencies known to the utility with transmission
system Interconnection Requestsalready in the queue.*® ScreenM evaluates
whether there is arisk that aggregate generation could exceed15 percent of peak

load and, if so,identifies which projects require Supplemental Review.4’

43 ScreenlL is the Transmission Independence Screen. This Screenreviews where the
distribution project is big enough, and/or if there are different projects, whether the project may
impact transmission interconnected projects. It can be very costly and require alot of time to
mitigate in order to passthis Screen.

4 Transmission overvoltage is considered possible when a transmission breaker openson a
substation that has an ungrounded high side and aggregate generation is greater than

50 percent of minimum load. 15percent of peak load is used asthe initial screenor filter to
conduct additional screening on projects that exceed15 percent of peak load.

45 |slanding is considered possible when the ratio of machine-basedsynchronous generation to
inverter-based generation is more than 40 percent and aggregate generation is greater than

50 percent of minimum load. Again, 15 percent of peak load is used asthe initial screenor filter
to conduct additional screeningon projects that exceed15 percent of peak load.

46\Working Group Two Report at 57.
47 bid.
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To identify when projects should undergo more detailed protection tests,
PG&E currently utilizes avalue of 15 percent of peak load in Initial Review and
50 percent of minimum load calculations in Supplemental Review together with
data on the presenceof synchronous generations and substation grounding. 48
According to PG&E, thesetransmission protection screensare not included in the
Integration Capacity Analysis. PG&E submits that if the Commission adopts the
proposal to revise ScreenM (discussedbelow) by replacing the current approach
of using 15 percent of peak load to using the Integration Capacity Analysis, these
transmission protections screensshould be performed within ScreenL, because
ScreenL also evaluates transmission impacts.*® Relatedly, the Working Group
Two Report also points out arelationship with Working Group Four Issue 18,
which considers changesto the existing anti-islanding test.

PG&E’s Option A would require ScreenL to look at whether the
Interconnection Requestis in an areawhere islanding conditions are possible
basedon currently adopted and published screenpolicies with respectto anti-
islanding screening?® If the answer is yes, Supplemental Review is required;
otherwise the Interconnection Requestmoves on to ScreenM. Supported by
Utilities, Option A is opposed by TURN and CALSSA.

CALSSA opposesPG&E's proposal to replace the use of Integration

Capacity Analysis values with an anti-islanding test. CALSSA contends that the

48 | bid.
491d. at 57-58.
50|d. at 58.
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iIssue of anti-islanding should be addressedin Issue 18,aslaid out in the scoping
memo. CALSSA highlights that the intent of Issue 8 is to coordinate the
implementation of the Integration Capacity Analysis and not add an
unsubstantiated technical review measure® CALSSA recommends Option B,
that there should be no changesto the Rule 21 anti-islanding policy. This option
IS opposed by Ultilities.

Option C, proposed by IREC, would allow PG&E to utilize the current
screening practicesthat look at whether a project hasfailed 50 percent of
minimum load and where 40 percent or more of the generation on the substation
comesfrom rotating machinesand allow SCEand SDG&E to screenfor anti-
islanding but on atemporary basisuntil Issue 18is resolved. IREC explains that
Option C would require a guidance document to be published identifying the
specific screening approach SCEand SDG&E would use, similar to that of PG&E.
The subtle but important difference in Option C is that the customer will identify
the specific screening approach that will apply to them.52 Option C is supported

by IREC, Clean Coalition, and Green Power Institute but opposed by Utilities.
4.2.10. Issue 8: Proposal 8l

Proposal 8| would require Utilities to post an indication of potential Screen
L results on Integration Capacity Analysis maps. This proposal is supported by
PG&E, TURN, Clean Coalition, Green Power Institute, IREC, and SCE,but
opposed by SDG&E.

511d. at 61.
52|d. at 63.
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The Working Group Two Report describesthe importance of identifying
locations where pre-existing grid conditions could lead to projects failing Screen
L.5% This proposal would provide more information for developers. PG&E and
SCEoffer different fields/information to help identify locations that could be of
concernfor ScreenL. IREC, Clean Coalition, and Green Power Institute support
requiring Utilities to post information on their maps that helps identify known
conditions that might indicate whether a proposal may fail ScreenL.>*

4.2.11. Issue 8: Proposal 8m

Proposal 8m hastwo options and two implementation variations.

First, Option A, supported by Utilities and TURN, would apply a
10 percent buffer to the Integration Capacity Analysis Static Grid (SG) profile 5
and no buffer to the Integration Capacity Analysis Operational Flexibility (OF)
profile. %6 In Option A, if the Interconnection Requestis greater than Integration
Capacity Analysis OF, further evaluation in Supplemental Review is required. If
the Interconnection Requestcrossesthe 10 percent buffer in the Integration

Capacity Analysis SG,the necessaryupgrades would be implemented to

53]d. at 64.
54]d. at 64-65.

% The Integration Capacity Analysis Static Grid (SG)576profile is the minimum Integration
Capacity Analysis values at eachof the 576hours for the most limiting of these categories:
thermal, voltage, power quality, and protection.

5% The Integration Capacity Analysis Operational Flexibility (OF)576profile is the sameasthe
static grid profile but includes safety asone of the categories. Where the safety Integration
Capacity Analysis value is not the lowest of all the categories,the two profiles are the same.
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maintain the 10 percent buffer at minimum. 5/ Additionally, if the project is
interconnecting to an areaof the system without an Integration Capacity
Analysis, the project is evaluated against 15 percent peak load using the current
process.

Option B, proposed by IREC, Clean Coalition, Stem, CALSSA, Tesla,
Sunrun, and Public Advocates Office, is the sameasOption A exceptfor the
treatment of Integration Capacity Analysis OF.58 Language in Option A asks
whether the PV Interconnection Requestreal power production basedon PV
Watts or equivalent is greater than 100percent of the lowest value in the
Integration Capacity Analysis-OF 576 profile. >® Language in Option B asks
whether the PV Interconnection Requestreal power production basedon PV
Watts or equivalents is greater than 100 percent of the Integration Capacity
Analysis-OF 576values in any hour.%9 Contending it is incorrect to view Option
A ashaving a buffer on the Integration Capacity Analysis-SG and no buffer on
Integration Capacity Analysis-OF, Public Advocates Office submits this will get
the most value out of Integration Capacity Analysis while maintaining grid
safety and reliability. 6 Utilities argue that using the lowest value Integration

Capacity Analysis-OF is essentialto ensure that the internal system canbe

S"Working Group Two Report at 67.
58|d. at 69.
591d. at 68.
601d. at 70.
61]d. at 69.
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reviewed aspart of the interconnection processthe ensure the safety and
reliability for the distributed energy resourcesconnection up to Integration
Capacity Analysis-OF can be maintained during normal operations of the grid. 62

Opposing applying the buffer to the protection constraint, CALSSA, IREC,
and Clean Coalition contend the need for a buffer does not apply to protection
becausethe ratio of load to generation does not determine whether a protection
issueswill arise. Hence, for Options A and B, these participants recommend
comparing the aggregate generating facility capacity on the line sectionwith 100
percent of the protection Integration Capacity Analysis value rather than 90
percent.’3 This variation is supported by Clean Coalition, IREC, CALSSA, and
SCEbut opposed by SDG&E and PG&E.

A secondimplementation variation recommended by CALSSA and IREC
would incorporate the buffer into the Integration Capacity Analysis values on
the back end.®* Theseentities suggestthat if the thermal and voltage Integration
Capacity Analysis values are de-rated by 10 percent before posting, it would be
more user-friendly and straightforward. Clean Coalition, IREC, and CALSSA
support this variation. Utilities expressconcernover whether they have the

ability to include this before mapping the Integration Capacity Analysis.5°

62]1d. at 70.
631d. at 72.
64 1bid.
55 1bid.
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However, if the first implementation variation is adopted, Utilities support this

variation. 66

4.2.12. Issue 8: Proposal 8n

Proposal 8n would update ScreenN to allow the evaluation of thermal
overload, steady state voltage deviation, and protection reduction-of-reach when
the Interconnection Requestfails Initial Review due to exceedingthe Integration
Capacity Analysis values or ScreenF1. This proposal is supported by Utilities,
IREC, Public Advocates Office, Green Power Institute, Clean Coalition, TURN,
and CALSSA.

ScreenN, which teststhe level of distributed energy resourcespenetration,
ask whether the aggregate generating facility capacity on the line sectionis less
than 100percent of the minimum load.®” If yes, the project passesScreenN. If
no, the project is reviewed to determine the requirements to addressthe failure.
If the failure cannot be addressedthrough this review, Electrical Independence
Testsand Detailed Studies are required.

To addressIssue 8, ScreenN needsto be updated to a method basedon the
Integration Capacity Analysis. The Working Group Two Report explains that
ScreenN was designed to determine possible negative impacts of a project (e.g.,
thermal overloads or overvoltage) by verifying whether flow of electrical power

from the distribution circuit to the low side bus of the substation would occur

66 |bid.
671d. at 73.
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under typical distributed energy resources’ operating conditions.® According to
the report, maintaining a verifiable minimum load greater than the resource’s
real power output would prevent an overload of electrical distribution systems
or overvoltage in the distribution circuit. 6°

With the implementation of Integration Capacity Analysis values, the
participants agreethat the ScreenN needsto be adjusted for three scenarios:
a) ScreenN can be bypassedif the Interconnection Requestis below the updated
Integration Capacity Analysis and has passedScreenF1;b) when the
Interconnection Requestis above the updated Integration Capacity Analysis or
fails ScreenF1,the utility will determine if aquick review can determine
interconnection requirements or if Electrical Independence Testsand Detailed
Studies are required; and c) the utility will usethe existing tariff language when
Integration Capacity Analysis information is not available.”®

4.2.13. Issue 8: Proposal 8q

Proposal 8q, supported by all participants, updates ScreenP to account for
new smart inverter capabilities. Specifically, Rule 21 at SectionG.2.cwould be
amended to add the following example of an item that may be considered under
ScreenP: “Will the proposed system causeany voltage impacts considering the

settings of the Volt-Var function and the characteristics of the circuit segment?”

681d. at 74.
%9 |bid.
0]d. at 75.
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Working Group Two Report explains that ScreenP in Supplemental
Review is used to determine whether a project is required to be moved to
Detailed Study. Therefore, the report contends the list of mitigations to avoid a
Detailed Study should be expanded to include advanced smart inverters.’®
Rule 21 currently requires that all new interconnections must have certain smart
inverter functions enabled, including the Volt-Var function. 2 While the voltage
restraint may causea project to fail Initial Review, in the Supplemental Review
Utilities will consider the impact of Volt-Var. Proposal 8q allows Utilities to
account for adjustments in the standard Volt-Var settings when determining

whether Detailed Study is needed.”

4.2.14. Issue 8: Proposal 8r

Proposal 8r, supported by all working group participants, would add an
upfront option to allow acustomer to pre-pay for Supplemental Review when
paying for Initial Review and opt to proceed straight to Supplemental Review
without the optional Initial Results meeting, thus combining the two processes.
The Working Group Two Report submits that providing the option to combine
the two processesbenefits applicants and Utilities and meetsthe main objective

of this proceeding: streamlining the Rule 21 process’*

1 bid.

2]d. at 76.
d. at 76.
7\d. at 77.
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4.2.15. Issue 8: Proposal 8s

Proposal 8swould reduce the interconnection application feefor non-net
energy metering systems. CALSSA offers Option A, which would align the
application feefor non-net energy metering systemssmaller than 1 MW with the
application feefor net energy metering systems. Option B, supported by Clean
Coalition and IREC, proposes Utilities review actual costsand determine
whether a $300fee is appropriate for significant application categories. Utilities
oppose both options of Proposal 8s.

The Working Group Two Report statesthat an $800application fee applies
to non-net energy metering systemsof any size; whereas, the net energy
metering tariff requires net energy metering systemsto pay an application fee
basedon actual utility coststo processthe applications.’®

CALSSA contends that asenergy storage becomesmore common, there are
applications for non-net energy metering systemsfar smaller than 1MW that are
proposing to interconnect, which resemble small solar projects more than large
wholesale projects.’® CALSSA submits that becauseapplications for non-net
energy metering systemslessthan 1MW require the sameamount of work to
processasa net energy metering system, the application feesshould be similar. 77

CALSSA suggeststhat, by using Integration Capacity Analysis data, the

s1d. at 78.
76 1bid.
7 1bid.
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Commission could determine that smaller non-net energy metering applications
result in average costsof lessthan half of the standard $800application fee.”®

Utilities assertit is not appropriate to establish the samefee for non-net
energy metering and net energy metering projects. First, Utilities contend that
the sheernumber of applications for small residential systemscausethe average
study costto be much lower for all net energy metering systems.”® Further,
Utilities maintain the technical review for net energy metering systemscannot be
compared to non-export storage projects up to 1IMW becausenon-export storage
projects require an evaluation of ScreensF, G, H, and E and potentially an
evaluation of loading profiles, all of which are bypassedfor small residential net
energy metering projects.8 Utilities disagree with CALSSA'’s contention that
Integration Capacity Analysis data indicates smaller non-net energy metering
projects result in study costslessthan $400. Utilities argue that the Integration
Capacity Analysis does not evaluate all screensthat require evaluation under the
$800application fee,including ScreensF, G, H, and E 8!

Clean Coalition and IREC propose an alternative to CALSSA's proposal,
whereby the feewould reflect actual average costs. Moreover, Clean Coalition
suggeststhat if a defined classof applicants has substantially lower average

actual costsfor Initial Review, theseapplications should be subjectto alower fee.

8 |bid.
0 1bid.
80 bid.
81 1bid.
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Utilities opposed inclusion of this option in Working Group Two Report stating
that they had insufficient time to review. The Working Group Two Report
explains that while consideration of the option was limited, including both

options was prudent.

4.2.16. Issue 8: Proposal 8t

Proposal 8t addressesa situation that CALSSA calls queue sitting, whereby
a developer of wholesale, front-of-the-meter distributed energy resources
projects, that must apply for interconnection before they have buyers, may hold
the reserved grid capacity for aslong asit takesto find abuyer. CALSSA asserts
that queue sitting impacts wholesale projects who are further behind in the
gueue aswell asthe customersthat want to invest in behind-the-meter
distributed energy resources®? Participants do not agree on the magnitude of
this queue sitting but agreethat it may be a bigger problem with the integration
of the Integration Capacity Analysis.& Participants offer two options, both of
which are opposed by Utilities and TURN.

In Option A, offered by CALSSA, the proposal requires that 1) the
commercial operation date be setby mutual agreementand any extension of the
date be justified; 2) current milestones dates for wholesale projectsin Rule 21
would be tightened; and 3) small projects be allowed to interconnect if they do
not impact larger projects in front of them in the queue. Clean Coalition, who

supports Option A, contends that some of the new timelines may impose

821d. at 80.
81d. at 79-80.
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reporting and enforcement burdens not warranted. IREC also supports

Option A. The Working Group Two Report indicates that a small number of
Rule 21 projects currently come online after the planned Commercial Operation
Date, and there is no evidence of either increasing delays or a*“land rush” (in
which developers raceto obtain available hosting capacity) associatedwith the
Integration Capacity Analysis.® Green Power Institute offers Option B, which is
identical to Option A but permits Utilities to continue to rely on the negotiation
phase of the interconnection process8> Option B’sonly other support comes

from Tesla.

4.2.17. Issue 8: Proposal 8v

Proposal 8v, supported by Green Power Institute, Clean Coalition, and
Stem, is adraft Interconnection Automation and Streamlining report that
provides guidance on further action regarding automation opportunities, likely
costsand benefits of automated data processes,and coordination of related
Utility investments.8 The adoption of this report is opposed by Utilities and
TURN.

Green Power Institute and Clean Coalition explain that the intent of the
appended report is to form a starting point for an actionable “roadmap” for

further automation and streamlining of the interconnection processfor adoption

841d. at 83.
851d. at 84.

86 |d. at 84-85and Appendix A. The report was drafted by Green Power Institute and Clean
Coalition, with assistanceby Smarter Grid Solutions, Inc.
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by the Commission.8” TURN opposesinclusion and adoption of the report
becauseit doesnot have a high-level costestimate of automation opportunities,
only arelative cost-benefit analysis.8 SCEcautions that scoping, development
and implementation of IT tools [for automation] require time and cost; the
funding for the costsrequires Commission authorization in a general rate case
proceeding.®® Like SCE,PG&E points out that funding for costsrequires
Commission authorization, typically in a general rate case. PG&E also expresses
concernthat Rule 21 compliance timelines should reflect what the manual

processof performing the task entails, with the volume of projectsin mind. °°

4.2.18. Resolving Issue 8

The purpose of Issue 8is to integrate the Integration Capacity Analysis
into Rule 21. As discussedfurther below, the proposals we adopt to resolve
Issue 8 address the objectives of integration aswell asfurther automation and
improved streamlining.

First, we conclude that proposal 8a,which removes existing Fast Track
processeligibility limits, should be adopted. As explained in the Working Group
Two Report, the Integration Capacity Analysis provides an estimation about the
size of a project that can be interconnected at a specific point in a circuit and not

require distribution upgrades.®® By incorporating the Integration Capacity

871d. at 85.
88|d. at 86.
81d. at 87.
9|d. at 88.
%l]d. at 44.
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Analysis data into Rule 21, we no longer need the eligibility limits. In the past,
eligibility for the FastTrack processdepended upon the size of the project.
Eliminating the sizerestriction allows any applicant to selectthe FastTrack
process,astheir preferred study track. Proposal 8a,which is unopposed, will
streamline the FastTrack process. Proposal 8ashould be adopted with the three
caveatslisted in the Working Group Two Report: 1) projects that are below the
Integration Capacity Analysis values may still be required to go to Supplemental
Review or Detailed Study even if they fail the other screensnot evaluated by the
Integrated Capacity Analysis; 2) elimination of the Fast Track processeligibility
limit does not increasean interconnecting generator’s chancesof passing through
Initial or Supplemental Review if the project is sized above the Integrated
Capacity Analysis value; and 3) net energy metering projects under 30kVA are
currently processedasFastTrack projects and will continue to do soregardless
of the Integrated Capacity Analysis value.

Becausean objective for Issue 8is to incorporate the Integration Capacity
Analysis while streamlining the FastTrack process,we adopt proposal 8b using
SCEand SDG&E’s implementation process. This proposal provides that Utilities
usethe Initial Review processto determine if the Integration Capacity Analysis
values at the proposed Point of Interconnection need to be updated. If updated
values are needed, the proposal requires Utilities to usethe Integration Capacity
Analysis tool on the specific electrical node or run the Integration Capacity
Analysis on all the electrical nodesin the circuit, depending on future Integration
Capacity Analysis tool capabilities. This proposal will ensure use of the most

recent Integration Capacity Analysis values without impacting timelines for
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Initial Review. Hence, this proposal addressesthe objectives of integration,
further automation, and maintaining a streamlined process?? Becausewe are
adopting proposals 8f, 8g, 8h, and 8j below, Utilities will not needto perform
additional Integration Capacity Analyses aspart of the interconnection process
of Interconnection Requestswith lessthan 30kVA nameplate capacity,®® which
further supports our objective of streamlining. Advocated by all participants, we
agreethat this proposal should help ensure that the online Integration Capacity
Analysis tool is accurate and reflective of real-time conditions to the extent
possible.®* Proposal 8b, asdescribed herein, should be adopted.

In addition to implementing Proposal 8b, asdescribed above, we require
Utilities to sharethe results of any Integration Capacity Analysis updates with
the interconnecting generator and explain any grid condition or interconnection
gueue changes. Utilities shall also comply with confidentiality provisions by
following current Commission data reduction policies, asrecommended in the
Working Group Two Report.®®

In the Working Group Two Report, SCEagreedto consider future
implementation of asystem for “flagging” Integration Capacity Analysis values

needing to be updated. We direct SCEto move forward on developing this

92]d. at 46.
% 1bid.
9 1bid.
% |bid.
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system and provide areport on its status to the Director of the Energy Report
within 6 months of the issuanceof this decision.

With respectto the matter of updated Integration Capacity Analysis
values, we are faced with competing priorities: having the most updated values
and ensuring the coststo maintain thesevalues are reasonable. In order to
balancethesetwo priorities, the Commission should collect the relative data,
including tracking when the Integration Capacity Analysis values are updated
outside of the standard monthly updates and the costsassociatedwith the
updates. Hence, we should adopt Proposal 8c,which requires Utilities to track
when the Integration Capacity Analysis updates lead to Interconnection
Requestsfailing the Initial Review. We agreewith participants that the tracking
of this information will inform future discussions of the frequency of and process
for Integration Capacity Analysis updates.®® We note that only PG&E expressed
opposition to this proposal, contending that such tracking should be addressed
in the Distribution ResourcesPlans proceeding. We disagree. While we
acknowledge that the Integration Capacity Analysis was createdin the
Distribution ResourcesPlans proceeding, we agreewith Green Power Institute
that the tracking of the updates is afirst step to improve the interconnection
system over time.

Relatedly, we decline to adopt Proposal 8d, the CALSSA proposal to allow
additional time for applicants to modify applications in responseto failed

Screensdue to outdated Integration Capacity Analysis values. We find the

% |bid.
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proposal doesnot meet the objectives of Issue 8 in that it does not streamline the
processbut, more significantly, it adds time to the process. Further, we are
concerned about the Utilities’ contention that the proposal would complicate the
Integration Capacity Analysis monthly update. We recognize that the proposal
provides an opportunity to applicants to modify the application when outdated
values lead to Initial Review Screenfailure; unfortunately, the proposal would
add ten businessdays for the applicant to modify the application or turn to
Supplemental Review. Even the supporter of the proposal underscoresthat the
ten days provides no additional benefit. Proposal 8d doesnot meet the
streamlining objective of Issue 8 and, therefore, should not be adopted.

Our focus in this proceeding is streamlining Rule 21 but Issue 8 focusesthe
streamlining attention on integrating the Integration Capacity Analysis. We
adopt Proposal 8f1, which adds a new Screen,F1,to determine whether the
generating systems’short circuit contribution exceedsl.2per unit. Integration
with the Integration Capacity Analysis requires this additional Screen. As noted
in the Working Group Two Report, synchronous or induction generators cannot
usethe Integration Capacity Analysis to determine a specific value and are
automatically assigneda value of 1.2per unit short circuit contribution. Thus, in
order to properly evaluate an inverter-based project’s short circuit duty
contribution, ScreenFlis necessary. As no party opposesthis needed proposal,
we find it reasonableto adopt proposal 8f1.

We now addressa group of proposals: 8f, 8g, 8h, and 8j. As previously
stated, existing tariff language allows generating facilities with a Gross Rating of

11kVA or lessto bypass ScreensF, G, H, and J. All participants agreethat
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raising the threshold to 30kVA to bypassthese Screensimproves streamlining
and would not raise any safety or reliability concerns. Hence, we find it
reasonableto adopt Modification 1 of Proposals 8f, 8g, 8h, and 8]. However, the
costsof Modification 2 have not beenidentified and therefore we cannot
determine the overall value of Utilities providing an early indication of hurdles
in passing ScreensF and G. Accordingly, we should not adopt Modification 2.

We turn to Proposal 8i, which considers the applicability of Screenl for
Non-exporting projects above 30kVA. We maintain the current processwhich
allows non-exporting projects of all sizesto skip ScreensK, L, and M. Ultilities
contend that relocating Screenl to the Rule 21 technical framework overview
(Option A) is necessaryto evaluate how non-export projects may affect the
Integration Capacity Analysis parameters. However, this option would result in
unknown additional costsand would make the FastTrack processlessefficient.
Furthermore, while Utilities contend this changeis necessarybecausedistributed
energy resourcespenetration increasescan lead to overvoltage conditions and
possible overloads, they acknowledge, and others agree, that this situation has
not occurred. Accordingly, we should adopt Option B of Proposal 8i and retain
the status quo whereby non-exporting projects of all sizesskip ScreensK, L, and
M. However, we will revisit Option A of Proposal 8i in the ratesetting phase of
this proceeding.

Proposal 8k overlaps with Issue 18, which askswhether the Commission
should adopt changesto anti-islanding screenparameters;Issue 18is currently
being addressed by Working Group 4. At this time, we find it reasonableto

adopt Option C and modify ScreenL to include the transmission overvoltage
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and transmission anti-islanding testscurrently in ScreenM. As noted by PG&E,
changing the current 15 percent of peak load value in ScreenM to Integration
Capacity Analysis values results in ScreenM not including the transmission
overvoltage and transmission anti-islanding tests becausethesetestsare not
incorporated in the Integration Capacity Analysis.®” However, we are cognizant
of the remaining factual dispute regarding anti-islanding screening standards.
Hence, we should adopt Option C asatemporary solution until Issue18is
considered by the Commission. We should also adopt the language revision for
ScreenL, asproposed by IREC, to take into accountthat SCEand SDG&E do not
currently screenfor anti-islanding but may decide to do soin the future.
Continuing with revisions to ScreenL, we decline to adopt the non-
consensusProposal 8l, at this time. The record in this proceeding is limited with
respectto technology solutions, tools needed, and implementation costs.
However, we adopt the proposal’'s conceptthat Utilities should identify where
projects are likely to fail ScreenL, aswe agreethat this will facilitate the
transparency, predictability, and streamlining of the FastTrack process.
Accordingly, we direct Utilities to continue to develop proposals for
implementing the conceptual proposal. Utilities, either individually or together,
shall submit testimony proposing approachesto implement the proposal. The
testimony shall include details regarding the necessarytechnology solutions and

tools, and proposed implementation costs. Consideration of this testimony will

91d. at 57.
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be conducted in the next phase of this proceeding, which will address costsand
costallocation issues. Utilities will receive further instructions in afuture ruling.
Moving on to revisions to ScreenM, the purpose of ScreenM is to
maintain generation and load balancein caseof load changeson a circuit. As
previously discussed,all parties agreethat ScreenM should be modified to
reflect the Integration Capacity Analysis. We adopt Proposal 8m with a
modified Option B that requires a 10 percent buffer be applied to both
Integration Capacity Analysis-SG and Integration Capacity Analysis-OF curves.
We agreewith Public Advocates Office that this option, asmodified, will getthe
most value out of the ratepayer-funded Integration Capacity Analysis while
maintaining grid safety and reliability. We underscore that the working group
acknowledges that the load on a circuit might change after a project is
interconnected, which could pose safety and reliability risks. Hence, asproposed
by the working group, we agreethat integrating a buffer into ScreenM would
effectively leave spacebetween the amount of expected interconnecting
generation and the Integration Capacity Analysis value.®® The utility proposal,
Option A, recommends a 10 percent buffer for the Integration Capacity Analysis-
SG? Given the working group acknowledgement that a buffer can reduce risk
due to changing circuit characteristics,we find it prudent to apply a similar
buffer to Option B to ensure safety and reliability. In comments to the proposed

decision, CALSSA and IREC recommend that instead of a 10 percent buffer to the

%1d. at 67.
9 |bid.
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Interconnection Capacity Analysis-OF, the Commission track the frequency of
mitigation requirements basedon operational flexibility constraints and host a
workshop after one year after the implementation of Interconnection Capacity
Analysis to determine if the buffer is necessary!®® SDG&E, CALSSA, and IREC
contend the buffer should be removed asit is overly conservation. In response,
PG&E maintains that this view assumesthat PG&E establishesalternative circuit
configurations with SCADA-enabled devices, whereas the majority of its
switching devices are non-SCADA-enabled switching devices?! Becausethe
Integrated Capacity Analysis is a new tool for the interconnection process,we
maintain the current buffer to ensure reliability. We will revisit this buffer in the
future. In the nearterm, we require Utilities to collect data and report on the
effectivenessof this buffer within the reporting requirements for the buffers
adopted in Issue 9 below.

Similar to ScreenM above, ScreenN also requires alignment with the
Integration Capacity Analysis. We adopt the consensusproposal to update
ScreenN to allow the evaluation of thermal overload, steady state voltage
deviation, and protection reduction-of-reach when the Interconnection Request
fails Initial Review due to exceedingthe Integration Capacity Analysis values or
ScreenF1. As noted in the Working Group Two Report, alignment to account for

thermal overload, overvoltage conditions and protection requires adjustment for

100 CALSSA Opening Comments on Proposed Decision at 1-3, IREC Opening Comments on
Proposed Decision at 2 and IREC Reply Comments on Proposed Decision at 3.

101 pG&E Reply Comments on Proposed Decision at 2. Seealso SCEReply Comments on
Proposed Decision at 2.
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the following three scenarios:1) when the Interconnection Requestis below the
updated Integration Capacity Analysis value and passesScreenF1;2) when the
Interconnection Requestis above the updated Integration Capacity Analysis
value or fails ScreenF1;and 3) when Integration Capacity Analysis information
is not available.19? This uncontested proposal addressesthesethree scenarios
and should be adopted.

Also a consensusproposal, we adopt Proposal 8q, but we revise it to
update ScreenO, not ScreenP, to account for new smart inverter capabilities.
Working Group Two Report described ScreenP asbeing in Supplemental
Review and used to determine if there are mitigations that canavoid having a
project move to Detailed Study. Rule 21requires that all new interconnections
must have certain smart inverter functions enabled. Adoption of the proposal
will allow autility to consider theseadditional functions as potential mitigations.
Avoidance of the Detailed Study maintains efficiency of the FastTrack process.
However, in comments to the proposed decision, PG&E arguesthat smart
inverter capabilities should be evaluated in ScreenO, given that ScreenO covers
power quality and voltage tests19® No party presented opposition to this
revision in reply comments. Proposal 8q, modified to revise ScreenO instead of
ScreenP, meetsthe objective of Issue 8 and this proceeding and should be

adopted.

102]d. at 75.

103pG&E Opening Comments on Proposed Decision at 2.
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Proposal 8r would provide the option to combine Initial Review and
Supplemental Review. All parties support this proposal. As noted in the
Working Group Two Report, applicants and Utilities benefit from additional
time savings by opting to skip the Initial Results meeting. Proposal 8r meetsthe
Issue 8 objective of streamlining the FastTrack process. Proposal 8r should be
adopted.

As further described below, we decline to adopt the other proposals to
addressIssue 8: 8s,8t, and 8v. We discuss eachindividually.

Proposal 8swould reduce the interconnection application feefor non-net
energy metering systems. Parties disagree on the data that claims the need for
feereduction. Parties also disagree on whether it is appropriate to compare
small net energy metering projects to large non-export projects up to 1 MW. We
find that the record doesnot support feereduction. Thus, Proposal 8sshould not
be adopted. However, in comments to the proposed decision, parties continue to
expresssupport for this proposal. In response,PG&E expressedsupport of
reporting actual costs. We find the collection of data regarding actual costswill
lead to better transparency in the streamlining process. Accordingly, we direct
Utilities to track the actual costsassociatedwith the processing of
interconnection applications and report the data in the reporting document
discussedin Issue 12 below.

With respectto the proposal on queue management, Proposal 8t, there is
disagreement on the necessity of the proposal and, pertinent to the intent of Issue

8, whether the introduction of the Integration Capacity Analysis will make much

=49 -



R.17-07-007 COM/MGA/avs

difference. The record of this proceeding does not support adoption of
Proposal 8t.

The final Issue 8 proposal addressesan InterconnectiorAutomationand
Streamliningreport written by Green Power Institute and Clean Coalition with
support from Smarter Grid Solutions, which identifies additional automation
and streamlining opportunities for the Rule 21 process. Proposal 8v
recommends that the Commission consider this report and provide guidance on
further action within the proceeding on future Working Group schedules,review
of likely costsand benefits of automated data processes,and coordination of
related utility investments.

Supporters of the proposal, Green Power Institute and Clean Coalition,
state that the intent of the report is to form the starting point for an actionable
roadmap for further automation and streamlining of the interconnection process
for adoption by the Commission. The supporters underscore that the report was
informed by other stakeholders but is not a comprehensive reflection of input
received.l® The proposal is opposed by Utilities and TURN. TURN opposes
inclusion of the report on the basisthat it is not supported by a high level cost
estimate of automation opportunities. TURN recommends the report be seenas
identification of potential opportunities to be analyzed later.

We consider this proposal to be out of scopefor Issue 8, which specifically
focuseson the integration of the Integration Capacity Analysis with Rule 21.

Accordingly, we decline to adopt Proposal 8v.

1041d. at 85.
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4.3. Issue 9: Conditions That Allow Distributed
Energy Resources to Perform While Avoiding
Upgrades

We adopt a modified version of the Utilities’ proposal to address Issue 9.
As discussedfurther below, we modify the Utilities’ proposal such that the
frequency of changesis expanded to monthly limits to align with the Integration
Capacity Analysis. Within 120days of the issuanceof this decision, Utilities shall
file aTier 3 Advice Letter describing implementation of the proposal. We note
that implementation cannot occur until a certification schemefor the Limited

Generation Profile has beendeveloped and adopted.

4.3.1. Issue 9: Background

Issue 9 looks at the conditions of operations the Commission should adopt
to allow distributed energy resourcesto perform within existing hosting capacity
constraints and avoid triggering upgrades. Theseconditions would beincluded
in interconnection applications and agreements. The purpose of resolving
Issue 9, ashighlighted by IREC, is to utilize the Integration Capacity Analysis
data to allow modern inverters, storage,and other technologies to confidently
respond to grid conditions while ensuring safety and reliability. 19 IREC notes
that the solution should allow customersto use existing grid capabilities to
deploy distributed energy resourcesat alower cost% Referencingthe
Integration Capacity Analysis Working Group, IREC quotes the vision for the

Integration Capacity Analysis asproviding “hourly data about hosting capacity

105]|REC Opening Comments to December12,2019Ruling at 12.
106 | pid.
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limitations that enablesa developer to design a system that takes full advantage
of the available hosting capacity at their proposed point of interconnection.” 107
The Integration Capacity Analysis Working Group found that the data also
required verification that proposed operational profiles meet the Integration
Capacity Analysis hourly limitations. 108

4.3.2. Issue 9: Proposals and Positions

Supported by CalCom and CALSSA, Proposal 9 would modify
interconnection procedures to allow adistributed energy resourcescustomer to
include a“Limited Generation Profile” with their application, require the
customer to enable generation profile limiting functionality, and allow a utility
limited opportunity to alter that profile if circumstanceswarranted. CALSSA
statesthat this proposal builds on Proposal 8m and applies to distributed energy
resourceswhich would acceptcertain conditions of operation asfollows:

1) Customer submits a Limited Generation Profile aspart of
their application and may include generation up to the
Integration Capacity Analysis -SGvalue published by the
utility at the time of the application, submitted in a
standard 288-hour format;

2) Customer agreesto enable smart inverter functionality and
local controls to ensure actual operations conform with the
applications’ Limited Generation Profile; and

3) Customer agreesto allow future reductions to the
generation profile up to the minimum Integration Capacity

107]d. at 12-13citing the March 3, 2017Final Integration Capacity Analysis Working Group
Report at 8-9.

108 |bid.
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Analysis — SGtypical PV profile published by the utility at
the filing of the application.

In the Working Group Two Report, Utilities presented several
uncertainties with the proposal: a) whether an actual generator profile may be
represented by the forecastedLimited Generation Profile; b) whether the
Integration Capacity Analysis — SGwill reflect actual grid conditions; c) whether
the inverter and Data Acquisition Systemcontrols will meet expectations;

d) whether and how the utility knows if and when the generator’s output needs
to be reduced and communicate any needed chanceto the customer and whether
the customer would respond timely; e)impacts on subsequentinterconnections
and the domino effect on operational constraint; f) complexity of Limited
Generation Profiles to modeling; and g) customer, project size, and project asset
applicability.

While recognizing the concernsof Utilities, TURN and Public Advocates
Office offer support for the CALSSA proposal, with contingencies. TURN's
support depends upon the Commission: 1) ordering that smart inverters be
tested and added to alist of certified inverters deemed able to effectively and
reliably limit output and 2) monitoring and measuring generation in real-time;
becausea measurementover a period of time would likely lead to
underestimates.t® Public Advocates Office submits that the CALSSA proposal

“fits squarely within the [Integration Capacity Analysis] use casesidentified in

109\Working Group Two Report at 123-124.
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the Integration Capacity Analysis Working Group’s Final Report.” 110
Highlighting implementation challenges,the Public Advocates Office offers two
recommendations to address such challenges: 1) incorporate the findings of the
Smart Inverter Working Group to support the Issue 9 Proposal; and 2) encourage
Utilities to develop verification processesfor generator profiles. 111

Following the completion of the Working Group Two meetings, Utilities
filed a counter proposal to the CALSSA proposal, which applies the work from
the Smart Inverter Working Group and its recommendation to include a Real
Power Limiting Function on Smart Inverters. The counter proposal allows a
customer to utilize a smart inverter’s ability to increaseits output during seasons
of the year where a higher level of Interconnection Capacity is available basedon
the Integration Capacity Analysis, while still operating in a safeand reliable
manner. The seasonalreal power limit would include a 20 percent buffer.
Similar to the CALSSA proposal, the Utility counter proposal hasthree parts:
1) Customer submits a Limited Generation Profile with their application, which
may include generation up to the 80 percent Integration Capacity Analysis-SG
value published by the utility and submitted in a standard 288-hour format;
2) customer agreesto enable smart inverter functionality to ensure actual

operations conform to submitted Limited Generation Profile; and 3) customer

110]d. at 124.
111 1bid.
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agreesto follow future reductions to generation profile, with the utility

determining such reductions within defined circumstances??

4.3.3. Resolving Issue 9

One of the major objectives of this proceeding is to incorporate the
Integration Capacity Analysis results into Rule 21. Accordingly, we adopt the
Utilities’ counter proposal to resolve Issue 9, with the modification to allow the
frequency of changesto be monthly versus seasonal,which will take advantage
of the Integration Capacity Analysis. Allowing a customer to establish scheduled
outputs aligns the Issue 9 proposal with the Integration Capacity Analysis.
Further, asdescribed below, allowing a customer to establish monthly scheduled
output limits strikes a balance between the proposed schedule and the more
conservative seasonalschedule recommended in the counter proposal.

We highlight that implementation of this proposal cannot occur until a
certification schemefor the Limited Generation Profile has beendeveloped and
adopted. In comments to the proposed decision, PG&E, SDG&E, and SCE
underscore the interdependencies between this proposal and Proposal A-B 3
(discussedbelow in Section5.9).113 SCE assertsthat in addition to the need for
the development of the Limited Generation Profile, other complex technical
issuesneed resolution including determination of how to bestutilize smart

inverter functions to achieve limited export schedulesand identification of

112 parties were given the opportunity to comment on the counter proposal in comments to the
Working Group Three Report.

13PG&E Opening Comments to the Proposed Decision at 3, SDG&E Opening Comments to the
Proposed Decision at 3 and SCEOpening Comments to the Proposed Decision at 3-4.
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necessarymodification to standards (suchasUL 1741)to allow limited exports.
All three utilities requestthe Commission to allow additional discussions
between the parties focused on implementing the two proposals.

Accordingly, within 90days, the Utilities shall commence such discussions
with the Smart Inverter Working Group. Further, within six months of the
iIssuanceof this decision, the Utilities shall submit a Tier 3 Advice Letter
providing the recommendations from thesediscussions, and include standard
review, certification requirements, and interconnection processesnecessaryfor
implementing this proposal. Within 60 days of adoption of a certification scheme
for the Limited Generation Profile, Utilities shall modify the Rule 21
Interconnection Application Processto allow adistributed energy resources
customer to include aLimited Generation Profile with their application, require
the customer to enable generation profile limiting functionality, and allow
Utilities opportunity to alter the profile if circumstanceswarranted.

As noted by CALSSA, the core conceptsand functionality of the CALSSA
and Utilities’ proposals are the same!!* The Utilities’ proposal differs in that the
proposed buffer is 20 percent instead of 10 percent, the frequency of changesis
limited to seasonal,and it allows an open-ended reduction in generation if
system conditions change. We discuss eachof thesedifferences below and

describe our final determination.

114 CALSSA Opening Comments to December7,2018Ruling at 9-11. (Seealso TeslaOpening
Comments to December7,2018Ruling at 7.)

-56 -



R.17-07-007 COM/MGA/avs

With respectto the proposed buffer, CALSSA and Teslasupport a
10 percent buffer. CALSSA contends that a 10 percent buffer is adequate, noting
that Utilities are comfortable with a 10 percent buffer when the systemrelies on
the nameplate inverter sizeto limit production. 1> Public Advocates Office offers
that the buffer should be developed as part of real-world tests of the Integration
Capacity Analysis’ accuracy, rather than arbitrarily determined beforehand.116
PG&E supports Public Advocates Office’s assertion, contending it is too early to
rely on the Integration Capacity Analysis.” We agreethat afinal buffer should
be basedon real-world testsof the effectivenessof the use of Integration
Capacity Analysis values within the interconnection process.

In comments to the proposed decision, several parties reiterate support for
a 10 percent buffer, arguing that a 20 percent buffer is unreasonably
conservative. SDG&E also supports the 10 percent buffer, stating that it would
be sufficient. We adopt a 10 percent buffer, given the utilities ability to reduce
the Interconnection Capacity Analysis values where safety and reliability of the
grid are concerned.. We will revisit the size of the buffer, 18 months after
implementation of this proposal. This will provide adequate data collection on
the effectivenessof the use of Integration Capacity Analysis values within the
interconnection process. As suggestedby SCEin comments to the proposed

decision, data obtained from Proposals 8b and 8c,adopted above, should

151d. at 10.
116 public Advocates Office Opening Comments to December7,2018Ruling at 9.
17PG&E Reply Comments to December 7, 2018Ruling at 9.
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indicated how well the Interconnection Capacity Analysis values measurereal
world conditions. 18 Utilities shall file a Tier 3 Advice Letter 18 months after the
implementation of this proposal providing data obtained from Proposals 8b and
8c,to assesghe effectivenessof the use of the Integration Capacity Analysis
values within the interconnection processand a proposal asto whether the
Commission should continue use of the 10 percent buffer or adjust it, basedon
the data.

Turning to the matter of the frequency of customer output changes,we
revise the Utilities’ proposal to allow customersto utilize a smart inverter’s
ability to increaseits output on amonthly basis. The Utilities’ counter proposal
offers changeson a seasonalbasis. We find that allowing a customer to establish
scheduled output limits aligns the proposal with the Integrated Capacity
Analysis. In comments to the Working Group Two Report, CALSSA underscores
that if seasonablechangeswork, monthly should work just aswell and, if
monthly works, daily or hourly should work. '° In response,SCEargues that
hourly profiles compared to seasonalprofiles have a much higher risk of
exceedingthe Integrated Capacity Analysis value eachhour.?° Our modification
of allowing to increasethe output on a monthly basisstrikes a balance between

the original proposal and the Utilities’ proposal.

118 SCEOpening Comments on Proposed Decision at 10-11.
119 CALSSA Opening Comments to Working Group Two Report at 10.
120 SCEReply Comments to Working Group Two Report at 11-12.
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The last point of contention relatesto the amount of control Utilities
should have over reductions to customer generation profiles. Both the CALSSA
proposal and the Utilities counter proposal acknowledge that future grid
conditions could result in actual hosting capacity being below the published
Integration Capacity Analysis-SG and that the utility may need to reduce
generation to ensure safeand reliable service without grid upgrades. The
CALSSA proposal recommends that the “interconnecting generator would agree
to generation reductions down to a pre-defined static level.” 1?1 The CALSSA
proposal notes that the specifics of whether and how Utilities make the
determination that reductions are necessaryhave not beendetermined.!?? The
Utilities’ counter proposal mirrors the CALSSA proposal on this element, except
that “determinations of such reductions would be made by Utilities under
defined conditions.” 123 Neither proposal offers defined conditions. Accordingly,
we adopt the element that the utility may need to reduce generation to ensure
safeand reliable service without grid updates. In comments to the proposed
decision, CALSSA, IREC and Teslaarguesthat the language allowing retroactive

changesis broad.*?* PG&E and SDG&E contend the retroactive limitations are

21Working Group Two Report at 121.
122 |pid.
123]d. at 126.

124 CALSSA Opening Comments to the Proposed Decision at 4, IREC Opening Comments to the
Proposed Decision at 10,and TeslaReply Comments to the Proposed Decision at 2
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necessaryfor safety.12> We reiterate that profile reductions may only be allowed
for safety and reliability reasons. Furthermore, retroactive alterations to
generation profiles shall not reduce generation to below a pre-defined static
level, i.e., the lowest Integrated Capacity Analysis — Static Grid typical profile
value identified at the time of the Interconnection Application. Utilities will
provide the proposed specifics of whether and how reductions are determined in
aTier Three Advice Letter submitted no later than 120days from the issuanceof

this decision.

4.4. Issue 10: Coordination of Integration Capacity
Analysis and Rule 21 with Rules 2, 15, and 16

We conclude that the Commission should adopt the following proposals to
better coordinate the Integration Capacity Analysis and eachUltility’'s Rule 21
processeswith processesin Rules2,15,and 16:Proposals2, 3,4,5,and 8. As
discussed below, adoption of these proposals will improve the efficiency of the
overall interconnection processand increasetransparency for customers. We
provide an overview and background material of Issue 10, followed by a
description and party positions for eachproposal, and a discussion of our

consideration of eachof the proposals.

4.4.1. Issue 10: Overview and Background

Issue 10 asksthe parties to propose options to coordinate the Integration
Capacity Analysis and Rule 21 with Rules 2, 15,and 16 processesto improve the

efficiency of the overall interconnection process. The Working Group Two

125 pG&E Reply Comments to the Proposed Decision at 3 and SDG&E Reply Comments to the
Proposed Decision at 3.
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Report explains that if a generator hasapplied for interconnection through Rule
21,the utility may require a service upgrade under Rules 2, 15,and 16.The
Working Group Two Report described eachof the rules:126

Rule 2 addressesspecial facilities that may be installed,
owned, and maintained or allocated by a utility asan
accommodation to the Rule 21 applicant.

Rule 15 addressesnew distribution facilities, which are a
continuation of, or branch from, the nearestavailable
existing permanent Distribution Line to the point of
connection of the last service.

Rule 16 addressesoverhead and underground primary or
secondary facilities extending from the point of connection
at the Distribution Line to the ServiceDelivery Point.

The Working Group Two Report further explains that when a new service
request occurs simultaneously with a Rule 21 generator application, the utility
first requires areview of the retail load elementseligible for Rules 2, 15,and 16.
This review determines the scopeand costrelated to the new service and load
request, which is then followed by a Rule 21 scopeand costevaluation. The
Working Group Two Report highlights that projects requiring work performed
by the utility leadsto a complex interconnection processthat can differ by utility.

In the Working Group Two Report, solar providers assertthat the
transition from Rule 21to one or more of the other rules “has often not been

smooth and there is very little visibility into the status of a project outside of the

126]1d. at 128-129.
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interconnection review under Rule 21."1%7 Underscoring that the other three
rules lack the details and timelines provided in Rule 21,the developers provide
several examples of resulting concernsincluding inconsistency acrossUtilities. 128

CALSSA proposes eight opportunities to standardize utility processesand
timelines that are reviewed under Rules2,15and 16. We describe eachof these
in the following eight sectionsand provide party positions for each.

4.4.2. Issue 10: Proposal 1

In Proposal 1, the Commission would require Utilities to assigna project
manager to all projects larger than 100kilowatts (kW). The project manager
would be responsible for managing the project through the Rule 21 processas
well asthe transition to study under Rules 2, 15,0r 16. Opposed by Utilities, SCE
and SDG&E assertthe Commission should not mandate how Utilities should
manage the interconnection process. Further, PG&E contends that current
practice depends upon the nature of the project, e.g.,more complex projects
currently have a project manager assigned. Proposal 1is supported by CALSSA

with qualified support from Clean Coalition and TURN.
4.4.3. Issue 10: Proposal 2

A consensusproposal, Proposal 2 would require a single Project
Identification Number for a project, which would apply from receipt of an
interconnection application through permission to operate and would be used in

Rules 2,15,16,and 21. PG&E highlights that the issue of multiple Project

1271d. at 129.
128 |bid.
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Identification Numbers haslimited PG&E personnel from being able to access

project history and background when responding to customer inquiries.

4.4.4. Issue 10: Proposal 3

Also a consensusproposal, Proposal 3would inform the customer of the
start date of a study when a project is studied under Rules2,15and 16. Eachof

the Utilities statethat a similar practice is in place at their respective company.

4.4.5. Issue 10: Proposal 4

Proposal 4 would require a utility to send an invoice for the engineering
advance or the facility costwithin five businessdays of execution of the
Interconnection Agreement unless the requestfor payment is contained within
the agreement. This proposal is supported by CALSSA with qualified support

from Clean Coalition, TURN, and SCE. PG&E and SDG&E oppose the proposal.
4.4.6. Issue 10: Proposal 5

Proposal 5would require the utility to attempt to contact the customer or
its representative, within five businessdays of receiving payment for the
engineering advance or upgrade costs,to schedule a mitigation work scoping
meeting. Supported by CALSSA, this proposal also has qualified support from
SCE,Clean Coalition, TURN, and PG&E. Only SDG&E opposesthis proposal.

4.4.7. Issue 10: Proposal 6

Proposal 6 would require that design and cost estimation for
interconnection facilities and minor distribution upgrades be completed within
60 businessdays of: 1) receipt of funds for the engineering advance or upgrade
costs;or 2) receipt of the Utility approved necessarycustomer site information as
required for the design of the facilities that meetsthe utility technical

requirements, whichever occurs later. This proposal would allow parties to
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agreeupon adifferent timeline by mutual consent. Further, if the utility
anticipates exceedingthe deadline, this proposal would require the utility to
inform the Energy Division and the customer or its representative, with an
explanation for the delay. Proposal 6 is supported by CALSSA but also has
gualified support from SCE,Clean Coalition, TURN, and PG&E. SDG&E

opposesProposal 6.

4.4.8. Issue 10: Proposal 7

Proposal 7 would require that construction of interconnection facilities and
minor distribution upgrades be completed within 60 businessdays of 1) a
customer’s election to proceed after facility design, or 2) after the customer has
completed their portion of civil work, whichever occurslater. Similar to
Proposal 6, Proposal 7 would allow parties to agreeupon a different timeline by
mutual consent. Again, if the utility anticipates exceedingthe deadline, this
proposal would require the utility to inform the Energy Division and the
customer or its representative, with an explanation for the delay. Proposal 7 is
supported by CALSSA but also has qualified support from SCE,Clean Coalition,

and TURN. SDG&E and PG&E oppose Proposal 7.
4.4.9. Issue 10: Proposal 8

Proposal 8 would require the utility to send, within 6 months of project
completion, a detailed reconciliation of the costsof interconnection facilities and
distribution updates, with arefund of any amount paid in excessof actual costs.
Proposal 8 is supported by CALSSA and Clean Coalition, with qualified support

from TURN. All three Utilities oppose Proposal 8.
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4.4.10. Resolving Issue 10

We conclude that the following proposals should be adopted becausethey
improve coordination of the Integration Capacity Analysis and eachutility’s
Rule 21 processwith processesin Rules, 2, 15,and 16:

Proposal 2: use of a single project identifier number;

Proposal 3: notification by the utility of the study start
date for projects studied under theserules;

Proposal 4: invoicing of the engineering advance by the
utility within 5 businessdays;

Proposal 5: scheduling of a mitigation work scoping
meeting process;and

Proposal 8: delivery of a detailed reconciliation of the costs
within 12 months.

We discuss eachof the adopted proposals individually below, aswell asthose
proposals we decline to adopt. We defer consideration of Proposals6 and 7 to
our discussion of Issue12in Section5.1.12below.

We begin with Proposals 2 and 3, which are consensusproposals.
Proposal 2 recommends the use of a single Project Identification Number from
the receipt of an interconnection application through permission to operate; this
number shall also be the identifier used for interconnection review under Rule 21
and study under Rules 2, 15,and 16. No one opposesthis proposal.?® Working
Group Two Report highlights the barriers and hurdles that arise without
implementation of this proposal. For example, PG&E notes that multiple

identification numbers for one project “has limited certain PG&E personnel from

129]d. at 131.
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being able to accessproject history and background when responding to
customer inquiries.” 13° We find that assigning one single identification number
to a project through all of these processeswill make the interconnection process
easierto navigate for the developers and easierto manage for the utility. As the
purpose of this proceeding is refinement and streamlining of Rule 21,it is
prudent that the overlapping rules coordinate to further the streamlining. We
should adopt Proposal 2, with the caveatthat this is a project identification
number, which is not meant to replace the meter number or service account
number. Nor would this identifying number be used for other separatework,
such asan upgrade or work requested prior to interconnection, astheseare not
considered part of the same project.

Proposal 3 requires a utility to inform an interconnection customer of the
start date for a project studied under Rules 2,15,and/or 16. The Working Group
Two Report indicates that eachof the Utilities currently have a similar practice in
place. Implementation of this requirement would provide customersand
developers with more visibility and transparency into the interconnection
process. We conclude the Commission should adopt this consensusproposal to
improve visibility and transparency.

Proposals 4 through 8 address Rule 21timelines. TURN highlights that its
support for all Issue 10 proposals is contingent upon the Utilities’ determination
of the additional costsincurred asaresult of implementing theseproposals.

Clean Coalition’s support for these proposals is also qualified. Agreeing that the

130 bid.
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solutions are headed in the right direction, Clean Coalition cautions that
modifications in line with feedback from Utilities may be necessaryand
underscoresthat timelines should be reasonableand allow for extenuating
circumstances. Utilities oppose the addition of timelines in Rule 21, stating they
are not supported, but do not point to areasonfor not including them. PG&E
agreesto provide written information regarding the timelines and will inform
customers when the timelines cannot be met. SCEsupports the contents of the
timeline proposals but contends the timelines should be in the interconnection
agreementand not part of the actual tariff. Similarly, SDG&E assertsthat the
interconnection agreementshould outline the applicable milestones.

Continuing with our objective of transparency, we adopt Proposal 4,
which requires a utility to send an invoice for the engineering advance or the
facility costswithin five businessdays of execution of the Interconnection
Agreement, unlessthe request for payment is contained within the agreement.
Knowing when to expectthe invoice provides certainty to the customer, thus
Improving transparency of the interconnection process. As previously noted,
PG&E agreesin principle that the invoice should be sentto the customer assoon
aspractical but contends that an executed agreementshould be in place prior to
invoicing for capital work. 131 None of the Utilities justify their opposition to the
inclusion of timelines in the tariff. Hence, we find no reasonwhy we should
deny the adoption of Proposal 4 and its improved transparency to the customers.

Proposal 4 should be adopted.

1311d. at 132.
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Proposal 5 should also provide more certainty to customers. This proposal
IS a next step after receiving payment for the engineering advance discussedin
Proposal 4. Proposal 5would require that Utilities attempt to contact the
customer to schedule a mitigation work scoping meeting no later than five
businessdays after receiving the payment for the engineering advance. Only
SDG&E opposesthis proposal. SCEoffers that 10days is a more realistic
expectation for this next step but contends that its current processfor the scoping
meeting seemsto be working and, therefore, a changeis not necessary. PG&E
agreesto contact the customer within the five-day timeframe. Again, all three
Utilities oppose the inclusion of timelines in the Rule 21 tariff. We find that
customers should know when to expectthis next step of contactto occur. Again,
the Commission’s objectivesin this streamlining processare to increaseefficiency
and improve transparency. Proposal 5 addressesthese objectives and should be
adopted. However, we are cognizant of the concern regarding realistic timelines.
Hence, we modify Proposal 5to require a 10-businessday customer contact.

Further certainty will be provided to customersthrough the adoption of a
modified Proposal 8, revised to allow Utilities 12 months to provide customers
with adetailed reconciliation of the costsof interconnection facilities and
distribution upgrades. This timeline aligns with the timeline adopted by the
FERCfor its Wholesale Distribution AccessTariff and Transmission Owner

Tariff. 132 Here again, Utilities recommend the timeline not be included in the

132]d. at 136.
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Rule 21 tariff but we find that inclusion of the timeline provides certainty and
transparency to the customer.

We turn to Proposal 1, which we decline to adopt. This proposal
recommends assigning a project manager for interconnection requestsgreater
than 100KW. We decline to adopt Proposal 1 for multiple reasons. First, as
noted in the Working Group Two Report, Rule 21 gives Utilities the flexibility to
determine the most efficient way to allocate resources!3® We agreethat the
Commission should not mandate how Utilities should effectively manage the
processto meet customer needs. Second,the Working Group Two Report does
not contain data regarding the costof such a mandate. We note that TURN
expressedconcernregarding the costsof Issue 10 proposals and highlighted that
its support for the proposals was contingent on the determination of such costs.
For thesereasons,we should not adopt Proposal 1. However, we emphasize that
SectionE.2.a.of Rule 21 requires “an individual asa single point of contact” for
eachapplication above 100kw. 134

We defer the consideration of Proposals6 and 7 to our discussion of

Issue12in Working Group 3.

4.5. Issue 11: Non-Exporting Storage Systems:
Using a Notification Approach or an
Interconnection Application

We conclude that, at this time, the Commission should not adopt a specific

proposal for a notification-based approach for non-exporting storage systems

133]d. at 130-131.
134 SeeCALSSA Opening Comments on the Proposed Decision at 6.
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with negligible impact on the distribution system. There remain many
unanswered guestions the Commission needsto consider in order to adopt a
particular proposal. However, we find value in the concept of the notification
approach and will continue to explore the conceptand related proposals in this
proceeding. In the meantime, we adopt two proposals for streamlining the
processesfor thesenon-exporting energy storage projects. We adopt Proposal A,
which directs eachutility to formally incorporate into the Rule 21 FastTrack
processall successfulprocessimprovements tested in the Utilities’ non-exporting
energy storage pilot (Pilot), and Proposal B1,which makes all non-exporting
storage lessthan or equal to 30kVA eligible for the sameprocessused by
standard net energy metering projects lessthan 30kVA. Below we provide an
overview and background information on Issue 11, followed by a description of

eachproposal to addressthis issue,and a discussion of our determinations.

45.1. Issue 11: Overview and Background

Issue 11 involves storage interconnections with inadvertent to no export to
the grid. The Working Group Two Report explains that, in the past, most
interconnections involved either generating facilities with no export or
distributed energy resourceswith the expresspurpose of export. Now, projects
with amix of export with non-export, aswell asnon-export stand-alone storage
projects, are more common. Recognizing this, this proceeding inquires whether
we should develop and adopt a notification-based approach in lieu of an
interconnection application for non-exporting storage systemsthat have a
negligible impact on the distribution system and what the approach should

entail. (Hence, requiring adeveloper to notify the utility versus requiring a
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developer to submit an application.) Becauseof the negligible impact on the
distribution system, it is thought that that this type of interconnection offers the
most opportunities for streamlining.

In exploring this question, the working group reviewed the definitions of
notification-based, non-exporting, and negligible; considered the eligibility
criteria for an expedited processfor non-exporting storage systems;and
discussed: 1) the potential advantagesand disadvantages of a notification-only
system for non-exporting storage projects, 2) barriers in the current processthat
resolution of Issue 11 should address;and 3) the number of projects that could
benefit from addressing the barriers.

In developing the proposals below, the working group discussedthe
overlap between this issue and Issue 25, which askswhether any revisions to the
expedited processfor non-exporting storage systemscould be revised to support
tariff principles of technological neutrality and consistency acrossuUltilities.

The Working Group Two Report underscored that there was no consensus
on whether the Commission should adopt a notification-based approach in lieu
of an interconnection application. The group agreesthat the focus should be on
how the interconnection application could be expedited to reduce the time and
costsof interconnecting non-export storage systems13®> However, in the end,

several parties assertthat this processneed not be limited just to non-exporting

135]d. at 140.
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storage projects becausethe technical characteristics enabling streamlining are
not specific to non-export or storage projects.!36

Below is a description of proposals to streamline the processesfor non-
export storage system applications, which are meant to expedite the applications.
The Working Group Two Report notes that these proposals are limited to
interconnection of standalone storage systemsthat will be non-exporting under
one of the Rule 21 Screenl options identified in Issue 8, Proposal 8i. This
position is in contention. CALSSA, Clean Coalition, IREC, and Teslaassertthat
none of the stepsoutlined in the proposals below need to be limited to storage
projects. Theseparties maintain the only processstep that is different for non-
exporting and exporting systemsis whether ScreenD canapply to both. These
parties highlight that ScreenD is applied for net energy metering projects under
30kVA and argue ScreenD should be applied to any inverter-based export
project below 30kVA aswell, asthere is no technical basisnot to apply the same
processto both types of projects.137 Utilities oppose including non-net energy
metering 30kVA or lessexporting inverter-based systemsasapplicable systems
in the proposals listed below. Utilities contend the presenceof jurisdictional
conflicts and key interconnection program differences indicate that these systems

should not be treated the same.

136 |bid.
1371d. at 140-141.
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Eachproposal for Issue 11includes a high-level discussion of the resources
required to implement the proposal but does not discuss whether the benefits are
worth the investment.

45.2. Issue 11: Proposal A

Proposal A, a consensusproposal, would require eachutility to formally
implement all successfulprocessimprovements tested in the Pilot into the
standard FastTrack processflow for all storage applications that fit the pilot
criteria.

The Pilot, approved by the Commission through Advice Letter 4941-E,
proposed to continue to build on significant processimprovements underway,
specifically the building of the modular tool to streamline interconnection
application submission. Advice Letter 4941-Edescribed the scopeof the software
platform effort asthe collection of equipment descriptions from applicants,
acceptanceof online payments, and the leveraging of other PG&E databases.
The Advice Letter noted that PG&E anticipated the averagetimeline for a storage
interconnection application processwould decreaseaseachnew component
cameonline.3® A subsequentAdvice Letter filing by PG&E provided areport on
the outcomes of the pilot. The Working Group Two Report highlights that
interconnection time reductions reported in the Advice Letter ranged from 30to
40 percent with the expectation that trends would continue to show additional

improvement. 13°

138]d. at 142citing Advice Letter 4941-E,February 1,2017at 8.
139]d. at 142citing Advice Letter 5371-E,August 31,2018at 6.
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45.3. Issue 11: Proposal B

The foundation of Proposal B, which hasthree subproposals, is the concept
of aLightning Review. As described in the Working Group Two Report, the
Lightning Review conceptis predicated on an interconnection review process
streamlined to the maximum extent possible for the broadest range of
applications for non-exporting energy storage installations. The genesisof the
Lightning Review processis the Standard net energy metering process.

There are four areasof processimprovement opportunities in the Lighting
Review: 1) Application Submittal to Deemed Complete; 2) Fully Frontloading an
executable Generator Interconnection Agreement; 3) Technical Review Screens;
and 4) Inspection/Testing for Permission to Operate. The Working Group Two
Report describesin detail eachof the areasand the potential process
Improvements.

The proposed design and implementation plan for the Lightning Review
has three phases;eachof these phasesequate to a separateproposal.

Proposal B1would require Utilities to implement Phasel
of the Lightning Review. This would include making all
non-exporting storage lessthan or equal to 30 kVA
generating facility aggregate nameplate rating eligible for
effectively the sameprocessthat applications for Standard
net energy metering projects lessthan 30kVA proceed
through, subjectto feescommensurate with those
processes. Proposal B1would also require qualifying
projects to be exempt from the queueing procedures that
non-net energy metering and net energy metering greater
than 1 MW projects experience. Proposal B1lis supported
by Stem, Green Power Institute, Clean Coalition, CALSSA,
and IREC. Utilities offer qualified support. Severalof the
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proposed processimprovements have already been
implemented by one or more of the Utilities.

Proposal B2,developed by Stem,recommends the
Commission direct Utilities to undertake the study and
design of Phase2 of Lightning Review, which increasesthe
project size eligibility for the Lightning Review to a
number greater than 30kVA asthe new standard that
applies to most areasof the grid. This proposal
recommends that projects below 30kVA would be eligible
anywhere on the grid. The Working Group Two Report
notes that the working group did not evaluate or take
positions on the specifics of Proposal B2.

Proposal B3, also developed by Stem,recommends the
Commission expand the scopeof R.17-07-007%o include the
study and design of Lightning Review Phase3, which
entails developing the next setof Integration Capacity
Analysis-related Rule 21improvements beyond those
listed in the scopefor Working Group Two. Here again,
the participants of the working group did not have an
opportunity to discussthe details of this proposal.

45.4. Issue 11: Proposal C

Proposal C recommends that, in lieu of addressing Issue 25, the scopeof
Working Group 4 should be amended to researchand report what
circumstances, configurations, lessons,and changeswould needto be adopted in
Rule 21to effectuate a notification-based approach. Issue 25askswhether the
Commission should make any revisions to the expedited processfor eligible non-
exporting storage facilities in responseto pilot program data collected by Utilities
between July 1, 2017and June30,2018,in order to support tariff principles of
technological neutrality and consistency acrossuUltilities. Proposal C is supported

by Stem, Green Power Institute, Clean Coalition, CALSSA, and IREC. Utilities
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oppose Proposal C. Sincethe filing of the Working Group Two Report, Issue 25
has beenre-assignedto the Interconnection Discussion Forum by the Amended
Scoping Memo.

45.5. Resolving Issue 11

We conclude that, at this time, the Commission should not adopt a specific
proposal for a notification-based approach for non-exporting storage systems
with negligible impact on the distribution system. There remain many
unanswered questions the Commission needsto consider in order to adopt a
particular proposal, in lieu of an application process. However, we find value in
the conceptand will continue to explore the conceptand develop proposals in
this proceeding. Further, given the objective of this proceeding is streamlining
the interconnection process,we find it reasonableto adopt proposals that look at
alternative streamlining approachesfor the sameclassof projects—non-
exporting storage systems. We adopt Proposal A asit streamlines the
interconnection processfor this classof projects. Similarly, we also adopt the
concept of Proposal B1 but will addressthe specifics,including costsin Phasell
of this proceeding. We decline to adopt the other options for Proposal B, asthe
working group did not complete its review of the proposals. Lastly, we decline
to adopt Proposal C, which seeksto expand the scopeof this proceeding prior to
its completion. We should review the results of adopted changesin this decision
and the decision on Working Group One proposals to ascertainwhether
additional changesare warranted. We discuss eachof our determinations below.

We begin with the heart of this issue, whether the Commission should

adopt a notification-based approach for non-exporting storage systems. The
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Working Group Three Report underscoresthat there was a breadth of
perspective, substantial differences of opinion, and many unanswered questions
needing to be considered to resolve thesedifferences.!? While we cannot make a
determination basedon the record of this proceeding, we note that the Working
Group Three Report is over ayear old and technology hasimproved.
Furthermore, in light of public safety power shut-offs to prevent wildfires in
California, the Commission hasincreasedthe importance of the availability of
resiliency options. There are policy and technology perspectives with respectto
this subject matter that the Commission should consider in this proceeding.
Hence, aruling asking parties to respond to questions on this matter will be
issued in this proceeding in the near future.

Despite not coming to a consensuson whether the Commission should
adopt a notification-based approach for non-exporting storage systems,we find
it valuable that the working group participants were able to find common
ground in their examination of the procedures for non-exporting storage systems
interconnection applications. Furthermore, we find streamlining these
procedures, in lieu of the notification-based approach, to be a related extension of
this issue and practical to consider in this decision.

We begin with the threshold question of whether the Commission should
limit the proposals to applications for the interconnection of non-exporting
standalone storage systemsor expand the applicability to other projectsin a

technology-neutral manner. IREC, CALSSA, Tesla,and Clean Coalition contend

140]d. at 140.
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the Commission should expand the applicability to include all generating facility
aggregate nameplate inverter rating under 30kVA, regardless of whether those
systemsare exporting or non-exporting. As previously noted, they assertthere is
no technical basisnot to apply the sameprocessto the two systems. However,
Utilities argue that there are jurisdictional, contractual, and processing
differences that exist. Utilities presented alist of those differences in the
Working Group Two Report.14! We agreethat that these differences exist and
impact the ability to treat all systemsin asimilar streamlined manner. Further,
asdiscussedbelow, the foundation of the proposals is the Pilot, which is focused
on non-exporting storage systemsand has beenlargely successfulin decreasing
interconnection application processingtimes for these systems142 Accordingly,
we find it prudent to limit the applicability of the streamlining proposals to non-
exporting standalone storage systems. Hence, we should adopt proposals that
comply with this limitation.

We turn to Proposal A, which is a consensusproposal. As previously
described, the proposal would implement, in the Rule 21 FastTrack process,all
successfulprocessimprovements tested in the Pilot for non-exporting standalone
storage projects. Theseimprovements have beenshown to be successfulin the

Pilot and should be implemented solely for the samegroup of projects as

1411d. at 141. Seealso PG&E Opening Comments to Administrative Law Judge Ruling,
February 1,2019at 27-28.

142]d. at 142.
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previously tested.!43 We agreethat the improvements would createa more
streamlined interconnection processfor this classof projects. Furthermore, as
indicated in the Working Group Two Report, given the lower volume of the
non-export storage projects compared with net energy metering projects,
Proposal A would be the most cost-effective approach for reducing
interconnection application processingtime for this classof projects.!44 Utilities
are directed to revise the Rule 21 FastTrack process,implementing the same
procedures and criteria asthe Pilot.

Proposal B1, also a consensusproposal, renders all non-exporting storage
lessthan or equal to 30kVA generating facility aggregate nameplate rating
eligible for the sameprocessasapplications for standard net energy metering
projects lessthan 30kVA and subjectto feescommensurate with that process. In
our review of the proposed enhancementsfor the Lightning Review process,
which mirrors the standard net energy metering process,we find that many of
the enhancementshave already beenimplemented by Utilities. For example,
both PG&E and SDG&E have deployed an auto-validation of required fields as
well asthe web portal which checkstechnical eligibility criteria and prevents
submission to the Lightning Review processif those criteria are not met.14> We

find that adoption of the concept of the Lightning Review processsupports these

143 1bid.
144 bid.
1451d. at 145-146.
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prior processimprovements in anticipation of future growth of storage
interconnection applications.

The Working Group Two Report lists four principles for developing
enhancementsfor streamlining and the Lightning Review process: a) design for
the most common cases;b) minimize roundtrips between utility and applicant by
frontloading information exchange;c) remove the need for engineering technical
review by using a checkboxor lookup verification; and d) create standard
templates for required documents.#¢ No participant expressedopposition to
theseprinciples. We find the principles reasonableasthey should further the
streamlining of the process. We should adopt the four principles for developing
enhancementsfor the Lightning Review Process.

The Working Group Two Report identifies proposed enhancementsfor
Proposal B1147 At this time, we decline to deliberate on eachenhancementdue
to an insufficient record, including unknown costsfor these proposals.
Furthermore, we find that requiring Utilities to servetestimony on these
enhancementsin Phasell of this proceeding is the more appropriate regulatory
approach to addressthese processesand their costs. Accordingly, we direct
Utilities to servetestimony in Phasell of this proceeding, providing a detailed
proposal for the implementation of the Lightning Review processand the
proposed enhancements,in compliance with the principles listed in the Working

Group Two Report and adopted herein, and in consideration of the positions

1481d. at 144.
1471d. at 145-153.
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described in the Working Group Two Report. Furthermore, the testimony shall
include an analysis of the costsand benefits for Proposal B1. While we adopt the
concept of Proposal B1,we confirm SDG&E’s comments to the proposed decision
that in order to implement this proposal, the benefits of Proposal B1 must
outweigh the costs!4® Accordingly, we addressthis in Phasell of the
proceeding, which will addresscostrelated issuesincluding costrecovery.

We decline to adopt ProposalsB2,B3,or C. First, participants did not
discuss Proposals B2 and B3 during the working group meetings; thus the record
is insufficient to determine whether to adopt thesetwo proposals. Furthermore,
we find that these proposals, aswell asProposal C, extend beyond the scope of
this proceeding. The purpose of Issue1lis to look at non-exporting storage
systems, both Proposals B2 and B3 go well beyond this issue. Proposal C
explicitly requeststhe Commission to expand the scopeof this proceeding prior
to its resolution and completion. The results of adopted changesin this decision
and the decision on Working Group One proposals should be implemented and
then evaluated to ascertainwhether additional changesare warranted. Hence,

we should not adopt ProposalsB2,B3and C.
5. Working Group Three Adopted Recommendations

In this section, we describe eachof the Working Group Three Issues,the
proposals to resolve the issuesand positions of parties, and the resolution of the

iIssues. The Commission can chooseto adopt none or all of the proposals for each

148 SeeSDG&E Opening Comments to the Proposed Decision at 6.
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Issue. Again, in limited cases,adoption of one proposal is dependent upon

adoption of other proposals.

5.1. Issue 12: Improving Timeline Certainty

We adopt all of the proposals recommended to address Issue 12, with the
exception of 12g. As discussedfurther below, we find the adopted proposals
foster transparency and accountability. We modify proposal 12i, which calls for
aworkshop to discussthe two years of tracking and reporting; instead, we
require Utilities to host the proposed workshop. Further, we rejectthe requestto
“clearly indicate that financial penalties” are on the table. We decline to adopt
Proposal 12g;the goals of this proposal are addressedby the adoption of
proposals 12f, 12h,and 12i. Below, we describe the background of this issue,
followed by a description of eachproposal and party positions, and a discussion

of our determinations.

5.1.1. Issue 12: Overview

The purpose of Issue 12is to improve certainty regarding timelines for
distribution upgrade planning, costestimation, and construction. In the
Working Group Three Report, parties claim timelines for thesethree elements of
interconnection are not being set,communicated, and/or adhered to in a
predictable and consistent manner.14® Thesesameparties contend that asa

result, developers cannot give reliable estimatesto customers; customers may be

149Working Group Three Report at 11.
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required to carry their own facilities’ loan or leasing costsfor longer than
reasonableor expected;and Utilities are not being held accountable 150

Working group participants all agreethat in order to improve
accountability, transparency, communication, and consistencyaround these
times, additional data is needed along with better data collection. Over the
course of the working group meetings, participants acknowledged that the
Commission was in the processof conducting an independent study review of
interconnection timelines in 2019151

During the working group meetings, Utilities discussed current practices
with respectto timeline setting, communication, and adherence. SDG&E states
that agreed-upon specific timelines for eachproject are included in
interconnection agreementsand discussedand updated throughout the life of
the project. Relatedly, SCEassertsthat it provides best-practice upgrade times,
which areincluded in interconnection agreements. PG&E notesthat it usesa
centralized work group to addressall generation interconnection requests. All
three entities employ a different method for timeline tracking.

Utilities explained to participants that variability and uncertainty canbe
createdwhen there is aneed to coordinate with other agencies,if there are land
rights or permitting issues,if the customer had done necessaryconstruction
preparation work, or there was unfamiliarity with new technologies. Non-utility

participants acknowledged that exceptionswill always be needed for

150 1bid.
1511d. at 12.
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emergencies,delays from other agencies,and other reasons,but the Commission
should establish standard expectations.

Parties developed several consensusand non-consensusproposals. These
are discussedin the following subsections.

5.1.2. Issue 12: Proposal 12a

Proposal 12awould establish a framework for quarterly tracking and
reporting on timelines for the interconnection application review processand the
design and construction of interconnection-related distribution upgrades. The
participants agreed upon 12timelines applicable for the quarterly tracking and
reporting:

1) Time from submission of Interconnection Requestto the

utility’s acknowledgement of receipt;

2) Time from submission of Interconnection Requestto time
deemed complete;

3) Time from Interconnection Requestdeemed complete to
completion of initial review and provision of results;

4) Time from Supplemental Review start date to completion
of Supplemental Review;

5) Time from Electrical Interdependence Test start date to its
completion;

6) Time from Electrical Interdependence Testcompletion to
EIT results scoping meeting held;

7) Time from study scoping meeting until study agreement
provided;

8) Time from SystemImpact Study start date to its
completion date;

9) Time to provide Draft Generator Interconnection
Agreement applicable milestone;
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10) Time from Draft Generator Interconnection Agreement
provided or Final Study Report date for Detailed Study to
date Generator Interconnection Agreement executed,;

11) Time from when the customer notifies the utility it has
completed all of its obligations under the agreements
(F.5.b)including commissioning tests,to when the utility
provides the customer Permission to Operate; and

12) Total time from submission of Interconnection Requestto
Permission to Operate (Not in Rule 21, tracked for
informational purposes.)

This is a consensusproposal with one caveat. Utilities requeststhe
timeline tracking be on afuture basisasthey assertthe establishment of
retroactive baseline data is too great a burden. %2

5.1.3. Issue 12: Proposal 12b

Proposal 12bis supplemental to Proposal 12aand would require that in
addition to the 12timelines tracked and reported, sevenother timelines be
included:

1) Time from requestto consider modification to
determination whether modification is material (F.3.b.v);

2) Time for responding to line-side taps variance requests (for
Utilities that require avariance request);

3) Design and invoice of net generation output meter;
4) Installation of net generation output meter,

5) Time from customer agreementto proceed to final design
and issuanceof invoice;

152]d. at 14.
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6) Time from customer payment of invoice and completion of
customer work to completion of upgrade construction; and

7) Time for scheduling of Commissioning Test.

This proposal is supported by CALSSA, Clean Coalition, Green Power
Institute, IREC, and JKBEnergy. Supporters contend theseadditional timelines
are an interim step to begin tracking the processand construction timelines in
Rule 21153 Utilities, who oppose this proposal, consider some of thesetimelines
to be more of a processissue and not a tracking issue and could be addressedin

the Interconnection Discussion Forum. 154

5.1.4. Issue 12: Proposal 12c

Also a consensusproposal, Proposal 12cwould establish standard
timelines for design and construction of interconnection-related distribution
upgrades asfollows: (i) 60 businessdays for design and 60 businessdays for
construction; or (ii) design and construction timelines asagreed with the
customer. Parties agreethat the 60-day clock would commenceupon payment
and after the customer has done everything necessaryon their end to prepare for

construction. 15

5.1.5. Issue 12: Proposal 12d

Proposal 12d would establish standard timelines for the installation of Net
Generation Output Meters asfollows: (i) 20 businessdays for design and

invoicing, and 20days for construction or (ii) design and construction timelines

153]d. at 15,
154]d. at 15-16.
155]d. at 16.
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asagreed with the customer. CALSSA, Clean Coalition, Green Power Institute,
IREC, JKBEnergy, SDG&E and Teslasupport this proposal. CALSSA highlights
the importance of timelines for Net Generation Output Meters.1%®

Neither SCEnor PG&E support the proposal. SCEsaysit currently
achievesa one to two month installation time for the vast majority of its Net
Generation Output Meter installations, but processimprovements are in
development. 1>’ While open to developing IT infrastructure to track timelines,
PG&E opposesestablishing a 20-day timeline requirement given “these timelines

canvary acrossthe serviceterritory basedon local needs."%®

5.1.6. Issue 12: Proposal 12e

Another consensusproposal, Proposal 12ewould require that customers
be notified when atimeline is not met, or at risk of not being met. Further, the
proposal would require notification to include the category of delay, the reason
for the delay, and a new expected deadline.

While the proposal in conceptis agreedto by all participants, there are two
areasof non-agreement: 1) whether it is necessaryto include the detailed reason
for the delay and 2) whether to notify the Energy Division.

With respectto the question of whether to require a detailed reasonfor the

delay, CALSSA and IREC contend that a generic auto-generated responsedoes

156 |pid.
1571d. at 17.
158 |bid.
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not accomplish the goal of accountability or transparency.t®® PG&E arguesthat
the workflow management databasesare separatebetween Electric Grid
Interconnection and Service Planning and the former does not have aline of
sight into the step-by-step construction process?16©

Regarding notification to Energy Division, SDG&E contends the process
would be overly burdensome. PG&E and SCEoffer work arounds to easethe

notification burden.

5.1.7. Issue 12: Proposal 12f

Continuing on the issue of timelines, Proposal 12f would establish an
overall goal that 95to 100percent of projects meet all timelines in the tracking
and reporting framework, within two years after the start of tracking.

Parties discussedthe concept of timeline goals. PG&E and SCEagreedto
begin tracking timelines in July 2019,such that any goal would be setfor
July 2021161 PG&E and SCEalso agreedto provide quarterly progress reports
toward compliance in 2021162 However, the Working Group Three Report
underscoresthat PG&E withdrew its support of this proposal immediately

before the report was filed, with no discussion.

159 bid.
160 |bid.
1611d. at 18.
162 1bjid.
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In opposition to the concept of setting an overall goal, SDG&E underscores
that Rule 21 applications account for lessthan 0.1 percent of all applicants.

SDG&E contends setting timeline goals is not beneficial to SDG&E ratepayers.163

5.1.8. Issue 12: Proposal 12g
Proposal 12g builds on Proposals 12a,12b,and 12f and requires adoption

of 12aand 12f. Proposal 12gwould require that if a utility is not meeting the
goal established by Proposal 12f through the tracking establishedin 12a/12b,the
Utility would first setintermediate goals within the first two years of
commencementof tracking and then establish a processto achieve compliance
within the first two years of commencement. This proposal is supported by
CALSSA, Clean Coalition, Green Power Institute, IREC, JKBEnergy, and Tesla
and opposed by Utilities.

The supporters of the proposal assertthat the purpose of establishing
intermediate goalsis to setUtilities on a path towards all projects being
completed within the Rule 21timeline. %4 Further, the supporters also submit
that incremental goals will ensurethat when there are delays, the delays are not
unreasonable.

PG&E and SDG&E are not amenable to intermediate goals. SCEprefers to
usethe Interconnection Discussion Forum to discusstimeline tracking and
guarterly reporting. PG&E recommends leveraging collective stakeholder

expertise to analyze collected data and collaborate on identifying and closing

1631d. at 19.
164 1bid.
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gaps. SDG&E reiterates that interconnection applications account for lessthan
0.1 percent of all applications and setting goals for timelines is not beneficial to

SDG&E ratepayers.16°
5.1.9. Issue 12: Proposal 12h

Proposal 12hwould determine which projects the goals establishedin 12f
and 12gapply. Here again, Proposal 12 h builds upon and is dependent upon
the adoption of other Issue 12 proposals: 12a,12f, and 12g. Supported by
CALSSA, Clean Coalition, Green Power Institute, IRE, JKBEnergy, SCEand
Tesla,the proposal recommends that the reporting requirements and goals
establishedin previous Issue 12 proposal are applicable to all projects exceptfor
net energy metering projects lessthan 30kW, which are standard net energy
metering projects. Parties generally agreedthat standard net energy metering
projects are interconnected quickly; hencethe volume of projects would
complicate reporting. 166

PG&E and SDG&E dispute the need for Proposal 12h. PG&E opposes
applying the timelines and goalsto any subsetof projects basedon size. Instead,
PG&E recommends the Commission prioritize improvements basedon data
indicating where the most needis. For example, PG&E assertsthat standard net

energy metering and net energy metering paired storage are the projects with the

1651d. at 20.
166]d. at 21.
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highest volume of applications and the Commission should focus application

improvements on these projects.16”

5.1.10. Issue 12: Proposal 12i

Proposal 12i is a next step should the Commission chooseto adopt
proposals 12aand 12f. Supported by CALSSA, Clean Coalition, Green Power
Institute, IREC, and JKBEnergy, this proposal would require Energy Division to
hold a meeting of the parties after two years of timeline tracking and reporting.
The purpose of the meeting would be to discuss whether the goals have been
achieved and, if not, what stepsshould the Commission take. In addition, the
proposal requeststhe Commission to apply financial penalties if goals are not
met. Utilities oppose the financial penalties portion of this proposal. TURN also
recommends that any financial penalties be paid by shareholder dollars, not

ratepayer dollars.

5.1.11. Issue 12: Proposal 12j

Proposal 12jwould require Utilities to provide quarterly updates on
substation upgrades to applicants whose projects are dependent upon agiven
substation upgrade. Supported by CALSSA, Clean Coalition, Green Power
Institute, IREC, and JKBEnergy, this proposal is requested becauselong delays
and revised timelines associationwith substation upgrades createa strong

customer dissatisfaction. The proponents of Proposal 12jrecognize that

167 1bid.
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substation upgrades cannot be subjectto standard benchmark timelines due to
their complexities and related uncertainties.68

Utilities oppose Proposal 12j. While not opposed to providing quarterly
updates asa businesspractice, PG&E does not support the inclusion of this
requirement in Rule 21. SDG&E also opposesadding this requirement to
Rule 21, stating that it would prefer to continue to createtwo-way transparency
basedon design and construction milestones tracked by the developer and
utility. SCEassertsample opportunity already existsto have regular status

updates with interconnection customers about substation upgrades.169

5.1.12. Resolving Issue 12

We adopt all proposals recommended in the Working Group Three
Report, with the exception of Proposal 12g. Further, we modify Proposal 12i.
We find that the proposals addressthe objective of improving certainty with
timelines, costestimation and construction. We discuss eachof these
determinations below.

We begin with the consensusproposals: 12a,which createsa framework
for timeline tracking and reporting; 12c,which establishesa standard timeline for
design and construction of upgrades; and 12e,which requires customer
notification when atimeline is not met. As discussedin Sections5.1.2,5.1.4,and
5.1.6above, all three of these proposals have agreement of the entire working

group. All three specifically addressthe objective of this issue:improving

1681d. at 23.
169 |bid.
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certainty with respectto timelines. We conclude the Commission should adopt
Proposals 12a,12c,and 12e.

For Proposal 12a, Utilities will track the 12timelines discussedin
Section5.1.2above. We find that tracking thesetimelines will provide the data
necessaryfor future, data-driven considerations of processimprovements.
Parties agreethat the reporting should be on a quarterly basis:we find this
frequency of reporting reasonable,at this time. We will monitor to determine if
the Commission should have more or lessfrequent reports.

With respectto Proposal 12c¢,we highlight that adoption of thesedesign
and construction timelines aligns with the design and costestimation timelines
recommended in Proposal 10.6,asdiscussedin Sections4.4.7and 4.4.10above.
Hence, we find it reasonableto likewise adopt Proposal 6 from Working Group
Two, Issue 10. Parties disagreed on the Proposal 10.6timeline during
discussionsin Working Group Two but were able to cometo a consensuson a
timeline in Working Group Three.

For Proposal 12e,there is one point of contention regarding whether the
Commission’s Energy Division should be simultaneously notified when
notifying a customer of adelay in the timeline. Opposing parties state this
additional simultaneous notification is burdensome. We find it reasonableto
instead require Utilities to include atally of the notifications on a quarterly basis,
with the report adopted in Proposal 12a. The quarterly tally shall alsoinclude
the associateddata required in Proposal 12e: new expected date, category of
delay, and reasonfor delay. Utilities shall meetwith stakeholdersto develop a

standard set of categoriesof delay, asrequired by Proposal 12e. A final setof
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agreed-upon delay categoriesshall be provided to Energy Division no later than
six months from the issuanceof this decision.

We move on to those proposals where consensuswas not reached.

Proposal 12bwould add sevenother timelines to the framework adopted
in Proposal 12a. As noted in Section5.1.3above, supporters maintain that these
additional timelines are an interim step to begin tracking the processand
construction timelines in Rule 21. However, Utilities consider some of these
timelines to be more of a processissue and not atracking issue. We disagree.
We find that tracking and reporting on thesesevenadditional timelines should
result in a more transparent process. Again, the objective of Issue 12is to
Improve certainty; a more transparent processshould help improve certainty.
Furthermore, tracking theseadditional timelines should also result in increased
accountability. We conclude Proposal 12b should be adopted.

With respectto the reporting requirements of Proposal 12b,aswell as12a,
we recognize that differences in utility timeline tracking could result in reporting
discrepanciesbetween the three Utilities. 170 Hence, we direct Utilities to confer
with Energy Division to ensurereporting consistency. In comments to the
proposed decision, SDG&E and SCErequestthe Commission establish a sunset
date for thesereporting requirements.’t We address below this in our

discussion regarding Proposal 12i.

170 SeeSCEOpening Comments to the Proposed Decision at 6-9 and SDG&E Opening
Comments to the Proposed Decision at 7-8.

11 SDG&E Opening Comments on Proposed at 7-8 and SCEOpening Comments on Proposed
Decision at 6-9.
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We turn to Proposal 12d, which establishesa 20 businessday timeline for
the design of net generation output meters and a 20 businessday timeline for
construction. Teslahighlights that the amount of time for the design and invoice
and installation stepsfor net generation output meters has historically posed
significant challengesfor developers.t’> SCEsaysit currently achievesa one to
two month timeline for theseinstallations. However, PG&E reports that it
completed 5500such installations in 2019,with 99 percent of those installations
completed in 10 calendar days.1”® While, PG&E arguesthat “these timelines can
vary acrossthe service territory basedon local needs,” PG&E’s own records
show that this is not the casein the vast majority of installations. 1’4 Given that
net generation output meters can add tens of thousands of dollars to project costs
and delays of six months or more, ashighlighted by Teslal”>we find it
reasonableto adopt these 20-day timelines.

The next proposals focus on setting goals for meeting the timelines we
establish here: Proposals 12f, 12g,12hand 12i.

We adopt Proposal 12f, which would establish a goal that 95to 100percent
of projects meet all timelines adopted in Proposals 12aand 12bwithin two years
upon the commencementof tracking. We are not persuaded by SDG&E'’s

contention that the timeline goals are not beneficial to its ratepayers basedon the

1721d. at 15.
173 PG&E Comments to November 27,2019Ruling at 3.
174 pid.

175 TeslaComments to November 27,2019Ruling at 3.
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volume of applications.1’¢ We find adoption of this proposal would provide a
benchmark by which to assessour adopted tracking procedures, which would
benefit ratepayers. Again, the objective in this procedure is streamlining Rule 21
and the objective of Issue 12is improving certainty around timelines.
Establishing timeline benchmarks should help us achieve both of these
objectives. Thus, Proposal 12f should be adopted. We direct note

Relatedly, we adopt Proposal 12h, which limits the applicability of
Proposal 12fto non-net energy metering projects and net energy metering
projects greater than 30kW. As we previously pointed out in Section5.1.9
above, parties agreethat the volume of standard net energy metering projects
would complicate reporting. 1’” PG&E and SDG&E dispute the need for
Proposal 12h, but we find that adoption of this proposal will target the project
types that are of most concern to stakeholders, without an undue administrative
burden.1’® We agreewith PG&E that we should target projects basedon where
the most need is but that need is not necessarilybasedon alocation but rather
basedon a project type. Therefore, Proposal 12h should be adopted.

We decline to adopt Proposal 12g,which would establish additional
intermediate goals if tracking revealsthat Utilities are not meeting the 95to
100percent goal. Adoption of Proposals 12f, 12h and 12i sufficiently addressthe

need for benchmarks to assesghe results of the timeline tracking. Furthermore,

176 \Working Group Three Report at 19.
771d. at 21.
178 |bid.

-96 -



R.17-07-007 COM/MGA/avs

Proposal 12gwould add alevel of unnecessaryadministration. Hence,
Proposal 12g should not be adopted.

Instead of Proposal 12g,we find that a modified Proposal 12iis a more
reasonableand effective approach for determining whether the objective of
Issue 12is being achieved. Proposal 12i, as modified, would require Utilities —
with oversight by the Energy Division —to organize and host a workshop to
discuss whether, after two years of tracking, 95to 100 percent of the timelines
being tracked and reported on have beenmet. If the benchmark hasnot been
met, the participants should discusswhat stepsare needed. If the benchmark
has beenmet, the participants shall discuss a sunsetdate for the reporting
requirements, assuggestedby SDG&E.1’® Proponents of this proposal also
recommend that financial penalties should be discussedby parties. Utilities
oppose the inclusion of financial penalties but otherwise support this proposal.
We find the issue of financial penalties premature, at this time. The Commission
must first determine whether timeline certainty is improving. Accordingly, the
modified Proposal 12i should be adopted to determine whether timeline
certainty is improving. The Commission may consider establishing a penalty
structure in the future if it determines such a construct would support timely
interconnection.

We also adopt Proposal 12j,to require Utilities to provide quarterly
updates on substation upgrades to applicants whose projects are dependent on a

substation upgrade. We find this proposal also meetsthe objective of Issue 12

179 SeeSDG&E Opening Comments at 8.
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and provides additional transparency. Utilities argue that including the
requirement in Rule 21is unnecessaryand should solely be a businesspractice.
We find that a Rule 21 requirement will createbetter transparency and improve

timeline certainty for customers. Proposal 12jshould be adopted.

5.2. Issue 15: Itemized Billing

We adopt both proposals recommended to addressIssue 15. As discussed
further below, we find both consensusproposals continue our movement toward
greater transparency. Below, we present a discussion of the need for resolving
this issue,a description of the two consensusproposals, and a discussion of the

resolution of the issue.

5.2.1. Issue 15: Overview

Issue 15 askswhether the Commission should require itemized billing for
distribution upgrades. Developers asked the Commission to addressthis issue
becausethey contend there is no consistency acrossUltilities regarding the level
of detail provided in the final accounting invoice to customers. Developers
submit that more detail in billing would allow customersto compare final costs
with the estimated costs.

The Working Group Three Report explains that developers provide
customers project estimatesbasedon the Unit Cost Guide, which was approved
in concept by the Commission in D.16-06-052 along with principles for
developing the Guide.8% According to the adopted principles, the Guide will

include the anticipated cost of procuring and installing such facilities during the

180 D.16-06-052at Ordering Paragraph 1.

-08 -



R.17-07-007 COM/MGA/avs

current year and may vary among Utilities and within an individual Utility’s
service territory. 181

While the Guide doesnot govern actual costs!®? developers stressedthe
need to know the actual costsincurred for certain separatecomponents of total
costs. This, the developers maintain, would lead to improved estimations for
their customers. Currently, however, customers’ bills show lump sums for the
entire upgrade project without substantive information detailing what they have
beencharged. Further, the developers contend the lump sum billing reducesthe
ability to compare costswith third-party contractors doing distribution
upgrades. Parties agreed that the billing costcategoriescould be basedon the
level of detail provided in the Guide.83

Parties discussedthe difficulty for Utilities to provide the level of detail
requested given current Utilities’ information and management systems.
Utilities stated a willingness to discuss solutions within the capabilities of
existing systems184

Parties also discussedtwo types of billing: i) “bill on estimate” requires
the interconnection customer’s costresponsibility to be equal to the estimated
costprovided by autility before construction begins—a utility would not

reconcile the estimate with the actual and the cost estimate is itemized; and

8ld. at Appendix A.

1821n D.16-06-052the Commission specifically stated that the Cost Guide will not be binding for
actual facility costs.

183\Working Group Three Report at 24-25.
184]d. at 25.
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i) reconciled billing requires the customer to pay a deposit and make payments
at certain milestones—a utility reconcilesbasedon actual costsand the final bill
Is not itemized. Utilities contend it is difficult to itemize bills simultaneous with
reconciled billing. Only PG&E stated an ability to provide costitemization
without the need to charge customers additional costs.

Two independent proposals were presented during the working group

meetings. Theseare both consensusproposals.

5.2.2. Issue 15: Proposal 15a

Proposal 15awould direct Utilities to do what is immediately possible to
provide costitemization basedon existing system capabilities. In addition, the
proposal would require Utilities to strive to improve their itemized billing
processesfor further clarity to the customer and developer or applicant.

Given the current system, only SDG&E is able to adhere to this proposal
without additional costto the customer. PG&E and SCEassertthat they would

incur additional costs,which would be charged to the customer.

5.2.3. Issue 15: Proposal 15b

In Proposal 15b,the Commission would consider the details for the bill on
estimate approach in afuture working group or rulemaking. As previously
described, the bill on estimate approach would eliminate the need for an
itemized final bill, asthe customer’s costresponsibility is equal to the estimated

costprovided by autility prior to construction.
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5.2.4. Resolving Issue 15

It is reasonableto adopt Proposal 15aand a modified Proposal 15b;both of
theseare consensusproposals. As noted by Public Advocates Office, both
proposals will provide greater costtransparency.'8®

With respectto Proposal 15a,we find that Utilities should strive to
improve their itemized billing processfor clarity and transparency. We
anticipate that this improved clarity and transparency will also limit future
disputes, which improves regulatory efficiency. Proposal 15ashould be adopted.

We agreethat Utilities should continue to improve billing practicesinto
the future. Participants recommend a future working group or rulemaking to
continue looking at billing practices, including bill on estimate cost estimates 186
The Commission always looks to improve processes,ncluding billing practices.
However, we do not think it is necessaryto require afuture rulemaking at this
time. Instead we adopt the CALSSA recommendation to have Utilities prepare
and present a bill on estimate proposal in afuture Interconnection Discussion
Forum; this is a more timely approach.8’ Utilities are directed to present such a
proposal during an Interconnection Discussion Forum, no later than January

31,2021.

185 Public Advocates Office Comments to November 27,2019Ruling at 6.
186 public Advocates Office Comments to November 27,2019Ruling at 6-7.
187 CALSSA Comments to November 27,2019Ruling at 3-4.
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5.3. Issue 16: Third Party Construction of Upgrades

We adopt the three consensusproposals recommended to address
Issue 16, proposals 16a,16b,and 16c. The purpose of these proposals is to
encouragethird party construction of upgrades so asto support timely and more
cost-effective interconnection. As discussedfurther below, we find the
consensusproposals promote regulatory simplicity for third-party providers and
lead to increased participation by theseproviders. However, we decline to adopt
Proposal 16d becauseno such upgrade scenarioswere identified. Below, we
provide an overview of this issue, followed by a description of eachproposal and

party positions, and a discussion of our determinations.

5.3.1. Issue 16: Overview

Supporters for encouraging third-party upgrade construction assert
several benefits including increased competition, improved timelines, and cost
certainty. 188 Supporters contend that the use of third-party providers for
upgrades will give developers more control over timing, costs,and contractor
choice. Parties expresssafety and reliability concerns.

Parties referencetwo points. First, Rule 21 currently permits third-party
construction on interconnection facilities, subjectto approval by the distribution
provider. 18 Second,use of third-party providers doesnot necessarily equate to

lower costswhen considering initial and ongoing costs°

188\Working Group Three Report at 27.
189]d. at 27.
1901]d. at 27-28.
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Over the course of the working group meetings, parties reviewed
eligibility rules and competitive bidding language and discussedthe
gualification and selection processfor third-party providers. Partiesalso
discussed proposed changesto Rule 21 and developed four proposals as

described below.

5.3.2. Issue 16: Proposal 16a

Proposal 16a,a consensusproposal, would incorporate by reference
Rule 15eligibility requirements into Rule 21, specifically minimum contractor
gualifications, other contractor qualifications, and facility relocation or
rearrangement.19 Additionally, this proposal would also require existing
warranty requirements from SCE’sTermsand ConditionsAgreemenfor Installation
of Distribution Line Extensionby Applicantto be incorporated into Rule 21 by
referencel®? Parties agreedthat incorporation of thesesectionsby reference
eliminates the needto develop and adopt new language in Rule 2119 All parties
further agreethat eligibility rules will ensure the third-party upgrade providers
are sufficiently qualified to provide an appropriate level of safety and

reliability. 194

191 Rule 15sectionsG.2,G.3,and I.1.

192\Working Group Three Report at 29, footnote 4.
193]d. at 29.

1941bid.
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5.3.3. Issue 16: Proposal 16b

Also a consensusproposal, Proposal 16bwould include areference,in
Rule 21,to the applicable competitive bidding language from Rule 15.
Specifically, Rule 21 would be revised to refer to the following three statements:

Upon completionof Applicant’sinstallation and acceptablby
[utility], ownershipofall suchfacilitieswill transferto
[utility]. 1°°

Applicant shallpayto [utility] theestimatedtostof [utility’s]
inspectionwhich shallbea fixedamountnot subjectto
reconciliationt®®

Only duly authorizedemployeesf [utility] areallowedto
connecto, disconnectrom, or performany work upon [utility’s]
facilities1®’

Similar to Proposal 16a,parties agreethat a referenceto the Rule 15
language eliminates the need to develop and adopt new language for Rule 21198
Furthermore, asstated in the Working Group Three Report, only qualified
contractors would be able to participate in the bidding, consistentwith existing

bidding and qualification practices199

5.3.4. Issue 16: Proposal 16c¢
Proposal 16cwould modify Rule 21 by revising the language: “Subject to

the approval of Distribution Provider, a Producer may, at its option...” to

195bid. referencing Rule 15 SectionG.1.a.

19 |bid. referencing Rule 15 SectionG.1.e.(part a).
197 bid. referencing Rule 15 SectionG.1.f.

198 |bid.

1991bid.
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“Subject to/consistent with Rule 15 contractor selection rules, a Producer may, at
its option...” Green Power Institute and Clean Coalition contend removing the
discretion language, “ Subjectto theapprovalof Distribution Provider' is neededin
order to achieve the benefits of promoting regulatory simplicity for third-party
providers and increased participation by these providers. 2% Utilities agreewith
the language revision. 201

5.3.5. Issue 16: Proposal 16d

Proposal 16d would allow third-party providers to work on existing de-
energized systemsunder specified scenarios,such ason dedicated lines and in
other specified situations. However, parties could not agree on what
circumstancesthird-party providers could work on existing de-energized
facilities. 202

Green Power Institute and Clean Coalition contend Utilities generally
disallow third-party electrical upgrades, which Utilities did not contradict. 23
Utilities support the use of current facility practices allowed under Rules15and

16for the construction of new interconnection non-energized facilities. 2%4

5.3.6. Resolving Issue 16

We find adoption of the three consensusproposals for Issue 16 would

directly addressthe objective of the issue:the encouragement of third-party

2001d. at 30.
201 |pid.
202 |pid.
203]d. at 31.
204 |pid.
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construction of upgrades. Thesethree proposals: 16a,16b,and 16c,would
promote regulatory simplicity and lead to more timely and cost-effective
interconnections. However, given the absenceof any identified upgrade
scenariosrelevant to the subject of de-energized systems,we decline to adopt
Proposal 16d, which would encouragethird-parties to work on existing de-
energized systems. We discuss eachof these separately below.

Working group participants agreethat Proposal 16a,which incorporates
tariff Rule 15by reference,would ensure that third-party upgrade providers are
sufficiently qualified for safety and reliability purposes.?®® As discussedin the
Working Group Three Report, participants discussed contractor qualifications
and the selection process,realizing that referencing the Rule 15 provisions
addressesthe safety and reliability concernswhile simultaneously simplifying
the process. Hence, Proposal 16aachievesthe objective of Issue 16 and should be
adopted.

Similarly, Proposal 16b,which proposesto reference Rule 15competitive
bidding provisions, would lead to the promotion of third-party construction of
upgrades while addressing safety and reliability concerns. Working group
participants agreethat referencing competitive bidding language from Rule 15in
Rule 21 resolves concernsabout contractor eligibility. 26 We agree. Thus, we

find Proposal 16b meetsthe intention of Issue 16 and should be adopted.

2051d. at 29.
2061d. at 28.
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Proposal 16cwould align the contractor selection provisions of Rule 21
with Rule 15while encouraging third-party construction of upgrades by
eliminating certain “discretion” language. Participants submit that removing
language requiring third-party construction to be subjectto the approval of the
Distribution Provider would createa more competitive environment that also
improves costsand timelines.?” We find that the alignment of the contractor
selection provisions and the elimination of the “discretion” language achieves
many benefits: improves consistency between rules, promotes regulatory
simplicity, and meetsthe objective of Issue 16. Hence, Proposal 16cshould be
adopted.

Proposal 16d recommends allowing third parties to work on existing de-
energized systemsunder specific scenarios. As noted in the Working Group
Three Report, participants could not agreeon any scenariosin which third
parties could work on existing de-energized facilities.?°® Without any identified
scenarios, it is not prudent to adopt Proposal 16d. Proposal 16d should not be

adopted.

5.4. Issue 20: Coordination of Commission and
FERC Rules for Behind-the-Meter Distributed
Energy Resources

We adopt the three consensusproposals recommended to address
Issue 20: proposals 20a,20b,and 20c. Issue 20 askshow the Commission should

coordinate its interconnection rules with federal rules for behind-the-meter

2071d. at 27.
2081d. at 30.
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distributed energy resources. As discussedfurther below, we agreewith the
working group that no modification to the rules are necessaryto improve the
coordination of the two setsof rules. Rather, education through additional
information provided through the internet should improve accesso clarifying
information. Below, we describe the issue and eachproposal, and provide a

discussion of our determinations.

5.4.1. Issue 20: Overview

The Working Group Three Report explains that customer-sited and
distribution-connected energy storage resourcesare generally interconnected
under Rule 21, but opportunities exist for certain resourcesto participate in the
wholesale market using the federal WDAT process. Someparticipants contend
that theseresourceswould benefit from clarifying and streamlining transfers
from Rule 21to WDAT and understanding how to minimize re-studies.

Working Group Three participants discussedthe requirements for the
WDAT interconnection processand when a project/resource must be re-studied
for transfer to the WDAT process. Utilities discussed past experienceswith
transitions from Rule 21to WDAT. Participants also discussedrelated CAISO
tariffs and Commission resource adequacy requirements.

Participants developed three consensusproposals, which are discussed

below.

5.4.2. Issue 20: Proposal 20a

Proposal 20awould use Frequently Asked Questions on utility websites to

clarify the transfer processesand permission-to-operate rules for Rule 21 projects
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transferring to the WDAT interconnection processand for eligible Rule 21
resourcesto begin the New Resourcelmplementation processat the CAISO.

Utilities provided atable of existing procedures to enable transitions from
Rule 21to WDAT. 299 PG&E and SCEboth statethey have instructional language
on their web sites but highlight that projects already granted a permit to operate,
which have proposed changes,would require a new interconnection request.?'°

CESAand Green Power Institute believe that customerstransferring from
Rule 21to the WDAT processcould benefit from clarifications to and guidance
on theseprocesses?!! Further, CESArecommended that the high-level overview
page could be provided within the applicable Frequently Asked Questions
documentation and webpages?1?

5.4.3. Issue 20: Proposal 20b

Proposal 20bis an all participant agreementthat no modification is
necessaryto the queuing rules for Rule 21 and WDAT projects seeking to

interconnect at the samelocation.

5.4.4. Issue 20: Proposal 20c

Also a consensusproposal, Proposal 20cdepends upon the adoption of
Proposal 20aand would require the addition of referencelanguage or a soft link
within the Rule 21 tariff to the Frequently Asked Questions web pages

recommended in Proposal 20a.

2091d. at 35-36.
210]d. at 36.
211 pid.

212]d. at 38.
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The Working Group Three Report explains that a soft link would provide a
shortcut to relevant information for contractors and interconnection applicants.
The inclusion and use of a soft link would enable contractors and applicants to
find answers quickly, while decreasingthe need to contact utility personnel for
this sameinformation.

CESA proposes that asthe volume of requestsincreases,Utilities could use
thesesoft links to address specific use cases,as provided in the Working Group
Three Report. Participants agreed that posting of these casesmay not be

necessaryat this time but should be considered in the future. 213

5.4.5. Resolving Issue 20

The purpose of Issue 20is to coordinate Commission and federal
interconnection rules for behind-the-meter distributed energy resources. We
find that the three consensusproposals recommended in the Working Group
Three Report resolve the issue. Proposal 20awould use information web pages
to educate customers on the transfer processesbetween the Commission and
federal interconnection processes. We find Proposal 20aprovides customers and
other interconnection stakeholders with easyaccesgo clarifying information.
Proposal 20b recommends maintaining the current queuing rules for Rule 21 and
federal interconnection processesseeking to interconnect at the samelocation.
We agreethat no modification is necessary. Similar to Proposal 20a,Proposal 20c

provides customers and other interconnection stakeholders accesso existing

2131d. at 39, Annex B.
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information resulting in better informed customers and stakeholders.

Proposals 20a,20b,and 20cshould be adopted.

5.5. Issue 22: Improving Interconnection
Application Portals

We conclude that the Commission should allow continued discussion of
the 18 subproposals for portal improvements. While we determine that Utilities
should improve interconnection application portals, we find that the participants
did not have time to sufficiently discusseachof the 18 subproposals developed
by the working group. For eachof the subproposals, Utilities are directed to
develop and present costrecovery mechanismswhere approved mechanismsdo
not already exist. We discussthe additional development of the subproposals,
the recommendations of the working group, and provide additional details

regarding thesedeterminations.

55.1. Issue 22: Overview

Working Group Three participants recognize and agreethat there are
opportunities for immediate and ongoing improvements to the Utilities’
interconnection application portals, which should lead to streamlining the
interconnection application process?# The working group discussedthe
capabilities and problems of the current interconnection portals, efforts for
improvements, aswell asplanned improvements. A subworking group
developed alist of 18 proposed improvements to the portals, asindicated in

Table 1 below, which were then prioritized by importance to developers and

2141d. at 40.
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support by Utilities. As described below, participants developed two proposals
with respectto the issue of whether the Commission should require Utilities to
make improvements to the interconnection application portals.

5.5.2. Issue 22: Proposal 22a

Proposal 22arecommends the Commission provide direction on the
18 subproposals for portal improvements, aslisted in Table 1 below.

After asubworking group developed the Table 1 subproposals and the
prioritizations, participants provided comments on the subproposals. Green
Power Institute contends that limited discussion of the subproposals occurred
resulting in potential misunderstanding of the subproposals in the comments or
inaccurate comments due to evolving sub proposals. Green Power Institute
maintains that additional discussion is warranted.?'> However, if the
Commission were to move forward, Green Power Institute recommends the
Commission determine whether eachof the subproposals should be adopted
either asa principle or asadirective to Utilities. 16 Teslarecommends the
Commission adopt the subproposals and direct Utilities to develop an

implementation plan for the subproposals.?*’

Table 1718

Subproposals

1 | Question-responsefacility with 24-hour turnaround, or online chat box.

2151d. at 41.
218 |pid.
217 pid.
218]d. at 43.
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2 | Include an option for transmission or distribution interconnection in the
online application.

3 | Provide an Application Programming Interface that is harmonized across
Utilities.

4 | Add V2G-DC interconnection options to portal.

5 | Add automated Pre Application Report (PAR) option to portals. This
would allow applicants to apply for, pay for, and receive PAR reports
almost instantaneously.

6 | Automate the “deemed complete” processfor standardized or template-
basedsingle-line diagram projects.

7 | Online signature option for all required interconnection application and
related signatures such as Generator Interconnection Agreements.

8 | Add link in Integrated Capacity Analysis maps that allows applicant to
jump from the Integrated Capacity Analysis map to the online
interconnection portal, location-specific info automatically populated.

9 | Eliminate manual data entry asmuch aspossible by integrating with
applicant databasesor allowing batch uploads.

10 | Eliminate requirement to provide existing systeminfo when applying for
additional interconnection capacity (either solar or storage).

11 | Automated data validation checkwhen submitting application.

12 | Notification-only processfor standard residential interconnections (certain
configurations of pre-defined “standard” residential systemsunder a
certain size).

13 | Remove customer interaction requirements in favor of customer
notifications only. Customer is not required to sign any documents or be
involved.

14 | Create one-click “Authority Having Jurisdiction” approval process,
possibly app-basedor web-based.

15 | Allow applicants to accessupdated project status at any time, make edits

at any time, add searchand filter functions basedon contractor, customer,
etc.
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16 | Online payments for all payments, including standard payments such as
NGOMs21%for residential storage systemsor meter socketadapters.

17 | Allow contractors to generateforms for standard agreementslike the
Interconnection Facilities Financing and Ownership Agreement, NGOM,
etc.

18 | Have one state-wide portal for consistency.Or, have consistencyin project
status names, visibility of utility vs. installer's hands, and due date
tracking.

5.5.3. Issue 22: Proposal 22b

Proposal 22b recommends that, for any of the listed subproposals that
require improvements to the Utilities’ existing electronic processing systems, the
Commission should provide clear direction asto costrecovery mechanismsin
support of functions to be implemented under Commission order, where
approved recovery doesnot already exist. This is a consensusproposal with
caveats,asdescribed below.

First, pointing to the Commission’s objective in this proceeding of
streamlining the interconnection process,Green Power Institute supports
consideration of costsfor these subproposals, but without a cost-benefit
analysis.??® Second, TURN maintains that if only a small group of developers
benefit from the subproposal, the costsassociatedwith the subproposal should
not be rate-based??! Third, PG&E supports the recovery of costsfor the

implementation of any of these subproposals be from the Interconnection

219NGOM is an acronym for the net generation output meters.
220\Working Group ThreeReportat 45.
221 |bid.
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RequestFee. PG&E assertsthis would allow that costsare recovered from the set
of customerswho benefit.???2 Fourth, stating that the existing application
processesare adequate to facilitate the interconnection requestsand review
processes,SDG&E assertsthe Commission should evaluate whether the benefits
to the public outweigh the costsof any subproposal implemented and ensure
that those who benefit from the subproposal are appropriately paying for the

costs223

5.5.4. Resolving Issue 22

We find that improvements to the Utilities’ interconnection application
portals should be made basedupon the list of 18 subproposals in Section5.5.2
above and the expressedsupport by all working group participants for some of
these subproposals (e.g. subproposals 2,7,9,10,11,and 15). We agreewith the
participants that additional discussion is needed regarding the 18 subproposals,
especially with respectto costand costrecovery methods. However, there is
insufficient record to determine which of the 18 subproposals should be adopted.
As described in the Working Group Three Report, the subproposals have
varying degreesof support, but the lack of support could “reflect
misunderstandings about a sub proposal.” 224 We agreewith Ultilities that further

discussion should and could occur through a workshop. 225

222 |pid.
223 |bid.
2241d. at 41.

225 pG&E comments to November 27,2019Ruling at 11, SCEcomments to November 27,2019
Ruling at 10.
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Accordingly, we direct Utilities to host an Interconnection Portals
Workshop on the subproposals. The workshop shall be held no later than six
months following the issuanceof this decision. Utilities shall coordinate this
workshop with other proceedings considering or implementing improvements to
interconnection portals, especially R.14-07-002and its successor,and ensure the
workshop is noticed on those proceedings’ service lists.??6 During the workshop,
Utilities shall identify and describe the portal improvements they have
implemented or plan to implement. Interconnection stakeholders should also
discussthe 18 subproposals, focusing on those where there is utility support and
high proponent ranking, asindicated by Tiers A and B of Table 1 in the Working
Group Three Report. Part of the workshop should be dedicated to a presentation
by Utilities of costsand proposed costrecovery for Tiers A and B sub proposals.
Should additional portal issuesarise between the issuanceof this decision, and
the Interconnection Portal Workshop, Utilities shall work with Energy Division
to incorporate the new topics into the workshop agenda.

No later than 45 days following the workshop, Utilities shall submit
testimony proposing a setof portal improvements aswell asthe costsand cost
recovery. The testimony will be considered in the second phase of this

proceeding, which will addresscostsand costallocation matters.

226 R.14-07-002s the Order Instituting Rulemaking to Develop a Successorto Existing Net
Energy Metering Tariffs Pursuant to Public Utilities Codes Section2827.1and to Address Other
IssuesRelatedto Net Energy Metering.
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While we do not have the record to approve a specific list of subproposals
and the associatedcost recovery methods, we provide some policy direction to
Utilities in their preparation for the workshop and the subsequenttestimony
submission and to parties participating in the workshop. First, we agreewith
Green Power Institute that the Commission has made it clear that we encourage
both the growth of the use of distributed energy resourcesand, asindicated by
the objective of this proceeding, the streamlining of the interconnection
application process,including the portals.??’” However, we also have a
responsibility to ratepayers and hence conclude that the costsfor implementing a
subproposal should be recovered from the setof customerswho benefit.?28

Relatedly, in comments to the proposed decision, CALSSA references
working group discussionsregarding utility responsivenessto customer
queries.??® CALSSA highlights the following commitments made by the Utilities
during Issue 22 discussions,which we memorialize here:

SDG&E statesthat its “Customer Generation’s businesspolicy is to
return all emails and phone calls within the samebusinessday.” 23°
PG&E statesthat a “three-business day turnaround asacompliance

timeline, with a goal of answering simple requestswithin one-

22T\Working Group Three Report at 45.

228 Sedd. at 45discussing TURN's position and PG&E’s position.
229 CALSSA Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 7-8.
230]d. at 7 citing Working Group Three Report at 51.
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businessday would be more reasonable” to answer questions that
may or may not come during the time period. 23!

SCEstatesthat Utilities “collectively agreethat improved response
time to customer inquiries is an important aspectof customer

service.

5.6. Issue 23: Interconnection of Electric Vehicles
and Related Charging Infrastructure

We find it reasonableto consider issuesrelated to the interconnection of
electric vehicles and related charging infrastructure and devices, asthe current
Rule 21language allows such interconnections. The proposals we adopt in this
decision include this recognition, especially Proposal 23c. Other proposals that
we adopt, 23a,23b,23d, 23e,and 23i, establish certain interconnection criteria.
We also adopt Proposal 23f, which tracks vehicle to grid interconnections, given
the Commission’s pursuit of thesetypes of interconnections. Further, the
Commission previously approved the establishment of a Vehicle to Grid
Alternating Current Subgroup, rendering Proposal 23gmoot. Finally, we decline
to adopt 23h,aswe find it duplicative of existing rules.

Below, we provide a brief description of Working Group Three’sreview of
electric vehicle technology and policies; this includes a discussion of related
pilots. We also describe eachof the proposals and discuss our resolution of this

issue.

2311d. at 8 citing Working Group Three Report at 50.

- 118 -



R.17-07-007 COM/MGA/avs

5.6.1. Issue 23: Overview

The Working Group Three Report presentsthe foundation for the
relevance of this issue, noting the California objective of having 5 million zero
emission vehicles on the road by 2030and 250,000vehicle charging stations by
2025232 Along with the Commission, the CAISO and California Energy
Commission have moved toward the achievement of this objective by
developing and issuing a Vehicle-Grid Integration Roadmap.?®® The Working
Group Three Report defines several relevant terms, which we include here:

V1G: one-way managed or “smart” charging

V2G AC: charging systemsthat utilize bidirectional
onboard inverters within the electric vehicle

V2G DC: charging systemsthat utilize bidirectional
inverters within the Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment
(EVSE)%4

The Working Group Three Report establishesseveral facts and assertions.
First, in R.16-02-007the Commission found that flexible electric vehicle charging
could reduce the amount of renewable generation and energy storage selectedto

meet 2030greenhouse gas planning targets.2®®> The Working Group Three Report

232]d. at 63.

233|d. at 63, citing CaliforniaVehicle-Gridintegration (VGI) RoadmapEnablingvehicle-basegrid
servicesFebruary 2014. This report is available at http://www.caiso.com/document/vehicle-
gridintegrationroadmap.pdf

234 This may also be referred to aselectric vehicle charging stations, electric recharging points or
charging points.

23%5|d. at 63. Sed~ootnote 8.
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assertsthat while V1G can help manage customer bills and provide load
response,V2G may be able to provide additional customer and grid services?36

The working group makes note of current pilots that aim to demonstrate
the viability of V2G use cases?®’ Relevantto Issue 23,the working group warns
that issuesand barriers, including those related to the technical components of
V2G systemsand interconnection technical requirements, limit market
opportunities for V2G systems?23

The working group discussedand agreed upon the scopeof this issue.
Looking at V1G and V2G systems,the group agreesthat basic electric vehicle
charging load and V1G systemsare not Rule 21 applicable. The working group
further explored V2G systemsand developed several categories,as shown in the
Working Group Three Report.23® The group agreesthat the interconnections of
V2G systemshave beendone on a case-by-caséiasisto date.

In the end, the group agreesthat the scopeof Issue 23 and the related
proposals includes the following:

Applicability of Rule 21to V2G capable systems;

Interconnection processesand pathways for V2G AC
Non-Export and Export EVSE(stationary inverter, V2G
DC) configurations;

Single-site V2G Non-Export interconnections under
Rule 21;

2361d. at 63.

237|d. at 64-65.
238|d. at 65.

239|d. at 67, Table 1.
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Applicability of UL2401741SA, SAE?41J-3072)EEE?42 1547
and other standards/certifications to enable V2G AC and
V2G DC interconnections; and

Coordination of finding and proposals for Issue 23 with all
relevant agencies,stakeholders, and proceedings.

5.6.2. Issue 23: Proposal 23a

Proposal 23awould recognize that Rule 21 doesnot apply to V1G with no
discharge capability. Instead, V1G must comply with Rules?2,15,and 16. The
Working Group Three Report explains that adoption of this proposal would
remove any uncertainty about its applicability. All participants agreewith this
proposal due to the fact that V1G is considered to be load and not generation.?43
Furthermore, participants also agreethat V1G must comply with Rules 2, 15,and

16 becausetheseare load interconnection requirements.?44

5.6.3. Issue 23: Proposal 23b

Proposal 23bwould clarify that Rule 21 applies to the interconnection of
stationary and mobile energy storage systems. This proposal would modify
SectionB.4 of Rule 21 asfollows:

“For retail customersnterconnectingstationaryor mobileenergy
storageadevicegpursuantto this Rule,theloadaspect®fthe storage
devicewill betreatedpursuantto Rules2, 3, 15,and16just like

240UL is the acronym representing Underwriter Laboratories, a standards body.
241 SAE is the acronym representing Society of Automotive Engineers, another standards body.

242|EEE s the acronym representing the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers,
another standards body.

243\Working Group Three Report at 69.
244 |bid.
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otherload,using theincrementalnetloadfor non-residential
customersif any, ofthestoragedevices.”

All Working Group Three participants agreethat the modified language
proposed in Proposal 23b,which clarifies that Rule 21 applies to mobile and
stationary energy storage systems,would remove uncertainty or ambiguity. 24°

Proposal 23bis a consensusproposal.

5.6.4. Issue 23: Proposal 23c

Also a consensusproposal, Proposal 23cwould recognize that Vehicle to
Grid Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment with stationary inverter for direct
current charging of vehicles (V2G DC EVSE)may be interconnected under the
current Rule 21 language, if the EVSEmeets Rule 21 requirements including
UL 741 SA and other updated smart inverter standards. Proposal 23cmaintains
the status quo but, similar to Proposal 23b,adoption of this proposal results in a

policy that removes uncertainty and ambiguity. 246

5.6.5. Issue 23: Proposal 23d
Proposal 23d would allow V2G DC EVSEto connectasV1G, load-only,

and operate in unidirectional (charge-only) mode if the system’s UL Power
Control System Certification Requirements Decision (CRD) and UL 1741SA
certification testing demonstratesthat: i) the electric vehicle will not discharge if
the EVSEis setto unidirectional mode; ii) the EVSEwiIll not inadvertently change

to bidirectional mode; and iii) factory default settings are setto unidirectional

2451d. at 70.
248 |bid.
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mode. Additionally, this proposal would alsorequire that the operational mode
cannot be changed without utility authorization.

This proposal evolved from the Utilities’ desire for assuranceand
confidence that a V2G DC EVSEIn charge-only mode would not discharge.
After forming asubgroup to review technical requirements, evaluations, and
processesto allay theseconcerns,the working group agreed upon the following
criteria:

All V2G capabld&VSEsusedfor V2G-DC shall:

a) BeevaluatedandlistedunderUL 1741SA throughan
OccupationalSafetyand Health Administration-approved
Nationally Recognized estingLaboratoryand beevaluated
using UL 1741that replaceshe Supplemeni with IEEE
P1547.1-2019%xpectedo beapprovedy theendof 201924/

b) BeevaluatedusingtheUL CRD for PowerControl Systemto:

I) Demonstratehat EVSEsetto unidirectionalwill not
discharge

i) Preventinadvertentchangan operationamode.

c) Beconfiguredsuchthat EVSEfactorydefaultmodes
unidirectional(chargingonly).

With thesecriteria in mind, the working group agreedupon the
recommendations and language setforth abovein Proposal 23d.

5.6.6. Issue 23: Proposal 23e

Proposal 23ewould allow bidirectional mode to be enabled for a V2G-DC

EVSE((stationary inverter) systemonly upon receiving permission to operate

247 Sincethe issuanceof the Working Group Three Report, IEEE 1547.1-202@vas published on
May 21,2020. A publication delay negated the need for IEEE 1547.1-2019.
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from autility. Further, this proposal would require owners of these systemswho
wish to switch to bidirectional mode, to complete the Rule 21 interconnection
processand receive the permission to operate. Once permission is received, the
manufacturer or approved third-party installer would then be able enable
bidirectional operation. Proposal 23eis a consensusproposal.

5.6.7. Issue 23: Proposal 23f

Proposal 23f would modify the interconnection portals to enable tracking
of V2G interconnections. The modifications could entail adding new EVSE
inverter types in drop-down menu or flagging interconnections asV2G. This
proposal is supported by CESA, Clean Coalition, eMotorWerks, Fiat-Chrysler,
Green Power Institute, Honda, Nuuve, PG&E and SCE,with caveats. Only
SDG&E opposesthis proposal.

In support of this proposal, Green Power Institute urges the Commission
to be proactive and prepare for the V2G need. While supporting the proposal,
Teslaquestions the degree of urgency given the nascentstate of V2G.?*8 SCE
notes that it hasnot seenany current V2G projects but supports the inclusion of
EVSEinverters in future updates of its Generation Interconnection Processing
Tool discussedin Issue 22. SCEanticipates this tool being able to incorporate a
drop down menu.24°

Furthering the argument of lack of need, SDG&E statesthat it has only

ever processedone interconnection application for a Demonstrated

248\Working Group Three Report at 72.
2491d. at 73.
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Capacity-coupled V2G facility. SDG&E cautions that the scopeand costto revise
its web portal is unknown, becauseof the lack of applicable projects. SDG&E
assertsthe existing processesare adequate, given the low volume of related

projects.?>°

5.6.8. Issue 23: Proposal 23g

Proposal 23g requeststhe Commission to establish a subgroup inviting
stakeholders from the Smart Inverter Working Group and SAE to develop and
present recommendations on the technical requirements to enable V2G AC
(mobile inverter) interconnections. The recommendations would be provided to
the Commission six months after the issuanceof the Working Group Three
Report if consensuscan be reached, or six months after a Commission decision
on the Working Group Three Report if parties cannot reach consensus.

A tentative agreementwas reachedto createan informal technical
subgroup to address V2G interconnection issuesand develop recommendations
to be introduced into the record in time for the adoption of the Working Group
Three decision. Discussion took place with respectto whether this issue should
be addressedin the vehicle electrification proceeding (R.18-12-006).While not
disagreeing, CESAwarns that the vehicle electrification proceeding “is already
overloaded with awide range of issues.”>! Others suggestthe use of the Smart
Inverter Working Group, but CESAsimilarly cautions that the Smart Inverter

Working Group also hasa heavy agenda. CESA contends that this proceeding is

2501d. at 72-73.
l|d. at 74
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more appropriate becausethe Utilities’ interconnection engineersare participants
in this rulemaking and the results would require Rule 21tariff changes?°?

PG&E arguesthat V2G AC issuesshould be addressedaspart of a broader
vehicle grid integration effort. Equally important, PG&E also assertsthat the
need and/or value of V2G AC needsto be clearly articulated to justify launching
dedicated efforts to addressthe technical aspectsof V2G AC.2%3 Furthermore,
PG&E supports the continuation of private industry efforts to addressthe V2G
AC issuesasthe Smart Inverter Working Group may not have the expertise >

SDG&E highlights that a draft motion to separately createthis subgroup is
in circulation; the motion proposesthe subgroup be establishedin Q2-Q32019.
SDG&E contends that changesto SAE J3072must occur before Utilities will agree

to participate in the subgroup.25®

5.6.9. Issue 23: Proposal 23h

Proposal 23hwould modify SectionN of Rule 21to allow streamlined
study processfor V2G DC EVSEinterconnection. CESA, Clean Coalition,
eMotorWerks, Fiat-Chrysler, Green Power Institute, Honda, Nuuve, and SDG&E
(with a caveat) support this proposal. PG&E and SCEoppose the proposal.

CESA suggeststhat arecently-approved one-year pilot for expedited

interconnection review could be modified to establish a performance based

252 |pid.

253 |bid.

2541d. at 74-75
255]d. at 76.
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interconnection review process. The pilot looked at non-export, standalone
energy storage systemsthat meet specific eligibility criteria. CESA proposesthe
Commission could revise existing SectionN Criteria to comport with the pilot
criteria.?>® Alternatively, CESA contends a new subsection of SectionN could be
created for V2G DC systemsand broadly for V2G systemsin general.2%’
SCEopposesthe proposal and the related revisions to SectionN. SCE
points out that SectionN was adopted for the very specific use caseof expanding
the interconnection of non-export energy storage projects.2°®¢ SCEarguesthat the
Fast Track processis sufficient to meet the needsof V2G-DC EVSEs,if
Proposal 23d is adopted.?>® PG&E also opposesthe modifications to SectionN.
PG&E contends that an electric vehicle with energy storage meetsthe Rule 21
definition of a generator, thus no changesto SectionN are required. 2% While
supporting the proposal to include non-exporting V2G-DC systems,SDG&E
disagreeswith the modifications to SectionN. SDG&E assertsthat if aV2G-DC
system applies to interconnect behind a meter where there are other meters,
Utilities need the full review time provided under the FastTrack processand not
the expedited timelines prescribed in SectionN. SDG&E arguesthe presenceof

other generatorswill require engineering review. 261

2561d. at 76-77.
2571d. at 78.
2%8|d. at 80.
2591d. at 81.
2601d. at 83.
261 |bid.
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5.6.10. Issue 23: Proposal 23i

Proposal 23iwould clarify a pathway for parties to interconnect V2G AC
systemson atimely basisfor experimental and/or temporary use until the
appropriate rules are updated in the future. Opposed by all three Utilities,
Proposal 23i is supported by CEC, CESA, eMotorWerks, EPRI, Fiat-Chrysler,
Ford, Green Power Institute, Honda, Kitu Systems,and Nuuve.

This proposal grew out of concernthat alack of a Rule 21 interconnection
processfor V2G AC systemscould createa barrier to implementing pilots for
V2G AC systems. Partiesidentified four existing pilots requiring V2G AC
interconnection.?62 The Working Group Three Report explains that there are no
non-pilot deployments of V2G AC systemson California’s distribution grid. 23
Supporters contend that atemporary exemption from Rule 21 smart inverter
requirements should be considered while being supplemented by SAE J3072
certification. Further, thesesupporters argue that already approved and funded
pilot projects should be allowed to interconnect in order to provide data and
real-world use casesto inform policymaking. 264

Utilities oppose this exemption. SDG&E maintains that any exemption or
deviation from Rule 21 could compromise safety or deprive Utilities of adequate

time to review projects to ensure safety requirements are met.?%> SDG&E adds

2621d. at 84, Table 3.
263]d. at 84.

264 |bid.

265]d. at 85.
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that the requirements of Rule 21 protect utility workers and the public.
However, SCEnotes that to the extent that certification compliance to UL 1741
standard is part of the experimental pilot, SCEcanwork to develop atemporary
interconnection.?%¢ PG&E contends the requestis premature, sincethe SAE
standard is not ready for this application at this time.2¢7

5.6.11. Resolving Issue 23

The Rule 21language currently allows the interconnection of electric
vehicles and related charging infrastructure and devices. Hence, we find
consideration of the Issue 23 proposals to be appropriate.

We begin with a discussion of the consensusproposals: 23a,23b,23c,23d,
and 23e.

Proposal 23arecognizesthat, in the caseof unidirectional charge-only
V1G, Rule 21 doesnot apply but Rules 2, 15,and 16 are applicable. As noted in
the Working Group Three Report, this is consistentwith current rules and
practice?%® and should be affirmed in this decision.

Proposal 23bwould modify Rule 21to clarify that the rule applies to the
interconnection of both stationary and mobile energy storage systems. Parties
agreethat Rule 21 applies to the interconnection of stationary and mobile storage

systems, but do not agree on the proposed modifications, asnoted by comments

266 | pid.
267 |pid.
268]d. at 68.
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to the Working Group Three Report.2%° Severalparties expressconcernthat
without this clarity, customers are left with regulatory and market uncertainty. 27°
We conclude that clarity is necessary. Hence, we adopt the proposal and direct
Utilities to meet and confer to develop clarifying language for SectionB.4 of

Rule 21.

Similar to the first two proposals, Proposal 23cwould clarify that the
current practice, assetforth in Rule 21,is to allow the interconnection of V2G DC
EVSEsystems. Specifically, Proposal 23casksthe Commission to affirm this
practice. The Working Group Three Report confirms that V2G DC EVSEsystems
may be interconnected under the exiting Rule 21 tariff, provided that the EVSE
meetsall Rule 21 requirements, including UL 1741SA2t We affirm this as part
of the current Rule 21 tariff.

Proposal 23d would allow V2G DC EVSEsystemswith bidirectional
capability to connectasV1G, load-only, and operate in unidirectional (charge
only) mode upon certifying that: i) the electric vehicle will not discharge if the
EVSEis setto unidirectional model; ii) the EVSEwill not inadvertently changeto
bidirectional mode and iii) factory default settings are setto unidirectional mode.
While this is a consensusproposal, there are differing opinions with respectto

the need for language changesin the Rule 21 tariff. Nuvve, CESA,and PG&E

269 pG&E Comments to November 27,2019Ruling at 12, stating that the suggestedchangesare
not necessary.

2710 CESA Comments to November 27,2019Ruling at 2, Nuvve Comments to November 27,2019
Ruling at 2, and Working Group Three Report at 70.

21t\Working Group Three Report at 70.
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statethat no changesto Rule 21 are required.?’? However, SCEcontends that
minor changesto Section C of Rule 21, Certification and Testing Criteria, and
interconnection forms are necessary?’® The proposal should be adopted aswe
find it necessaryfor safety and clarity, but we also require Utilities to meetand
confer with respectto the need for language changesin Rule 21. Any
recommended language change shall be included in the Tier 2 Advice Letter
implementing the adopted proposals in this decision, which shall be submitted
60 days following the issuanceof this decision.

The final consensusproposal for Issue 23is Proposal 23e,which would
allow bidirectional mode to be enabled for a V2G DC EVSEsystem only upon
receiving permission to operate from the utility. The Working Group Three
Report underscoresthat current Rule 21 tariff language allows this; hence,no
changeto the tariff is necessary?’4 This being a consensusproposal, we find it
should be adopted. However, SCEand Public Advocates Office both contend
that implementation details need to be resolved.?’> This can be accomplished
with the following steps. After consulting with the parties, Utilities shall meet
and confer to develop a consistent, to the extent possible, set of implementation

stepsfor Proposal 23e. No later than six months from the issuanceof this

212 CESA Comments to November 27,2019Ruling at 4, Nuvve Comments to November 27,2019
Ruling at 4, and PG&E Comments to November 27,2019Ruling at 13.

213 SCEComments to November 27,2019Ruling at 12.
24 \Working Group Three Report at 71.

2715 SCEComments to November 27,2019Ruling at 13and Public Advocates Office Comments
to November 27,2019Ruling at 11.
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decision, Utilities shall facilitate a workshop on V2G issues,where they shall
present and discussthe proposed implementation stepsfor Proposal 23e. If
Commission approval is needed for the implementation steps, Utilities shall
request that approval in an Advice Letter submitted no later than 60 days
following the workshop.

Moving on to proposals where parties did not reach consensus,we first
address Proposal 23f. This proposal would require the modification of the
Utilities’ interconnection portals to enable simple tracking of V2G
interconnections. We find this tracking will assistthe Commission and
California in knowing the extent to which our policies are achieving the goal of
increasing vehicle to grid interconnections. Only SDG&E voiced opposition to
this proposal, contending that the need for this tracking is minimal. 276 Agreeing
that the needis minimal now, SCEsupports the inclusion of tracking in future
updates.?’”” We direct Utilities to develop the timeline, costs,and costrecovery
method to implement this proposal and discusstheseelementsduring the
workshop to address Issue 22 subproposals (Interconnection Portal Workshop).
Following the Interconnection Portal Workshop, Utilities shall submit testimony
in the second phase of this proceeding regarding the timeline, costs,and cost
recovery method for Proposal 23f, modified in responseto the workshop

discussion.

216\Working Group Three Report at 73.
277 | bid.
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We find it prudent to adopt Proposal 23i, which would clarify a pathway
for parties to interconnect V2G AC systemson atimely basisfor experimental,
pilot, and/or temporary use until the appropriate rules are updated in the future.
Specifically, this proposal would allow V2G AC system pilots to be exempt, on a
temporary basis,from Rule 21 smart inverter requirements. As noted in the
Working Group Three Report, the Commission is currently addressing V2G AC
Interconnection issuesthrough four existing pilots. 278 Parties contend that
without a pathway to interconnect, thesefour pilots facebarriers to operate,
gather data, and learn.?’® Utilities oppose allowing atemporary exemption from
Rule 21 smart inverter requirements stating that such deviations could
compromise safety.?80 We find it necessaryto createa pathway to
interconnection to enable the Commission to learn from theseand other future
V2G AC interconnection pilots. Accordingly, we direct Utilities to work with
stakeholders to develop atemporary interconnection pathway for pilots seeking
V2G AC Interconnection that will provide the necessarysafety precautions.
Utilities shall host a seriesof meetings, with the first to begin no later than
30days from the issuanceof this decision. In responseto Utilities’ concerns,the
discussion should include developing a definition for “pilot.” 281 As aresult of

these meetings, Utilities shall develop a proposed temporary pathway to be

281d. at 84.

279 |bid.

280]d. at 85.

281 SCEOpening Comments on the Proposed Decision at 13-14.
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discussedduring the V2G Workshop, discussedabove. Utilities shall consider
comments of workshop participants and propose atemporary pathway in a Tier
3 Advice Letter submitted 60 days following the V2G Workshop.

We decline to adopt Proposals 23gand 23h, which we discuss separately.

As described in the procedural background for this decision, the
Administrative Law Judgesfor this proceeding and R.18-12-006stablished a
Vehicle to Grid Alternating Current Subgroup. Hence Proposal 23g, which
would establish a group to develop technical recommendations to enable V2G
AC interconnection, is no longer necessary.

Finally, we decline to adopt Proposal 23h,aswe find it duplicative of
existing language in Rule 21. Proposal 23hwould modify SectionN of Rule 21to
allow streamlined study processfor V2G DC EVSEinterconnections. As noted
by Public Advocates Office, a specific referenceto V2G DC within Rule 21is not
necessaryasthe Rule 21 definition of a generator captures V2G DC capability as
a generator.?82 PG&E agrees,noting that electric vehicles with energy storage
meet the Rule 21 definition of a generator, making this modification to the rule
duplicative. 283

5.7. Issue 24: Cost-of-Ownership Charges Formula

We conclude that the Commission should not modify the formula for
calculating the cost-of-ownership charge at this time becausethere is concern

that adoption could result in unfair costshifts. We also find there is uncertainty

282 pyblic Advocates Office Comments to November 27,2019Ruling at 11.
283 pG&E Comments to November 27,2019Ruling at 14.
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regarding accounting practices of the cost-of-ownership charge. As discussed
below, we decline to adopt Proposals 24a,24b, or 24casrecommended by some
parties in the Working Group Three Report. Further, we decline to determine, at
this time, whether it is appropriate to make changesto the cost-of-ownership in
this proceeding or a general rate case. We find that additional information on the
cost-of-ownership from Utilities, followed by aworkshop, would be helpful to
the Commission, parties, and other interconnection stakeholders.

Below we provide a brief description of the issue and eachof the proposals
and a discussion of our determination, with further details and instructions to
Utilities.

5.7.1. Issue 24: Overview

Working Group Three reviewed cost-of-ownership chargesto determine
whether they are being appropriately applied to generator interconnection
applicants, identify bestpractices and inconsistenciesacrossuUltilities, and
recommend or propose changesto reflect those best practices. As noted in the
Working Group Three Report, parties agreethat the purpose and intent of cost-
of-ownership chargeson interconnection applicants is to prevent costsfrom
being shifted from one customer classto the broader classof ratepayers asa
result of the new interconnection and simultaneously not transfer coststo the
generation applicant that the utility would have incurred.?®* In developing
proposals, the working group focused on areview of the types of costsand cost

components that should be subjectto the standardized cost-of-ownership rates.

284\Working Group Three Report at 100.
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5.7.2. Issue 24: Proposal 24a

Proposal 24awould require that, when applying the cost-of-ownership
ratesto new facilities, Utilities and ratepayerswill not be subjectto additional
costsresulting from the new generator interconnection nor will a utility transfer
coststo the generation applicant that the utility would have otherwise normally
incurred. Further, this proposal would allow Utilities, at their discretion, to
determine that the facility replacementis “like-for-like” in terms of cost-of-
ownership implications thereby eliminating a cost-of-ownership rate allocated to
the applicant. This proposal is supported by CALSSA, Clean Coalition, Green
Power Institute, and Teslaand opposed by Utilities and TURN.

Supporters of Proposal 24astate that two examples of common
distribution facilities upgrades where like-for-like comparability exists are:

1) existing pole or equipment not upgraded but relocated and continued in use
for sameand new customers;and 2) minor pole upgrade where the existing
single wood pole is replace with next size larger wood pole. Supporters contend
the following are exampleswhere like-for-like comparability could exist,
depending upon the details: 1) major pole upgrade where four existing wooden
poles are replaced with two steelpoles; 2) transformer upgrade where the
existing transformer is upgraded to a higher capacity to serve the same
customers and a new generation/storage application; 3) single customer upgrade
where the existing distribution system line extension and transformer provide
load service to a single customer is upgraded to accommodate a new generation
interconnection request; and 4) a single customer update where the existing

customer service line drop provides load service (load side of point of common
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coupling with utility grid, utility side of meter) is upgraded to accommodate a
new generation interconnection request.

The point of contention in this proposal is the definition of the term, like-
for-like. PG&E asserts“like-for-like” should be defined asequivalent facilities in
terms of costand function. Basedon this definition, PG&E contends there are no
casesin interconnection where a generator would be assigned a like-for-like
upgrade.?8> PG&E maintains the list of proposed like-for-like upgrades are not
like-for-like becausethere is a costincreaseassociatedwith relocation or
upgrade.?86 SDG&E underscoresthat like-for-like replacementsonly achieve
ratepayer indifference if the existing assetsare at the very end of life and fully
depreciated. If the Commission approves this proposal and the assetbeing
replaced hasremaining undepreciated costs, SDG&E contends ratepayers will
continue to pay for both the removed and the replacement assets??’

Separately, SCEarguesthat any issue related to the cost-of-ownership
should be addressedwithin a general rate case. SCEexplains that cost-of-
ownership rate rules are established under Rule 2 and apply to all facilities
requested by an applicant that are in addition to or substitution for standard

facilities. 288

285|d. at 101.
2861d. at 102.
2871d. at 103.
288|d. at 102.
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5.7.3. Issue 24: Proposal 24b

Proposal 24bwould make available to the interconnection applicant the
following three cost-of-ownership replacement cost options, while maintaining
ratepayer indifference: i) charge for replacementin perpetuity; ii) charge for
replacement for fixed term in 10-yearincrements ; and iii) customer
responsibility for actual costof replacement if and when needed. CALSSA,
Clean Coalition, and Green Power Institute support this proposal, while Utilities
and TURN are opposed to Proposal 24b.

Following adiscussion regarding the impact of replacement costson cost-
of-ownership charges,Clean Coalition surmises that replacement coverage
options can greatly affect interconnection customer costswithout affecting
ratepayers.?®® SCEnotes that ongoing operations and maintenance costis
relatively steady from year to year, but replacement costis charged on a constant
recurring annual basis,eventhough one would expectthe replacementsto come
later in an asset’slife.2%0 Basedon the working group discussion, Clean Coalition
assertsthat where chargesto cover the risk of replacement are defined for a
limited period aligned with the operational life of the customer’s generation
facility, the replacement costcomponent of cost-of-ownership is greatly reduced
and the remaining components of cost-of-ownership may be significantly

reduced.?®! Clean Coalition further assertsthat if replacement cost chargesare

2891d. at 104.
290 |pid.
291 pid.
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not aligned with actual replacement costs,there is a cost shift between the
interconnection customer and other ratepayers.2°?

Utilities oppose the separation of the replacement costfrom the cost-of-
ownership rate. PG&E explains that the replacement costis a component of the
cost-of-ownership, which is determined in general rate cases?®® PG&E contends
having separatecomponents for replacement would createexcessive
administration burden.?®* SDG&E and SCEassertthat the governing rules of
cost-of-ownership, which includes replacement cost,impact customer classes
beyond interconnecting customers. Utilities agreethat cost-of-ownership related

issuesare better suited for review within a general rate case?®®

5.7.4. Issue 24: Proposal 24c

Proposal 24cfocuseson the replacement of existing facilities with new
facilities that are not like-for-like. In this proposal, the interconnection applicant
would be credited for the utility cost-of-ownership of the equipment that was
replaced and only be charged any net-additional cost-of-ownership.

Proposal 24cdefines net-additional cost-of-ownership asthe cost-of-ownership
that would not have otherwise occurred if no interconnection request had been
made. Net-additional cost-of-ownership excludesthe portion of cost-of-

ownership of the replacement equipment that representsthe continued share or

292|d. at 105.
293 |pid.
294 pid.
295 |bid.
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obligation of ratepayers for that equipment. As was the casewith the prior Issue
24 proposals, Issue 24cis supported by CALSSA, Clean Coalition, JKBEnergy,
and Teslaand opposed by Utilities and TURN.

This net additional proposal evolved from a method used by PG&E for
Rules 15and 16to reflect costsfor the whole system without the upgrade. The
Working Group Three Report explains that these costsare compared to the
system with the upgrade and the difference is calculated. Supporters assertthat
this method, if used for Rule 21 interconnections, could produce a net-additional
cost-of-ownership for the following common distribution facilities upgrades:
major pole upgrade where four existing wooden poles are replaced with two
steel poles; transformer upgrade where the existing transformer is upgraded to
higher capacity to serve the samecustomers and a new generation/storage
application; single-customer upgrade where the existing distribution system line
extension and transformer is providing load serviceto a single customer and
upgrades to accommodate a new generation interconnection request; and a
single customer upgrade where the existing customer service line drop providing
load serviceis upgraded to accommodate a new generation interconnection
request.2%

Utilities state that, using their current accounting practices, if the customer
is only charged for the net-additional cost-of-ownership resulting from the

interconnection request, an under-collection of cost-of-ownership would

2%|d. at 107.
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result.?®” Here again, Utilities contend any discussion of modifications to the
cost-of-ownership should be addressedin a general rate case?®® TURN opposes
this proposal asit could result in a potential subsidy of the interconnecting
project by ratepayers.

5.7.5. Resolving Issue 24

We decline to modify the formula for calculating the cost-of-ownership
charge. We discussour rejection of eachof the proposals below, but we find
that, overall, the record for Issue 24 contains inconsistencies. Moreover, there is
uncertainty regarding accounting practices. Hence, we also decline to determine
whether it is appropriate to make changesto the cost-of-ownership chargein this
proceeding or a general rate case. We find that additional information on the
cost-of-ownership from Utilities, followed by aworkshop, would be helpful to
the parties in this proceeding, other interconnection stakeholders, aswell asthe
Commission, in understanding the accounting of this charge.

Proposal 24awould treat certain new facilities upgrades aslike-for-like
upgrades in terms of applying the cost-of-ownership charge and result in a zero
cost-of-ownership charge. Utilities contend the proposed like-for-like scenarios
do not consider all relevant costassociatedwith the upgraded facility. 2°° As
explained by SCE,the purpose of the cost-of-ownership chargeis to offset a

utility’s revenue requirement for operating and maintaining the underlying

2971d. at 108.
2%8|d. at 108-109.
291d. at 101-103.
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asset,aswell asany applicable capital related revenue requirement.3% We agree
that ratepayers and Utilities should not pay for the operation and maintenance of
an interconnection project. However, the accounting practices of Utilities with
respectto the cost-of-ownership charge remain unclear in the record. Hence,
while we do not adopt Proposal 24adue to costshift concerns,we do require
Utilities to provide additional insight on the cost-of-ownership charge and
related accounting practices. We provide further direction to Utilities below.

Proposal 24bwould createthree cost-of-ownership replacement cost
options for an interconnection applicant. Supporters of this proposal explain that
replacement cost chargesshould be aligned with actual replacement coststo
ensure no cost shifts occur between the interconnection customer and other
ratepayers.2°t We are concerned about the lack of certainty in the form, method,
and application of accounting practices used by Utilities. For example, SCE
highlights that replacement costis charged on a constant recurring annual basis
(straight-line basis);however, the Working Group Three Report points out that
Utilities differ in how they address replacement charges.3°?> The Working Group
Three Report also notes that the Utilities’ practices avoid under collection but do
not avoid over-collection. While the purpose of the cost-of-ownership chargeis
to prevent costshifts occurring between ratepayers and interconnection

applicants, we do not have a sufficient understanding of the cost-of-ownership

8001d. at 102.
301|d. at 105.
3021d. at 104.
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practicesin this record to know whether this proposal will achieve such
prevention. Furthermore, SDG&E and PG&E oppose separating the replacement
charge from the cost-of-ownership charge. SDG&E and SCEunderscore that the
replacement charge is one of several elements of the cost-of-ownership charge,
which is ultimately determined in a utility’s general rate case3°3 We make no
determination asto whether we should separately identify any element of the
cost-of-ownership charge outside of a utility’s general rate caseuntil we better
understand the cost-of-ownership charge and its relationship with the general
rate caseand interconnection. We provide further direction to Utilities below to
improve our understanding of the cost-of-ownership charge.

Proposal 24cwould replace the cost-of-ownership charge with acharge
similar to a net-additional cost-of-ownership charge,which would result in the
difference between the system without the upgrade and the costswith the
upgrade, including operating and maintenance costs. Proponents state this is
similar to a method used by PG&E for Rules 15and 16. We are concerned by
opponents’ warnings that this could result in a costshift or subsidy.304 Utilities,
noting alack of visibility into applicants’ assetcosts,caution that this proposal
would shift more coststo existing ratepayers and benefit only the
interconnection applicant.3% We decline to adopt Proposal 24cdue to the

potential for costshifts between interconnection customers and other ratepayers.

3031d. at 105-106.
304 SeeTurn Comments, Id. at 108.

305\Working Group Three Report at 108.
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However, here again, we consider the record to be insufficient to understand the
Utilities’ accounting practices of the cost-of-ownership charge.

To ensure that we have a complete understanding of the cost-of-ownership
charge, we direct Utilities to develop areport to include a step-by-step
description of the cost-of-ownership charge and the determination of the value of
eachelement. As suggestedby SBUA in comments to the proposed decision,
Utilities shall include in the report a discussion of the potential cost shifts
between ratepayers and interconnection applicants, if modifications are made to
those values and the cost-of-ownership method.3% Utilities shall seekinput from
the Commission’s Energy Division regarding a side-by-side comparison of each
of the Utilities and other related content. The final report shall be submitted to
the Energy Division no later than March 31,2021. No later than 60 days
following the submission of the report, Utilities shall host a workshop to present
the contents of the report to parties and other stakeholders.

5.8. Issues 27 and 28: Operational Requirements of
Smart Inverters and Coordinating the
Requirements with Valuation Mechanisms
Adopted in the Integrated Distributed Energy
Resources Proceeding

We agreewith parties that Rule 21 currently requires customersto
maintain the default settings for smart inverter functions unless different settings
are approved. We therefore adopt Proposal 27a,which provides further

clarification regarding default settings, aswell asproviding instruction

306 SBUA Opening Comments to the Proposed Decision at 5.
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regarding the full range of smart inverter capabilities. We also adopt

Proposal 27c,which would convenethe Smart Inverter Working Group to refine
technical specifications for the SetActive Power Mode function. We find this
proposal presentsa coordinated effort to align existing and developing inverter
standards. Relatedly, we adopt Proposal 28a,which instructs Energy Division to
determine whether the Smart Inverter Working Group should be reconvened for
technical work following the adoption of any sourcing or valuation mechanism
in R.14-10-003the proceeding addressing the integration of distributed energy
resources. We decline to adopt Proposal 27b, which would require Utilities to
convene aworkshop to presenttheir distributed energy resourcesmanagement
systems (DERMS) roadmaps. Utilities will presenttheseroadmaps during
Working Group 4 discussions. Below, we present an overview of Issue27 and
the related Issue 28, describe eachof the recommendations from the working

group, and discuss our determinations.

5.8.1. Issue 27 and 28: Overview

Issue 27 focuseson the operational requirements of smart inverters and the
rules and procedures for adjusting smart inverter functions through
communication controls. Issue 28 askshow the Commission should ensure these
operational requirements are aligned with any valuation mechanism adopted in

the Integrated Distributed Energy Resourcesproceeding.
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During the course of Working Group Three meetings, the group
considered the functional capabilities of smart inverters.3°” The working group
and the Smart Inverter Working Group looked at the operational requirements of
smart inverters and the procedures for changing settings, including regulatory
needs,technical work, and customer and utility benefits.

Parties agreethat Rule 21 requires customersto maintain the default
settings for smart inverter functions unless different settings are approved. 3%
Hence, parties focused on proposals for non-default settings.

Working Group Three and the Smart Inverter Working Group developed
operational categories(within which changesto smart inverter default settings
can be considered) and defined a seriesof use casesthat could be operationalized
in the future. 3%° The working group is not recommending any specific
Commission action regarding the use cases3'©

With respectto the rules and procedures for adjusting smart inverter
functions via communication controls, the working group discussedthe need for
Utilities to send signals to distributed energy resourcesbasedon grid conditions

and reactto data received from distributed energy resourcesthrough the

307 The three Phasesof the Smart Inverter Working Group: Phasel- Autonomous Functions,
mandatory asof 2017;Phasell —Communication Capabilities, mandatory asof June22,2020;
and Phaselll- Advanced Functions, mandatory asof June22,2020. Working Group Three
Report at 111and Commission Executive Director Alice StebbinsLetter, March 20,2020.

308\Working Group Three Report at 111.
309]1d. at Annex Fand Annex G.

8101d. at 112.
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development of DERMS. The Working Group Three Report explains that
DERMS are software platforms that control or send signals to distributed energy
resourcesover avariety of different time intervals to perform actions for grid
reliability management and/or grid services3* While most working group
participants agreethat DERMSwill becomewidespread, there are differing
opinions regarding the speed of the growth. 312

Finally, participants looked at the aforementioned use casesto consider the
relevanceto sourcing and valuation mechanismsbeing developed in the
Integrated Distributed Energy Resourcesproceeding, R.14-10-003.The group
discussedhow and when technical assistancecould be provided to R.14-10-003n

order to setoperational requirements for those mechanisms.

5.8.2. Issue 27: Proposal 27a

Proposal 27awould add language to Rule 21to clarify that “with mutual
agreement, changesto default settings are allowed.” Further, the proposal
would also allow for arevision to Rule 21to accountfor IEEE 1547-2018nd
IEEE 1547.1-202@pdated requirements and a processfor requesting and
approving non default inverter settings. Proposal 27ais a consensusproposal.
The Working Group Three Report explains that this proposal would clarify
that Utilities may approve the full range of alternative smart inverter settings

that could be useful for facilitating interconnection or providing grid services3!3

3 bid.
312 |pid.
3131d. at 113.
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This proposal recognizesthat there is no current processto request and receive
permission for non-default settings to provide thesegrid servicesand thus

allows for afuture processto occur.

5.8.3. Issue 27: Proposal 27b

Proposal 27bwould seta 90-day deadline to hold aworkshop at which
time Ultilities would presenttheir DERMS roadmaps including the vision,
milestones, and challengesfor the roadmaps. The proposal would allow parties
to comment on the roadmaps.

CALSSA, Clean Coalition, Green Power Institute, JKBEnergy, PG&E,
Sunrun, and Teslasupport this proposal. CALSSA explains that several of the
caseusesdeveloped by the working group for Issue 27 require DERMS to make
full use of advanced functionality of the smart inverters.34 CALSSA
recommends that DERMS'’ pilots previously conducted by Utilities should be
part of a larger plan vetted through a public process. SCEsupports Proposal 27b,
on the condition that it be understood that further modifications would not be
considered, since SCE’'sDERMS has already beenreviewed by the Commission
in its recent general rate case3'®

SDG&E opposesProposal 27b, suggesting instead that a workshop be
convened to assesghe maturity of the DERMS commercial software. Pointing to

a presentation by the Energy Division, SDG&E arguesthat “the state of DERMS

314 |bid.
3151d. at 114.
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Is nascent” and “making any substantive development timelines...is
problematic.” 316

TURN also opposesthe adoption of Proposal 27b, asserting that a
“showing needsto be made” to show that the benefits will offset the costsof
building systemsto utilize Phase3 functions. 3’

5.8.4. Issue 27: Proposal 27c

Proposal 27cwould convenethe Smart Inverter Working Group to refine
technical specifications for the SetActive Power Mode function. CALSSA, Clean
Coalition, Green Power Institute, Nuuve, and SCEsupport the proposal; PG&E
and SDG&E opposeiit.

Supporters of Proposal 27cstate that SetActive Power Mode (Function 4 of
the Advanced Smart Inverter functions, has beendelayed until after
implementation of IEEE 1547-2018.CALSSA assertsthat SetActive Power Mode
will likely be valuable for enabling customersto provide capacity asagrid
service and should be reprioritized. 318

PG&E arguesthat the SetActive Power Mode will not be useful until the
grid seeshigher storage penetration and the Utilities’ grid control systemsare
upgraded with DERMS231° SDG&E contends there is no value to modify the

tariff to incorporate IEEE 1547-2018f there is no use for this function at this time.

318|d. at 115.
3171d. at 114.
8181d. at 115.
3191d. at 115-116.
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Further, SDG&E agreeswith PG&E that the technology and industry are too
undeveloped for any proposed tariff change3?° Relatedly, SDG&E also asserts
that the Smart Inverter Working Group is not an official entity empowered by
the Commission to take on the tasks of refining technical specifications for the Set
Active Power Mode function; work on thesefunctions should wait until

compensation issueshave beenaddressedin R.14-10-0032!

5.8.5. Issue 28: Proposal 28a

Proposal 28awould instruct the Energy Division to decide on the needto
convenethe Smart Inverter Working Group to determine if technical work is
needed following the issuanceof a decision adopting a distributed energy
resourcestariff in R.14-10-003.This is a consensusproposal.

In the Working Group Three Report, supporters of Proposal 28a
underscore that becauseproposals in Issue 27 reference use casesrelevant to
sourcing and valuation mechanismsbeing developed in R.14-10-003it is
important to look at how and when the working group and the Smart Inverter
Working Group could provide technical assistanceto R.14-10-003n setting
operational requirements for those mechanisms. PG&E and SDG&E support
future work by the Smart Inverter Working Group on technical specifications,

but only after tariffs are adopted in R.14-10-00322

8201d. at 116.
321 pid.
322 |pid.
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5.8.6. Resolving Issues 27 and 28

Issue 27 askswhat the operational requirements of smart inverters should
be and what rules and procedures should be adopted for adjusting smart
inverter functions through communication controls. Relatedly, Issue 28 asks
how to coordinate with R.14-10-003fo ensure that these operational
requirements align with valuation mechanismsadopted in that proceeding. As
discussedbelow, we find that Proposals27aand 27cappropriately establishthe
operational requirements of smart inverters. Further, Proposal 28aprovides a
pathway to ensure that operational requirements align with any adopted
distributed energy resourcesvaluation mechanism.

Proposal 27a,a consensusproposal, would add language to Rule 21
specifically allowing smart inverter default settings to be changed and
establishesa processto update Rule 21 when additional smart inverter standards
are developed. The Working Group Three Report highlights that currently there
are no rules regarding alternative settings for smart inverters. We find this
proposal provides additional clarity for Utilities and customers and allows for
alternative settings that are useful for facilitating interconnection or providing
grid services. As noted in the report, this clarity will allow Utilities to usethe full
range of smart inverter settings.323 In comments to the proposed decision, SCE

request the Commission to take into consideration a prior Commission directive

823|d. at 113.
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in Resolution E-5000to update the Rule 21 tariff with updated IEEE 1547and
1547.1standards,3?*

Proposal 27cwould convenethe Smart Inverter Working Group to refine
technical specifications for the SetActive Power Mode function. There are two
points of contention that we address here.

First, SDG&E arguesthat the Smart Inverter Working Group is not an
official entity empowered by the Commission to take on thesetasks. We
disagree. The Commission and the California Energy Commission established
the Smart Inverter Working Group to pursue the development of advanced
smart inverter functionality. Furthermore, in D.16-06-052 parties of the previous
Rule 21 proceeding and other interested stakeholders were encouragedto
continue to participate in this working group. We also authorized the Energy
Division to continue to monitor emerging issuesasimproved inverters are
deployed and communication protocols developed. Hence,we find it logical to
assignthe refinement of the SetActive Power Mode function technical
specifications to the Smart Inverter Working Group.

Second,SDG&E recommends a single processfor updating Rule 21to
align with IEEE 1547and UL 1741. SDG&E arguesit would be more efficient and
provide certainty to the inverter manufacturers to only have one update. We
agree.

Accordingly, we adopt Proposal 27cand direct the Smart Inverter Working

Group to convene within six months of the publication of 1547.1or within three

324 SCEOpening Comments to the Proposed Decision at 14.
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months of the adoption of this decision, whichever comeslater. The Smart
Inverter Working Group will then refine the technical specifications for the Set
Active Power Mode function for recommendation to the Commission.
Recognizing that R.14-10-003s considering proposals for a distributed
energy resourcestariff, Working Group Three participants agreedthat if new
technical needsarise for smart inverter functions asa result of any approved
distributed energy resourcestariff, the Smart Inverter Working Group would be
available 32> SDG&E underscoresthat aregulatory pathway needsto be
established for implementation of any proposals from the Smart Inverter
Working Group 3?6 We agree. Accordingly, we find Proposal 28ashould be
approved. Given its prior technical work, we find the Smart Inverter Working
Group should be reconvened by the Energy Division if and when the
Commission adopts a distributed energy resourcestariff. Further, the Smart
Inverter Working Group is tasked with reviewing the tariff to determine if any
technical changesto smart inverters are necessaryand making any associated
recommendations to the Commission through an Advice Letter submission from

Utilities on behalf of the Smart Inverter Working Group.

5.9. Issues A and B: System Design Approval
Parameters and Generating Capacity for Behind-
the-Meter Paired Solar and Storage Systems

We agreewith the working group that IssuesA and B are interrelated and

should be addressedtogether. We adopt ProposalsA-B 1 and A-B 2. We find

325]d. at 116.
326 |pid.
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that adoption of theserecommendations allows the Commission to maintain
technology neutrality, while fully utilizing new technologies that can safely and
reliably substitute non-export relays and limit the grid impacts of
interconnecting generation. We also adopt Proposal A-B 3 but modified to
require that nine months after technical specifications and standards for
Functions 3 and 8 have beenapproved by the appropriate standards approving
bodies, Utilities shall make this capability available for use. Lastly, we adopt
Proposal A-B 4, which applies to SCEcustomersonly.

Below we provide atechnical overview to better understand thesetwo

issues,followed by a description of eachproposal, and our resolution.

5.9.1. Issue A: Overview

Issue A askswhat changesare neededto clarify the parameters for
approving the design of systemsfor non-export and limited export. We begin
with non-export systems. Non-export systemsare designed to prevent the
transfer of electrical energy from the generating facility to the distribution or
transmission system. The Working Group Three Report explains that when an
interconnection customer choosesto operate asnon-export, Utilities must
determine whether a system hasthe potential to export and, if so, determine the
magnitude of safety and reliability impacts to the grid. 3?7 Rule 21 currently
contains provisions that recognize that systemsthat do not export power have

different grid impacts compared to full export systems328 Rule 21 also addresses

3271d, at 126.
328 |phid. Seealso Rule 21, SectionsN and G.1.
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systemsthat may inadvertently export energy, which may have potential safety
and reliability impacts on the grid, depending upon the frequency and duration
of the inadvertent export.3?° As indicated in Table 2 below, Rule 21identifies

four options by which a project may qualify asanon-exporting system and two

options by which a project may qualify asinadvertent export.

Table 2330

Qualifications for Non-Exporting and Inadvertent Exporting Systems

System Option | Option Description

Non-Export 1 ReversePower Relay
2 Minimum Power Relay (Continuous Import)
3 Certified Non-Islanding Protection

(Small System Compared to Service)

4 Relative Generating Facility Rating
(Small System Compared to Load)

Inadvertent Export 5 Inadvertent Export (Rule 21, Section M)

6 Inadvertent Export (Rule 21 SectionMm) — Designed for small
UL 1741SAinverter-based generating facilities

Focusing on Option 1, the working group highlights that customers
choosing this option must install arelay to automatically disconnectthe systemif
reverse power flow occursfor longer than 2 seconds;this relay is considered a
backstop to power control systems,a safety backup.33! As described in the
Working Group Three Report, the relay only actsin unexpected circumstances,

when generating facility controls deviate from normal. Participants expressa

329 |phid. Seealso Rule 21, SectionsM and Mm.
3301d. at 127.
331 |pid.
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concernthat a non-export relay can be prohibitively expensive 332 Furthermore,
IREC and CALSSA contend that if a Power Control Systemis capable of

providing the samefunctionality, the costburden of the relay is unnecessary.

The Working Group Three Report points to the Underwriters Laboratory
(UL) Power Control SystemsCRD test protocol, which provides away for
inverters and power control systemsto be tested and certified for non-export and
limited export.233 This protocol was developed to createa framework for limited
export systems. The Working Group Three Report points to the pros and cons of
relays versus the certified power control systems. Relayshave the ability to
measure system frequency, voltage, and phase rotation, which can be used to
satisfy other interconnection protection requirements, while power control
systemsneed only monitor current to satisfy the UL CRD.33* A relay only
operateswhen generating facility controls deviate from normal, but a power
control system satisfying the UL CRD may operate more frequently to regulate
system output under normal conditions.33% Finally, Utilities have a great deal of
experienceusing relays, but very little experienceexistswith control systems
approved under the UL CRD.

We turn to an overview of limited export systems. Limited export systems

are designed and setto limit the level of export to some specified amount less

332 |pid.
333 |pid.
3341d. at 128, Technical Insert 1.

335 |bid.
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than the nameplate capacity of the system33¢ The UL CRD power control system
canprovide limited export to a value below nameplate capacity and within some
time interval characteristic of that device.33” The Working Group Three Report
highlights that Rule 21 does not explicitly recognize the concept of limited

export. In order to study limited export projects for grid reliability and for the
safety of utility customersand employees, Utilities must ensure that intended
limits will not be exceeded,which requires areview of system responsetime and

ensuring system constraints can only be changed asprovided in the UL CRD.33®

5.9.2. Issue B: Overview

Issue B askshow Utilities should treat generating capacity for behind-the-
meter paired solar and storage systemsthat are not certified non-export. The
Working Group Three Report explains that, currently in Rule 21, a system that
doesnot qualify for non-export is studied using the maximum nameplate rating.
The report highlights that this is interpreted differently depending upon the
situation and the utility. Until the approval of the UL CRD, discussedabove, the
Working Group Three Report statesthat there were no standards for the control
of power output for non-export or limited export systems,which hasled to
Utilities interpreting the maximum nameplate rating conservatively.33 In

particular, PG&E and SCEequate the maximum nameplate rating of the

336|d. at 129.

337 |bid.

338|d. at 129-130.
3391d. at 130.
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combined system with the sum of the individual nameplate ratings of the solar-
connected-inverter and the storage-connected-inverter.34° This “nameplate plus
nameplate” method could lead to significant financial consequencedor the
applicant.34

5.9.3. Issue A-B: Proposal A-B 1

Proposal A-B 1 requires Rule 21to be modified to specifically allow the use
of a power control system for non-export and limited export interconnection
applications and establishesfive specifications that generating facilities must
meet to be treated asnon-export or limited export:

Use a power control system that passesthe requirements of
the UL CRD;

Use a power control system that has an open-loop response
time of no more than 2 seconds,asprovided in the control
systemsspecification data sheets,and must be able to
reduce export power to the approved export limit within

2 secondsof exceedingthe approved export limit;

Useonly UL 1741certified and/or UL 1741SA listed
grid -support non-islanding inverters;

Setthe power control systemto zero-export or some non-
zero controlled maximum export value; and

Maintain voltage fluctuations at the limits specified in
Rule 2.

Furthermore, if the facility meetsthesefive specifications, Utilities shall adhere to

the following stepsto evaluate the application.

340 |bid.
341 |bid.
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For non-export interconnection applications, a power
control system can demonstrate non-export operation
under Screenl; ScreenD shall be omitted; and ScreensF
and G are reviewed basedon the generating facility’s gross
nameplate rating.

For limited-export interconnection applications, the limited
export value determines the impacts to the grid, in
accordancewith Rule 21tariff procedures and will be used
in ScreensD, [, J,K, M, N, O, and P (other screenswill be
applied asrelevant); and ScreensF and G will be basedon
the generating facility’s nameplate rating.

This is aconsensusproposal. CALSSA maintains that if a non-export or
limited export resource using a power control system that responds within the
sametimeframe asthe current Rule 21requires for relays, (i.e.,two seconds),the
resource should be treated the sameasa resource using arelay.3*? SDG&E
supports the proposal with the caveatthat only certified inverter-based
generation devices are applicable.343 Also providing qualified support, PG&E
recommends the CRD should be able to replace the need for discrete directional
power relays and streamline the process3** Further, PG&E also proposesto use
the certified presetexport value in its load flow interconnection studies and the

nameplate rating for fault studies.34°

3421d. at 132.
343 |bid.
344 |bid.
345 |bid.
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5.9.4. Issue A-B: Proposal A-B 2

Proposal A-B 2 is also a consensusproposal addressing a project in
interconnection review with inadvertent export. First, like Proposal A-B 1, this
proposal would update Rule 21language to allow the use of a power control
system for non-export and limited-export applications. Further, Proposal A-B 2
would require that, to be treated asinadvertent export, a generating facility must
meet all six of the following specifications:

Use a power control systemthat passedtesting in
conformance with the UL CRD;

Use a power control systemwith an open-loop response
time of no more than ten secondsasprovided in the
control systems’ specification data-sheets;

Useonly UL 1741certified and/or UL 1741SA listed
grid -support non-islanding inverters;

Use a power control system setto zero-export or some
non-zero controlled maximum export value;

Maintain voltage fluctuations to the limits specified in
Rule 2; and

Have a nameplate capacity equal to or lessthan 1000kVA.

Upon meeting the six specifications, Utilities would be required to review
the facility asfollows: apply ScreensA-M using the aggregate nameplate inverter
rating; during Supplemental Review the applicant would berequired to identify,
within 15days, the frequency of inadvertent export, the real power level in watts
of inadvertent export and the time duration of inadvertent export; if distribution
upgrades are identified then ScreenP would recognize power control parameters
taking into accountlocal feeder conditions; and only the largest facility in the line

sectionwould be used for aggregate evaluation for subsequentinterconnection
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requests. Proposal A-B 2 would also require Utilities to consider during ScreenP
review, to the extent feasible, the customer’s operating profile and the
magnitude, duration, and frequency of anticipated export.

In the Working Group Three Report, CALSSA statesthat with the
introduction of the UL CRD, the review processcan be revised to be more
pragmatic. CALSSA highlights that, in the future, engineersmay be able to
develop tools to incorporate new customer capabilities and the industry may
improve the ability to limit responsetime and frequency. However, for now,
CALSSA contends this proposal would allow Utilities to exercisetheir
engineering judgement to determine whether the uncontrolled inadvertent
export between 2 to 10secondswould causeequipment overload or other
negative systemimpacts.346 CALSSA assertsthis proposal would implement an
interim solution that recognizesthat studying projects at full nameplate capacity
may not be appropriate in all casesand allow Utilities to useinformation about
the expected performance, aswell asknowledge of local grid conditions, to make
that assessment?*/

This is a consensusproposal with no conditions placed upon participant
support. However, Tesladoes consider this proposal to be conservative.348
Further, Utilities support use of a 10-seconddelay instead of the current 30-

seconddelay, asthe 10-seconddelay should lower potential system impacts and

3481d. at 134.
347 |bid.
348 |bid.
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help to reduce the amount of review time.34° PG&E notesthat it is open to
considering minor adjustments if there are specific gaps that need to be

addressed.

5.9.5. Issue A-B: Proposal A-B 3
Proposal A-B 3is dependent upon the adoption of A-B 1 and/or A-B 2.

This proposal would allow an inverter approved for non-export and

limited -export to be setusing different maximum export value settings at
different times of the year and at the discretion of the utility until afuture
scheduling standard is released.Proposal A-B 3 would require the inverter to
meet the qualifications for non-export or limited-export under Proposal A-B 1 or
A-B 2. This proposal is supported by CALSSA, Clean Coalition, Green Power
Institute, IREC, Nuuve, and Tesla. Utilities oppose Proposal A-B 3.

CALSSA maintains that Smart Inverter Phasell Function 8 will allow
power control systemsto have different maximum export values at different
times of the year. Distributed energy resourcesare required to have this
advanced functionality, asof June2020. It should be noted that the deadline for
implementation of the smart inverter advanced functionality was extended to
June22,2020.

SCEcontends this proposal cannot be adopted until standards to test
control systemshave beenadopted. Further, SCEalso arguesthat the UL CRD

must be updated to include the temporal testing procedures for which work has

3491d. at 135.
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not commenced3°° SCEsurmises this proposal is premature. However, SCE
submits that nine months after these specifications and standards have been
approved, Utilities could adopt tools, forms, and technical evaluation methods in
order to make this various scheduling capability available for use3% SDG&E
and PG&E agreesthat the proposal is premature but would consider the

proposal oncethe standards and specifications are in place 32

5.9.6. Issue A-B: Proposal A-B 4

A consensusproposal, Proposal A-B 4 would apply solely to customers of
SCE. This proposal would require customers applying for interconnection with a
power control systemto use a system already on the approved list. This
proposal would not becomeapplicable until six months from the approval of the
Advice Letter implementing this decision. SCEcontends that requiring
customersto submit applications with pre-approved power control systemswill
maximize efficiency.3>3 The six months will provide time for power control

system manufacturers to certify equipment. 354

5.9.7. Resolving Issues A and B

Issue A ask what specifications should be required for a systemto be non-
export, inadvertent export, or limited export. Relatedly, Issue B askshow to treat

generating capacity for behind-the-meter paired solar and storage certified not to

3501d. at 136-137.
351 bid.

352]d. at 137.
353]d. at 138.

354 bid.
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export more than a presetvalue. We find ProposalsA-B 1and A-B 2, which are
consensusproposals, both appropriately addresslssuesA and B. Proposals A-B
1 and A-B 2 define the specifications required for a generating facility to be
considered non-export, limited export, and inadvertent export. Thesenew
specifications address concernsregarding the high costof the current relay
options by providing the option of the lesscostly power control systemin
compliance with UL CRD asdescribed above 3% Furthermore, the inclusion of
the UL CRD compliance asa specification option also addressesthe concern
regarding the lack of standards for the control of power output for non-export or
limited export for inverters and power control systems,while eliminating the
need for the controversial nameplate plus nameplate maximum nameplate
rating.3% Using the UL CRD will give assuranceto the utility that a system will
always operate within set parameters, including an appropriate responsetime.3%’
The adopted specifications also address utility concernsthat generating facilities
useonly certified inverters. 38

We find that IssuesA and B can also be addressedthrough the adoption of
amodified Proposal A-B 3, which allows an inverter approved for non-export
and limited export to be setusing different maximum export value settings at

different times of the year, when meeting the qualifications for either

3%5|d. at 127-128.
3%6|d. at 130.

357 |bid.

3581d. at 132.
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Proposal A-B1or A-B 2. As noted by CALSSA, Smart Inverter Phaselll
Function 8 enablessystemsto have different export values at different parts of
the year and could vary seasonally,monthly, or hourly. 3%° While not
disagreeing with CALSSA’s statement, Utilities contend the proposal is
premature since no standards have beendeveloped to test control systems360
We recognize that such standards are not approved at this time. While we find it
reasonableto adopt Proposal A-B 3, we modify the proposal and require Utilities
to wait to implement this proposal nine months after technical specifications
standards and a certification schemefor Limited Generation Profiles have been
approved by the standards approving bodies.

Proposal A-B 4 is a consensusproposal applying only to SCEcustomers.
This proposal would require SCEcustomers applying for interconnection with a
power control systemto use only the systemson a pre-approved list. We find
this would streamline the application process,which is the objective of the
proceeding.®%! Sinceall relevant parties agreeto this proposal and the proposal
would ensure safety and reliability through the certified control information, we

conclude Proposal A-B 4 should be adopted.
6. V2G AC Subgroup Adopted Recommendations

In this section, we describe the issuesassignedto the V2G AC Subgroup,

the proposals to resolve the issuesand positions of parties, and the resolution of

3591d. at 136.
3601d. at 136-137.
361lld. at 137.
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the issues. The Commission can chooseto adopt none or all of the proposals for
eachissue. Again, in limited cases,adoption of one proposal is dependent upon
adoption of other proposals.

6.1. V2G AC Subgroup Issues: Overview
The V2G AC Subgroup evolved from Working Group Three discussions

and discovery that there was a general lack of understanding of the V2G AC use
casesin the electric industry. The subgroup, ajoint effort between this
proceeding and R.18-12-006reviewed and assessedhe ability of current
standards to ensure safeinterconnection of V2G AC systems. The subgroup’s
objectives were to understand the application of existing standards to create
interconnection at one fixed point for one or more plug-in electric vehicles and
present recommendations, if existing standards are sufficient; and, if not
sufficient for safeinterconnection, identify the gapsin the standards to ensure a
future pathway to safeinterconnection.

After considering that a mobile inverter hastwo primary components:i) a
computer that implements the smart inverter functions and ii) a power
conversion device that createsan AC current, the subgroup looked at single
onboard inverter configuration and split inverter configuration approachesfor
V2G AC interconnections.362 From there, the subgroup discusseddifferent use
casesfor V2G AC interconnections but focused the scopeon the technical

discussionsto the interconnection of a mobile inverter at one fixed point.

362\/2G AC Subgroup Report at 17.
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The subgroup also discussedthe role of smart inverter requirements in
Rule 21. The subgroup report highlights that since 2005,UL 1741hasbeenthe
certification standard for IEEE 1547and IEEE 1547.1and is used by Nationally
Recognized Testing Laboratories to verify that equipment meetsRule 21 and
National Electric Code requirements.3%3 Hence, the group discussedthe
applicability and appropriateness of the current UL 1741requirements to V2G
AC Systems.

The subgroup determined that there were gapsin the existing standards,
but if the standards were revised or updated to fill the gaps,the standards could
be combined to fulfill interconnection requirements for a mobile inverter at one
fixed point. The subgroup agreeson the following eight gapsin the current
standards.364

Updates are neededto UL 1742%5to make it applicable to
vehicles.

Updates are neededto SAE J3072% and other applicable
automotive standards to align with IEEE 1547-2018nd
IEEE 1547.1- 2020.

Standards and certifications for SAE J3072mobile inverters
to receive default settings at eachsite need to be defined.

IEEE 1547and IEEE 1547.1do not account for default Rule
21 settings to be delivered to the inverter at eachsite.

3631d. at 21.
3641d. at 2 through 5.
365 UL 1741is the testing standard that applies more reasonableto stationary inverters.

366 SAE J3072s the standard that establishesinterconnection requirements for a utility-
interactive inverter system, which is integrated into a Plug-In electric vehicle.

- 167 -



R.17-07-007 COM/MGA/avs

Lists to authenticate and authorize certified plug-in electric
vehicles for discharge are needed.

Updates are neededto UL 974267 (2014)to align with
UL 1741.

Matched pair certification for EVSEspresents businessand
implementation challengesthat require further
consideration.

Utility processfor third-party certification for storage and
generation resource interconnection does not align with
automotive industry norms for internal testing, which
presentsa key barrier to V2G AC Interconnections.

6.2. V2G AC Subgroup: Recommendations

The subgroup report presented one consensusrecommendation and two
non-consensusrecommendations.

Recommendation 1, consensussupport: Reconvenesubgroup or some
other group upon completion of updates to automotive and other applicable
standards to assesggaps and consider Rule 21 changesto interconnect V2G AC
systems, if such standards have beenupdated.36® The scopeof this new group
will beto re-assesghe updated national standards and determine whether these
standards can be combined to fulfill safety requirements for interconnection of a
mobile inverter at one fixed point. Upon completion of this review and if gaps
are not identified, the group shall recommend language citing existing standards

to enable Rule 21 interconnection.

367UL 9741is the standard that coverstesting requirements for bidirectional plug-in electric
vehicle charging equipment.

3681d. at 49-50.

- 168 -



R.17-07-007 COM/MGA/avs

Recommendation 2a, supported by plug-in electric vehicle industry
stakeholders: Consider the jurisdictional question of plug-in electric vehicle
equipment requirements, aswell asself-certification policy issues36°

Recommendation 2b, supported by Ultilities: Identify, evaluate, and
determine solutions to the challengesfaced by the plug-in electric vehicle
industry that prevents it from complying with third-party testing, which the

stationary inverter manufacturers now perform. 370

6.3. Resolving V2G AC Subgroup Issues

Participants of the subgroup conclude that there are gapsin the existing
standards and thus do not provide in the subgroup report any recommended
changesto Rule 21 neededto enable V2G AC interconnection. Instead, the
subgroup agreeson a procedural recommendation to ensure next stepsto build
on the efforts of the subgroup.3"*

The subgroup recommends reconvening the subgroup or another group
when automotive and other applicable standards are updated.372 The subgroup
would reassesghe updated standards to determine whether standards can be
combined to fulfill safety requirements for interconnection of a mobile inverter at
one fixed point. The subgroup would assessany gaps and, if no gaps are found,

consider Rule 21 changesto allow for the interconnection of V2G AC Systems.

3691d. at 51.

370 |bid.

8711d. at 6 and 49.
372|d. at 49-50.
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Subgroup members disagree on when such a subgroup should reconvene. Plug-
in electric vehicle stakeholders support a commencementdate of July 2020.
Utilities recommend waiting until testing has beenperformed to determine
which part of UL 1741cannot be met by V2G AC inverters and after the

IEEE 1547.1has beenupdated.

In comments to the subgroup report, PG&E and SDG&E contend it would
not be effective to setafirm start date to reconvenethe V2G AC Subgroup.373
The VGIC recommends maintaining momentum through the use of a one-day
workshop asthis would not prematurely overcommit resourcesto the effort.374
We agreethat reconvening the subgroup without revised standards in place
would be premature. We also seevalue in holding a brief meeting of the
subgroup on aroutine basisto provide the members of the subgroup with any
news on the status of V2G AC interconnection standards update. Hence,we
direct Utilities to host such a meeting, no later than six months from the issuance
of this decision and continue to hold such a meeting every six months until
updated standards have beentested and approved. The meeting should be
noticed to the service lists of this proceeding and R.18-12-006.-Furthermore, we
direct Utilities to actively participate in the committees that update the standards
in order to ensure that the standards bodies understand what is needed for V2G
AC Interconnection and the Utilities are well apprised of the standards update

status. Once standards have beentested and approved, Utilities shall inform the

313 PG&E and SDG&E Comments to V2G AC Subgroup Report at 4.
374VGIC Comments to V2G AC Subgroup Report at 3.
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Smart Inverter Working Group and the Director of the Energy Division. We
authorize the Director of the Energy Division to reconvenethe V2G AC
Subgroup no later than 90 days from the issuanceof approved updated
standards that show progress towards V2G AC electric vehicle interconnection
whether that be standards in the automotive industry or the interconnection
industry..

In addition to the consensusprocedural recommendation above, plug-in
electric vehicle industry stakeholders requestthat the Commission consider the
jurisdictional question of plug-in electric vehicle equipment requirements, as
well asself-certification policy issues. Supporters of this recommendation
suggestthat the scopeof this effort could be considered in this rulemaking and in
R.18-12-0067> Utilities oppose this proposal recommending, instead, that the
Commission identify, evaluate, and determine solutions to the challengesfaced
by the plug-in electric vehicle industry that prevents it from complying with
third-party testing.37¢ Utilities maintain that if the challengesremain then it may
be appropriate to consider the jurisdictional question. We decline to adopt this
recommendation at this time. We agreewith PG&E and SDG&E that we should

have standards in place prior to considering this issue.

375V2G AC Subgroup Report at 51.
376 | bid.

-171 -



R.17-07-007 COM/MGA/avs

7. Comments on Proposed Decision
Theproposediecisionof CommissioneMarthaGuzmanAcevesin this matter

wasmailedto the partiesin accordancevith Section311 of the Public Utilities Codeand
commentsvereallowedunderRule 14.30f the Commission’sRulesof Practiceand
Procedure.Commentsverefiled on Septembe®, 2020by CESA,CALSSA, Clean
Coalition, GreenPowerlnstitute,IREC, Nuvve,PG&E, Public AdvocateOffice,
SDG&E, SBUA, SCE,Tesla,andVehicle-GridintegrationCouncil. Replycomments
werefiled on Septembefi4,2020by CESA, CleanCoalition,IREC, GreenPower
Institute, PG&E, SDG&E, SCE,Tesla,andTURN. In responséo thecomments,
correctionsandclarificationshavebeenmadethroughouthe Decision. We address

certaincommentsere.
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Severapartiesrequesthe Commissiorto revisetimelinesfor implementatiorof
certainproposals.First, PG&E requestdo extendthe implementatiortime from two to
ninemonthsfor proposal$8f1, 8f, 8g, 8h, 8}, 8k, 8I, and8m 3’ SDG&E andSCEalso
asksfor ninemonthsto implementproposaBm OptionB.3’8 Secondwith respecto the
Advice Letterrequiredfor Issuell, CESArequestshe Commissiorto acceleratéhe
filing to 60 days,arguingtheimplementatiordetailsarelargelyadministrative
improvements’® Ontheotherendof thespectrumSCErequestsa delayof 60 days,to
providetime for stakeholdeoutreach®® We declineto shortenthe scheduleasthe
scopeof full implementations unknownatthistime. We alsodeclineto delaythe
timeline,as180daysshouldprovidesufficienttime for stakeholdeoutreach.Second,
CALSSA, TeslaandGreenPowerlinstituteall objectto thetiming for implementing
portalimprovementswhile SDG&E requestanadditional90 daysto submit
testimony3®! Hereagain,we declineto revisethe schedule.We recognizeUtilities have
avarietyof currentandplannedportalupgradesndthe currenttimelinewill allow time

for trackingandcoordination.

377 PG&E Opening Comments on Proposed Decision at 2.

378 SDG&E Opening Comments on Proposed Decision at 1 and SCEOpening Comments on
Proposed Decision at 5.

379 CESA Opening Comments on Proposed Decision at 5-6.
380 SCEOpening Comments on Proposed Decision at 6

381 SeeCALSSA Opening Comments on Proposed Decision at 7, TeslaOpening Comments on
Proposed Decision at 5, Green Power Institute Opening Comments on Proposed Decision at 9-
10,and SDG&E Opening Comments on Proposed Decision at 9.
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GreenPowerlnstituterequests correctionon the contentsof thereport,
InterconnectiorAutomationand Streamlining statingthatthe proposediecision
mischaracterizethereportassolelyfocusedon automatiorandstreamlining
opportunitiedor Rule 21 process.Rather,GreenPowerlinstituteassertshereport
proposes numberof detailedsolutionsfor Incorporatingthe InterconnectiorCapacity
Analysisinto the FastTrack processandproposedurtherautomatiorandstreamlining
optionsfor the Rule 21 process®? Further,GreenPowerlnstituteargueshe
Commissiorshouldconsidetthis reportin therecordof this proceedingpointingto a
scopingmemoprovidedby the working groupfacilitator 223 In responseTURN
contendghatGreenPowerlnstitutemischaracterizeworking groupdiscussionspoting
thattheinclusionof ProposaBv andthereportwasobjectedto repeatediyby everyparty
otherthanGreenPowerlnstituteandCleanCoalition 38 TURN alsohighlightsthatthe
facilitator of theworking grouphadno official capacitynor authorityto determinewhich
issueswerein scopeandappropriatdo bediscussed®® We confirmthatAssigned
Commissioner'ScopingMemosandany amendmentdeterminghe scopeof a
proceedingnotworking groupfacilitatorsandnot parties. The Interconnection

Automationand Streamliningreportis outsidethe scopeof Issue8.

382 Green Power Institute Opening Comments on Proposed Decision at 4.
383 Green Power Institute Opening Comments on Proposed Decision at 6.
384 TURN Reply Comments on Proposed Decision at 1.

%5]d. at 2.
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CESAandVGIC requesthe Commissiorclarify theapplicabilityof theUL PCS
CRD referencedn Proposal3dandrecommendhe Commissiorallow for anoption
thatthe V2G DC systemgpursueRule 21-approvedidirectionalmodefrom the outset8®
SCEopposedhis optionarguingthatthe optionwasnot discussedn theworking group
andnotingthatit raisesresaleconcerns®’ We agreethatthisinformationis notin the
record. Hence we declineto adoptthe proposedption.

VGIC disagreesvith Findingof Fact263,contendingt reflectsa subjective
determinatiorratherthanafinding of fact. VGIC recommenda newfinding,
contendinghatit is "well within Commission'powerto adopta generapolicy thatself-
certificationprocessesouldbe considerecinacceptabl@pproacho V2G AC
Interconnection3®® In responseSCEopposed/GIC'srecommendationotingthatthe
memberf theV2G AC Subgroupdid not agreethateitherthird-partyor self-
certificationfor plug-in vehicleequipments acceptablé® We declineto revisethe
finding of fact. Thisissuerequiresfurtherdiscussiorandrecorddevelopmentn the
V2G AC Subgroup.

8. Assignment of Proceeding

Martha Guzman Acevesis the assigned Commissioner and Kelly A.

Hymes is the assigned Administrative Law Judgein this proceeding.

386 CESA Opening Comments on Proposed Decision at 3-4and VGIC Opening Comments on
Proposed Decision at 2.

387 SCEReply Comments on Proposed Decision at 3.
388\/GIC Opening Comments on Proposed Decision at 5.

389 SCEReply Comments on Proposed Decision at 5.
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Findings of Fact

1. Resolution E-5000rejected the argument that the lack of a standard
aggregator agreement should preclude aggregatorsfrom providing
communications capabilities.

2. Issue6is moot and, asa result, resolved.

3. The Integration Capacity Analysis provides an estimation about the size of
a project that can be interconnected at a specific point in a circuit and not require
distribution upgrades.

4. By incorporating the Integration Capacity Analysis data into Rule 21, we
no longer need the project size eligibility limits.

5. Eliminating the sizerestrictions allows any applicant to selectthe Fast
Track process.

6. Proposal 8ais unopposed.

7. Proposal 8awill streamline the FastTrack process.

8. Proposal 8b will ensure use of the most recent Integration Capacity
Analysis values without impacting timelines for Initial Review.

9. Proposal 8b addressesthe objectives of integration, further automation,
and maintaining a streamlined process.

10. Becausewe also adopt proposals 8f, 8g, 8h, and 8jin this decision, Utilities
do not needto perform additional Integration Capacity Analyses as part of the
interconnection processof projects with lessthan 30 kVA nameplate capacity.

11. Proposal 8b should help ensure that the online Integration Capacity
Analysis tool is accurate and reflective of real-time conditions to the extent

possible.
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12. Tracking when the Integration Capacity Analysis values are updated
outside of the standard monthly updates balancesthe competing priorities of
having the most updated values and ensuring coststo maintain the values are
reasonable.

13. Tracking when Integration Capacity Analysis outdated values lead to
Interconnection Requestsfailing the Initial Review will inform future discussions
of the frequency of and processfor Integration Capacity Analysis updates.

14. Proposal 8c,which tracks when Integration Capacity Analysis values are
updated outside of the standard monthly updates, is afirst step to improving the
Interconnection Application system over time.

15. Proposal 8d does not streamline the interconnection process.

16. Proposal 8d adds an additional 10 businessdays of time to the
interconnection process,with no additional benefit.

17. Proposal 8d could complicate the Integration Capacity Analysis monthly
update.

18. Synchronous or induction generators cannot usethe Integration Capacity
Analysis to determine a specific value and are automatically assigneda value of
1.2 per unit short circuit contribution.

19. Proposal 8f1 would add ScreenF1to the interconnection process,which
would determine whether the generating system’s short circuit contribution
exceedsl.2per unit.

20. Proposal 8f1, with its new ScreenF1,is neededin order to integrate the

Integration Capacity Analysis tool with Rule 21.
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21. Existing tariff language allows generating facilities with a Gross Rating of
11kVA or lessto bypass ScreensF, G, H, and J.

22. All working group participants agreethat Modification 1for Proposals 8f,
89, 8h, and 8j, which would raise the threshold to 30kVA to bypass ScreensF, G,
H, and J,would improve streamlining and not raise any safety or reliability
concerns.

23. It is reasonableto adopt Modification 1 for Proposals 8f, 8g, 8h, and 8.
24. Modification 2 for Proposals8f, 8g, 8h, and 8jwould require Utilities to
provide an early indication of an applicant confronting problems with passing

ScreensF and G.

25. The costsrelated to Modification 2 for Proposals 8f, 8g, 8h, and 8] have not
beenidentified.

26. The value of Utilities providing an early indication of hurdles in passing
ScreensF and G cannot be determined at this time.

27. Option A of Proposal 8i, which would relocate Screenl to the Rule 21
technical framework overview, would result in unknown additional costsand
would make the FastTrack processlessefficient.

28. Utilities contend Option A of Proposal 8i is necessarybecausedistributed
energy resourcespenetration increasescould lead to overvoltage conditions and
possible overloads but acknowledge, along with other parties, that this situation
has not occurred.

29. Option B of Proposal 8i would retain the status quo whereby non-

exporting projects of all sizesskip ScreensK, L, and M.
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30. The transmission overvoltage and transmission anti-islanding testsare not
incorporated in the Integration Capacity Analysis.

31. Replacing the current 15 percent of peak load value in ScreenM with the
Integration Capacity Analysis values results in ScreenM no longer including the
transmission overvoltage and transmission anti-islanding tests.

32. Option C of Proposal 8k would modify ScreenL to include the
transmission overvoltage and transmission anti-islanding teststhat had been
included in ScreenM.

33. Thereis an unresolved factual dispute regarding anti-islanding screening
standards.

34. Issue 18,which askswhether the Commission should adopt changesto
anti-islanding screenparameters, will be addressedby Working Group 4.

35. SCEand SDG&E do not currently screenfor anti-islanding but may do so
in the future.

36. The proposed language from IREC would require a guidance document to
be published identifying the specific screening approach SCEand SDG&E would
use.

37. Therecord does not contain sufficient information regarding the
technology solutions, tools needed and implementation costsfor adopting
Proposal 8I.

38. The concept of Proposal 8I, requiring Utilities to identify where projects
are likely to fail ScreenL, will facilitate the transparency, predictability, and

streamlining of the FastTrack process.
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39. The purpose of ScreenM is to maintain generation and load balancein
caseof load changeson a circuit.

40. All parties agreethat ScreenM should be modified to reflect the
Integration Capacity Analysis.

41. The modified Proposal 8m, Option B, will getthe most value out of the
ratepayer-funded Integration Capacity Analysis while maintaining grid safety
and reliability.

42. The load on acircuit might change after a project is interconnected, which
could pose safety and reliability risks.

43. Integrating a buffer into ScreenM would leave spacebetween the amount
of expectedinterconnecting generation and the Integration Capacity Analysis
value.

44. Applying abuffer to Proposal 8m, Option B, to ensure safety and
reliability is prudent.

45. ScreenN requires alignment with the Integration Capacity Analysis.

46. Alignment with the Integration Capacity Analysis, to accountfor thermal
overload, overvoltage conditions and protection, requires adjustment for three
scenarios: 1) when the Interconnection Requestis below the updated Integration
Capacity Analysis value and passesScreenF1;2) when the Interconnection
Requestis above the updated Integration Capacity Analysis value or fails Screen
F1;and 3) when Integration Capacity Analysis information is not available.

47. Proposal 8nis uncontested.

48. Proposal 8n makesthe necessaryadjustments for: 1) when the

Interconnection Requestis below the updated Integration Capacity Analysis
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value and passesScreenF1;2) when the Interconnection Requestis above the
updated Integration Capacity Analysis value or fails ScreenF1;and 3) when
Integration Capacity Analysis information is not available.

49. Proposal 8q, involving ScreenP, is uncontested.

50. ScreenPisin Supplemental Review and is used to determine if there are
mitigations that can avoid having a project move to Detailed Study.

51. Rule 21requires that all new interconnections must have certain smart
inverter functions enabled.

52. Adoption of Proposal 8qwould allow a utility to consider these additional
functions as potential mitigations.

53. Avoidance of the Detailed Study maintains efficiency of the FastTrack
process.

54. Proposal 8q meetsthe objective of this proceeding, streamlining, and of
Issue 8, integrating the Integration Capacity Analysis tool.

55. Proposal 8r provides the option to combine the Initial Review and
Supplemental Review processes.

56. Proposal 8r is supported by all parties.

57. Proposal 8r would benefit Applicants and Utilities by providing additional
time savings through the option to skip the Initial Results meeting.

58. Proposal 8r meetsthe Issue 8 objective of streamlining the Fast Track
process.

59. Proposal 8swould reduce the interconnection application feefor non-net
energy metering systems.

60. Parties disagree on the data that claims the need for fee reduction.
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61. Partiesdisagree on whether it is appropriate to compare small net energy
metering projects to large non-export projects up to IMW.

62. Therecord doesnot support feereduction, asrecommended in Proposal
8s.

63. The record regarding Proposal 8t, which addressesqueue management,
indicates disagreement on the necessity of the proposal and whether the
integration of the Integration Capacity Analysis will make a difference.

64. Therecord does not support adoption of Proposal 8t.

65. Proposal 8v recommends consideration of the InterconnectiomAutomation
and StreamliningReport.

66. Supporters of the InterconnectioPAutomationand StreamliningReportstate
the report was informed by other stakeholders but is not a comprehensive
reflection of input received.

67. Proposal 8v is out of scopefor Issue 8, which focuseson the integration of
the Integration Capacity Analysis with Rule 21.

68. The CALSSA and Utilities’ proposals for resolving Issue 9 differ in three
ways: proposed buffer size, frequency of changes,and breadth of Utility control
over reductions to customer generation profiles.

69. A final buffer for resolving Issue 9 should be basedon real-world tests of
the Integration Capacity Analysis.

70. An interim 10percent buffer for the Issue 9 proposal will ensure the safety
and reliability of the grid while we gather data on the accuracy of the Integration

Capacity Analysis.
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71. Eighteen months after implementation of the Issue 9 proposal should
provide adequate data collection on the accuracy of the Integration Capacity
Analysis.

72. The Utilities’ proposal for addressing Issue 9 allows a customer to change
its output on a seasonalbasis.

73. The Integration Capacity Analysis hasthe ability to make monthly
changes.

74. Allowing a customer to establish scheduled output limits aligns the Issue9
proposal with the Integration Capacity Analysis.

75. Allowing acustomer to establish monthly scheduled output limits strikes a
balance between the initial proposed schedule and the seasonableschedule
proposed by Ultilities.

76. Future grid conditions could result in actual hosting capacity being below
the published Integration Capacity Analysis-SG and the utility may need to
reduce generation to ensure safeand reliable service without grid upgrades.

77. Therecord of this proceeding does not contain information regarding
whether and how Utilities determine that generation reductions are necessatry.

78. No party opposesProposal 2 for Issue 10, which recommends the use of a
single Project Identification Number.

79. There are barriers and hurdles that rise without the use of a single Project
Identification Number.

80. Assigning one single identification number to a project will make the
interconnection processeasierto navigate for the developers and easierto

manage for Utilities.
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81. Becausethe purpose of this proceeding is the refinement and streamlining
of Rule 21, coordinating the overlapping Rules 2, 15,16,and 21is prudent.

82. Proposal 3 for Issue 10would require autility to inform an interconnection
customer of the start date for a project studied under Rule 2, 15,and/or 16.

83. Eachof the Utilities currently have a practice similar to Proposal 3 for
Issue 10.

84. Implementation of Proposal 3 for Issue 10would provide customersand
developers with more visibility and transparency into the interconnection
process.

85. Proposal 4 for Issue 10would require a utility to send an invoice for the
engineering advance or the facility costswithin five businessdays of execution of
the Interconnection Agreement.

86. Knowing when to expectan invoice provides certainty to the customer and
Improves the transparency of the interconnection process.

87. None of the Utilities justified their opposition to the inclusion of timelines
in the tariff.

88. Proposal 5 for Issue 10would provide more certainty to customers by
requiring Utilities to attempt to contact the customer to schedule a mitigation
work scoping meeting no later than five businessdays after receiving payment
for the engineering advance.

89. The Commission’s objectivesin this streamlining processare to increase
efficiency and improve transparency.

90. All three Utilities oppose the inclusion of timelines in the Rule 21 tariff.
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91. Proposal 5 for Issue 10 addressesthe Commission’s objectives of increasing
efficiency and improving transparency.

92. Thereis concernabout Proposal 5 for Issue 10with respectto realistic
timelines.

93. Proposal 8 would require the utility to send a detailed reconciliation of the
costsof interconnection facilities and distribution updates within 6 months.

94. The inclusion of atimeline in the Rule 21 tariff provides certainty and
transparency to the customer.

95. A 12-month timeline to provide customers adetailed reconciliation of the
costsaligns with the timeline adopted by the FERCfor its Wholesale Distribution
AccessTariff and Transmission Owner Tariff.

96. The adoption of a modified Proposal 8 for Issue 10will provide further
certainty to customers.

97. Proposal 1 for Issue 10recommends assigning a project manager for
interconnection requestsgreater than 100kW.

98. Rule 21 gives Utilities the flexibility to determine the most efficient way to
allocate resources.

99. The Commission should not mandate how Utilities should effectively
manage the processto meet customer needs.

100. The Working Group Two Report does not contain data regarding the costs
of implementing Proposal 1 for Issue 10.

101. There remain many unanswered questions the Commission needsto
consider in order to adopt a particular notification processproposal, in lieu of the

application process.
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102. Thereis value in the concept of a notification-based approach for non-
exporting storage systems.

103. It is valuable that the working group participants were able to find
common ground in procedures for non-exporting storage systems
interconnection applications.

104. Streamlining procedures for non-exporting storage systems
interconnection applications is a related extension of Issue 11 and practical to
consider.

105. There are jurisdictional, contractual, and processing differences between
non-exporting standalone storage systemsand non-net energy metering below
30kVA exporting systems.

106. The differences between non-exporting standalone storage systemsand
non-net energy metering below 30kVA exporting systemsimpact the ability to
treat all systemsin asimilar streamlined manner.

107. The foundation of the three proposals for Issue 11is a non-exporting
energy storage pilot (Pilot), which is focused solely on non-exporting storage
systems.

108. The Pilot has beenlargely successfulin decreasinginterconnection
application processingtimes for non-exporting storage systems.

109. Proposal A for Issue 11,which would implement in Rule 21 all process
improvements tested in the Pilot, is a consensusproposal.

110. The improvements tested in the Pilot have beenshown to be successfulfor

non-exporting storage systems.

- 186 -



R.17-07-007 COM/MGA/avs

111. The improvements would createa more streamlined interconnection
processfor this classof projects.

112. Given the low volume of the non-export storage projects, Proposal A
would be the most cost-effective approach for reducing interconnection
application processingtime for this classof projects.

113. Proposal B1,which would require Utilities to implement Phasel of the
Lightning Review, is a consensusproposal.

114. The Lightning Review processwould mirror the standard net energy
metering process.

115. Many of the enhancementsproposed for the Lightning Review process
have already beenimplemented by Utilities.

116. Adoption of the conceptof the Lightning Review processsupports these
prior processimprovements in anticipation of future growth of storage
interconnection applications.

117. The Working Group Two Report proposes four principles for developing
enhancementsfor streamlining and the Lightning Review processto which no
party expressedopposition.

118. The four principles should further the streamlining of the Lightning
Review process.

119. Therecord is insufficient for deliberating on the enhancementsidentified
in Proposal B1of Issue 11 and the related costs.

120. Thefiling of testimony in Phasell of this proceedings is the more
appropriate regulatory vehicle to addressthe technical processesidentified in

Proposal B1for Issue 11 and their related costs.
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121. Participants did not discuss Proposal B2 or B3 (for Issue 11)in the working
group meetings.

122. ProposalsB2,B3and C for Issue 11 extend beyond the scopeof the issue,
which is focused on non-exporting storage systems.

123. Proposal C explicitly requeststhe Commission to expand the scopeof this
proceeding prior to its resolution and completion.

124. The results of adopted changesin this decision and the decision on the
recommendations of Working Group 1 should be implemented and reviewed to
ascertainwhether additional changesare warranted.

125. Proposals12a,12c,and 12ehave agreementsof the entire working group.

126. Proposals12a,12c,and 12eaddressthe objective of improving timeline
certainty.

127. Tracking of the 12timelines recommended in Proposal 12awill provide
the data necessaryfor future, data-driven considerations of process
improvements.

128. Reporting the tracking of the 12 timelines recommended in Proposal 12a
on a quarterly basisis a reasonablefrequency.

129. Adoption of the design and construction timelines recommended in
Proposal 12caligns with the design and cost estimation timelines recommended
in Proposal 10.6.

130. Partiesdisagreed on the Proposal 10.6timeline during Working Group
Two discussions but were able to come to a consensuson atimeline in Working

Group Three.
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131. Parties oppose the simultaneous notification of Energy Division in
Proposal 12eand consider it burdensome.

132. It is reasonableto require Utilities to include atally of the notifications on a
guarterly basisfor Proposal 12e.

133. It is reasonableto require Utilities, aspart of Proposal 12e,to report the
reasonfor delay.

134. Proposal 12bwould add sevenother timelines to the framework
recommended in Proposal 12a.

135. Thetracking and reporting on the sevenadditional timelines, as
recommended in Proposal 12b, should result in a more transparent process.
136. The objective of Issue 12is to improve certainty and a more transparent
processshould help improve certainty.

137. Tracking the sevenadditional timelines, asrecommended in Proposal 12D,
should result in increased accountability.

138. Proposal 12d establishesa 20 businessday timeline for the design of net
generation output meters and a 20 businessday timeline for construction.

139. 99percent of installations completed by PG&E in 2019were completed in
10 calendar days.

140. Net generation output meters can add tens of thousands of dollars to
project costsand delays of six months or more.

141. It is reasonableto require 20 businessday timelines for designing net
generation output meters and for construction of the net generation output

meters.
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142. Proposal 12f would establish a goal that 95to 100 percent of projects meet
all timelines adopted in Proposal 12aand 12bwithin two yearsupon
commencementof tracking.

143. Adoption of Proposal 12f would provide abenchmark by which to assess
our adopted tracking procedures, which would benefit ratepayers.

144. Establishing timeline benchmarks should help us achieve our objectives of
streamlining Rule 21 and improving timeline certainty.

145. Proposal 12hwould limit the applicability of Proposal 12fto non-net
energy metering projects and net energy metering projects greater than 30 kW.

146. The volume of standard net energy metering projects would complicate
reporting.

147. Adoption of Proposal 12hwill target the project types that are of most
concernto stakeholders, without an undue administrative burden.

148. Projecttargeting should be basedon project type and need, but not
necessarilylocation need.

149. Proposal 12gwould establish intermediate goals if tracking reveals
Utilities are not meeting the 95to 100percent goal required by Proposal 12f.

150. Adoption of Proposals 12f, 12h, and 12i sufficiently addressthe need for
benchmarks to assesghe results of the timeline tracking.

151. Proposal 12gwould add alevel of unnecessaryadministration.

152. A modified Proposal 12iis a more reasonableand effective approach than

Proposal 12gto determine whether the objective of Issue 12is being achieved.
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153. The modified Proposal 12iwould require Utilities to organize and host a
workshop to discusswhether the timelines being tracked and reported on have
beenmet.

154. The modified Proposal 12iwill ascertainwhether timeline certainty is
improving.

155. Proposal 12jwould require Utilities to provide updates on substation
upgrades to applicants whose projects depend on such an upgrade.

156. Proposal 12jmeetsthe objective of Issue 12— improving timeline
certainty—and provides additional transparency.

157. Including the requirements of Proposal 12jin Rule 12 will createbetter
transparency and improve timeline certainty.

158. Proposals 16a,16b,and 16care consensusproposals.

159. The objective of Issue 16is the encouragement of third-party construction
of upgrades.

160. Proposals 16a,16b,and 16cwould promote regulatory simplicity and lead
to more timely and cost-effective interconnections.

161. Proposal 16awould incorporate tariff Rule 15by referencein Rule 21.

162. Proposal 16awould ensure that third-party upgrade providers are
sufficiently qualified for safety and reliability purposes.

163. Proposal 16aachievesthe objective of Issue 16.

164. Proposal 16bwould reference Rule 15competitive bidding language in
Rule 21.

165. Proposal 16bwould resolve concernsabout contractor eligibility.

166. Proposal 16b meetsthe intention of Issue 16.
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167. Proposal 16cwould align contractor selection provisions of Rule 21 with
Rule 15.

168. Proposal 16cwould encouragethird-party construction of upgrades by
eliminating specific “discretion” language.

169. The alignment of the contractor selection provisions and the elimination of
the “discretion” language in Proposal 16cimproves consistency between rules,
promotes regulatory simplicity, and meetsthe objective of Issue 16.

170. Proposal 16d would allow third parties to work on existing de-energized
systemsunder specific scenarios.

171. Working Group Three participants could not agreeon any scenariosin
which third parties could work on existing de-energized facilities.

172. Without identified scenarios,it is not prudent to adopt Proposal 16d.

173. The purpose of Issue 20is to coordinate Commission and federal
interconnection rules for behind-the-meter distributed energy resources.

174. Proposals 20a,20band 20care consensusproposals.

175. Proposal 20awould useinformation web pagesto educate customers on
the transfer processesbetween the Commission and federal interconnection
processes.

176. Proposal 20aprovides customers and other interconnection stakeholders
with easyaccesdo clarifying information.

177. Proposal 20brecommends maintaining the current queuing rules for Rule
21 and federal interconnection processesseekingto interconnect at the same

location.
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178. No changesare necessaryfor Rule 21 and federal interconnection
processesseeking to interconnect at the samelocation.

179. Proposal 20cprovides customers and other interconnection stakeholders
accesdo existing information.

180. Proposal 20cwould result in better informed customers and stakeholders.
181. Proposals20a,20b,and 20cresolve Issue 20.

182. For Issue 22, Working Group Three participants developed a list of
proposed improvements to the Utilities’ interconnection application portals, i.e.
18 subproposals.

183. Working Group Three participants have varying degreesof support for the
18 subproposals developed for Issue 22.

184. There s insufficient record to determine which of the 18 subproposals,
developed for Issue 22, should be adopted.

185. Additional discussion is neededregarding Issue 22’s 18 subproposals,
including costsand costrecovery methods.

186. The Commission encouragesthe growth of the use of distributed energy
resourcesand the streamlining of the interconnection application process,
including the portals.

187. The Commission has aresponsibility to protect ratepayers.

188. Rule 21language currently allows the interconnection of electric vehicles
and related charging infrastructure and devices.

189. The consideration of the Issue 23 proposals is appropriate.

190. Proposal 23arecognizesthat, in the caseof unidirectional charge-only

V1G, Rule 21 doesnot apply but Rules2,15,and 16 are applicable.
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191. Current Rules and practice confirm that, in the caseof unidirectional
charge-only V1G, Rule 21 doesnot apply but Rules2,15,and 16 are applicable.

192. Proposal 23ais consistentwith current rules and practice.

193. Proposal 23bwould modify Rule 21to clarify that the rule applies to the
interconnection of stationary and mobile energy storage systems.

194. Rule 21 currently applies to the interconnection of stationary and mobile
storage systems.

195. Clarity in Rule 21is necessary.

196. Proposal 23cwould clarify that the current practice setforth in Rule 21is
to allow the interconnection of V2G DC EVSEsystems.

197. The existing Rule 21 tariff allows V2G DC EVSEsystemsto be
interconnected if the EVSEmeetsall Rule 21 requirements, including UL 1741
SA.

198. Proposal 23d would allow V2G DC EVSEsystemswith bidirectional
capability to connectasV1G, load-only, and operate unidirectional mode with
specific certifications.

199. Proposal 23dis a consensusproposal but parties disagree on the need for
language changesin the Rule 21 tariff.

200. Adoption of Proposal 23d is necessaryfor safety and clarity.

201. Proposal 23ewould allow bidirectional mode to be enabled for aVV2G DC
EVSEsystem upon receiving permission to operate from the utility.

202. Proposal 23eis a consensusproposal.

203. The current Rule 21 tariff allows bidirectional mode to be enabled for a

V2G DC EVSEsystem upon receiving permission to operate from the utility.
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204. Implementation details for Proposal 23eneed to be resolved.

205. Proposal 23fwould modify the Utilities’ interconnection portals to enable
simple tracking of V2G interconnections.

206. Tracking V2G interconnections will assistthe Commission and California
in knowing the extent to which policies are achieving the goal of increasing
vehicle to grid interconnections.

207. Proposal 23fis not urgently needed.

208. Theimplementation details of Proposal 23f need to be resolved: timeline,
costs,and costrecovery methods.

209. Proposal 23iwould clarify a pathway for parties to interconnect V2G AC
systemson atimely basisfor experimental, pilot, and/or temporary use until the
appropriate rules are updated in the future.

210. Proposal 23iwould allow V2G AC system pilots to be exempt, on a
temporary basis,from Rule 21 smart inverter requirements.

211. The Commission is currently addressing V2G AC interconnection issues
through four existing pilots.

212. It is necessaryto createa pathway to interconnection to enablethe
Commission to learn from theseand other future V2G AC interconnection pilots.

213. Administrative Law Judgesfrom this proceeding and R.18-12-006
established a Vehicle to Grid Alternating Current Subgroup.

214. Proposal 23g,which would establish a group to develop technical
recommendations to enable V2G AC interconnections, is no longer necessary.

215. Proposal 23hwould modify SectionN of Rule 21to allow streamlined

study processfor V2G DC EVSEinterconnections.
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216. The Rule 21 definition of a generator captures V2G DC EVSEcapability as
a generator.

217. A specific referenceto V2G DC EVSEwithin Rule 21is not necessary.

218. Proposal 24awould treat certain new facilities upgrades aslike-for-like
upgrades in terms of applying the cost-of-ownership charge and result in a zero
cost-of-ownership charge.

219. The purpose of the cost-of-ownership chargeis to offset a utility’s revenue
requirement for operating and maintaining the underlying asset,aswell asany
applicable capital related revenue requirement.

220. Ratepayersand Utilities should not pay for the operation and maintenance
of an interconnection project.

221. The accounting practices of Utilities, with respectto the cost-of-ownership
charge, remain unclear in the record.

222. Proposal 24bwould createthree cost-of-ownership replacement cost
options for an interconnection applicant.

223. Thereis alack of certainty in the form, method, and application of
accounting practices used by Utilities.

224. Utilities’ practices avoid undercollection but do not avoid overcollection.

225. We do not have a sufficient understanding of the cost-of-ownership
accounting practicesto determine whether Proposal 24bwill prevent cost shifts
occurring between ratepayers and interconnection applicants.

226. Proposal 24cwould replace the cost-of-ownership charge with a charge

similar to a net-additional cost-of-ownership charge,which would result in the
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difference between the system without the upgrade and the costswith the
upgrade, including operating and maintenance costs.

227. Proposal 24ccould result in a costshift or subsidy.

228. A Utility report including a step-by-step description of the cost-of-
ownership charge and the Utility determination of the value of eachelement of
the charge should provide the Commission with a complete understanding of the
cost-of-ownership charge.

229. Proposal 27awould add language to Rule 21 allowing smart inverter
default settings to be changed and would establish a processto update Rule 21
when additional smart inverter standards are developed.

230. Proposal 27ais a consensusproposal.

231. There are no rules regarding alternative settings for smart inverters.

232. Proposal 27awould provide additional clarity to Utilities and customers
and would allow for alternative settings useful for facilitating interconnection or
providing grid services.

233. Theclarity provided by Proposal 27awould allow Utilities to use the full
range of smart inverter settings.

234. Proposal 27awould achievethe intention of Issue 27, establishing
operational requirements for smart inverters.

235. Proposal 27cwould convenethe Smart Inverter Working Group to refine
technical specification for the SetActive Power Mode function.

236. The Commission and the California Energy Commission established the
Smart Inverter Working Group to pursue the development of advanced smart

inverter functionality.
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237. D.16-06-052encouraged parties and other interested stakeholders to
continue to participate in the Smart Inverter Working Group.

238. It is logical to assignthe refinement of the SetActive Power Mode function
technical specifications to the Smart Inverter Working Group.

239. A single processfor updating Rule 21to align with IEEE 1547and UL 1741
is efficient and would provide certainty to the inverter manufacturers in the form
of one update process.

240. R.14-10-003s considering proposals for a distributed energy resources
tariff.

241. A regulatory pathway needsto be established for implementation of any
proposals adopted.

242. Proposal 28awould instruct the Energy Division to decide on the need to
convene the Smart Inverter Working Group to determine if technical work is
needed following the adoption of a distributed energy resourcestariff in
R.14-10-003.

243. Issue A askswhat specifications should be required for a systemto be non-
export, inadvertent export, or limited export.

244. Issue B askshow to treat generating capacity for behind-the-meter paired
solar and storage that are certified not to export more than a presetvalue.

245. Proposals A-B 1 and A-B 2 are consensusproposals.

246. ProposalsA-B 1 and A-B 2 define the specifications required for a
generating facility to be considered non-export, limited export, and inadvertent

export.
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247. The specifications provided in ProposalsA-B 1 and A-B 2 address concerns
regarding the high costof the current option of relays by providing the option of
the lesscostly power control systemin compliance with UL CRD asdescribed in
this decision.

248. Theinclusion of UL CRD compliance asa specification option addresses
the concernregarding the lack of standards for the control of power output for
non-export or limited export for inverters and power control systemsand
eliminates the need for the controversial nameplate plus nameplate maximum
nameplate rating.

249. Using the UL CRD will give assuranceto Utilities that a system will
always operate within setparameters, including an appropriate responsetime.

250. The specifications in Proposals A-B 1 and A-B 2 addressthe Utilities’
concernsthat generating facilities use only certified inverters.

251. ProposalsA-B 1 and A-B 2 appropriately resolve IssuesA and B.

252. Proposal A-B 3would allow an inverter approved for non-export and
limited export to be setusing different maximum export value settings at
different times of the year, when meeting the qualifications of Proposal A-B 1 or
A-B 2.

253. Smart Inverter Phaselll Function 8 enablessystemsto have different
export values at different parts of the year and canvary seasonally, monthly, or
hourly.

254. Standardsto test control systemsare not approved at this time.

255. Proposal A-B 3 addresseslssuesA and B.
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256. Proposal A-B 4 is a consensusproposal that applies only to SCEcustomers
and requires SCEcustomers applying for interconnection with a power control
systemto use only the systemson a pre-approved list.

257. Proposal A-B 4 would streamline the application process,an objective of
this proceeding, and would ensure safety and reliability through the certified
control information.

258. There are gapsin the existing standards to createinterconnection at one
fixed point for one or more plug-in electric vehicles.

259. The V2G AC Subgroup recommends reconvening the subgroup when
automotive and other applicable standards are updated.

260. Reconveningthe V2G AC Subgroup without revised standards in place
would be premature.

261. Thereis value in holding a meeting of the subgroup on aroutine basisto
provide the members of the subgroup with news on the status of the V2G AC
Interconnection standards.

262. Utility participation in committees that update V2G AC interconnection
standards will apprise Utilities of any standards updates and ensure the
committee understands what is needed for V2G AC interconnection from the
Utilities’ perspective.

263. V2G AC interconnection standards need to be adopted prior to the
Commission considering the jurisdictional question of plug-in electric vehicle

equipment requirements or self-certification policy issues.

Conclusions of Law

1. Proposal 8ashould be adopted.
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2
3
4
5.
6
7
8
9

10.

. Proposal 8b should be adopted.
. Proposal 8cshould be adopted.

. Proposal 8d should not be adopted.

Proposal 8f1 should be adopted.

. Modification 1 for Proposals 8f, 8g, 8h, and 8j should be adopted.

. Modification 2 for Proposals 8f, 8g, 8h, and 8j should not be adopted.
. Option A of Proposal 8i should not be adopted.

. Option B of Proposal 8i should be adopted.

Option C of Proposal 8k should be adopted asatemporary solution until

Issue 18is resolved.

11.

The concept of proposal 8l should be adopted but Utilities should continue

to develop proposals to implement the concept.

12.

Proposal 8m. Option B should be adopted with the modification of aten

percent buffer.

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

Proposal 8n should be adopted.
Proposal 8q should be adopted.
Proposal 8r should be adopted.
Proposal 8s should not be adopted.
Proposal 8t should not be adopted.
Proposal 8v should not be adopted.

The Utilities’ counter proposal to resolve Issue 9, with the modifications of

the required buffer and to allow monthly customer changes,should be adopted.

20.
21.

Proposal 2 for Issue 10 should be adopted.

Proposal 3 for Issue 10 should be adopted.
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22. Proposal 4 for Issue 10should be adopted.

23. Proposal 5 for Issue 10 should be adopted with a modification to require a
10 businessday customer contact.

24. Proposal 8 for Issue 10 should be adopted but modified to allow Utilities
12 months to provide customers a detailed reconciliation of the costsof
interconnection facilities and distribution upgrades.

25. Proposal 1 for Issue 10 should not be adopted.

26. The notification-based approach should continue to be explored in this
proceeding.

27. Streamlining processfor non-exporting storage systemsinterconnection
applications should be considered in this decision.

28. We should limit the applicability of the streamlining proposals for Issue 11
to non-exporting standalone storage systems.

29. Proposal A for Issue 11 should be adopted.

30. The concept of the Lightning Review processrecommended in Proposal B1
for Issue 11 should be adopted.

31. Thefour principles for developing the Lightning Review processshould be
adopted.

32. Utilities should file testimony in Phasell of this proceeding to seek
approval of the proposed enhancementsdiscussedin Proposal B1and their
related costs.

33. ProposalsB2,B3and C of Issue 11 should not be adopted.

34. Proposal 12ashould be adopted.
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35. The tracking of timelines in Proposal 12ashould be done on a quarterly

basis.
36.
37.
38.

Proposal 12cshould be adopted
Proposal 6 from Working Group Two Issue 10 should be adopted.

Proposal 12eshould be modified to require atally of the notifications on a

guarterly basisto the Energy Division.

39
40

41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.

Proposal 12e,as modified, should be adopted.
Proposal 12b should be adopted.

Proposal 12d should be adopted.

Proposal 12f should be adopted.

Proposal 12h should be adopted.

Proposal 12g should be adopted.

Proposal 12i should be modified.

Proposal 12i, as modified, should be adopted.
Proposal 12j should be adopted.

Proposal 16ashould be adopted.

Proposal 16b should be adopted.

Proposal 16cshould be adopted.

Proposal 16d should not be adopted.
Proposals 20a,20b,and 20cshould be adopted.

Improvements to the Utilities’ interconnection application portals should

be made.

54. A workshop to discussthe 18 subproposals should be held.
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55. The costsfor implementing any of the 18 subproposals should be
recovered from the setof customerswho benefit.

56. It should be affirmed that Proposal 23ais consistentwith current rules and
practice.

57. Rule 21 should specifically statethat V2G DC EVSEsystemsmay be
interconnected if the EVSEmeetsall Rule 21 requirements, including UL 1741
SA.

58. Proposal 23d should be adopted.

59. Proposal 23eshould be adopted.

60. Implementation details for 23eshould be resolved through a collaborative
effort of the parties and stakeholders.

61. Proposal 23fshould be adopted following the development of
implementation details: timeline, costs,and costrecovery method.

62. Proposal 23gshould not be adopted.

63. Proposal 23h should not be adopted.

64. Proposal 24ashould not be adopted.

65. Proposal 24b should not be adopted.

66. Proposal 24cshould not be adopted.

67. Utilities should provide additional insight on the cost-of-ownership
chargesand related accounting practices.

68. Proposal 27ashould be adopted.

69. Proposal 27cshould be adopted.

70. Proposal 28ashould be adopted.

71. ProposalsA-B 1 and A-B 2 should be adopted.
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72. Proposal A-B 3 should be modified to require Utilities to wait for control
system testing standards to be approved.

73. Proposal A-B 3, asmodified, should be adopted.

74. Proposal A-B 4 should be adopted.

75. Utilities should host a meeting of the V2G AC Subgroup on aroutine basis
to update the members of the subgroup on the status of V2G AC interconnection
standards.

76. Utilities should actively participate in standards committees that address
V2G AC interconnection standards.

77. R.17-07-00%hould remain open to consider Working Group Four issues

and subsequentphases.
ORDER
IT IS ORDERED that:

1. Proposal 8ais adopted. The FastTrack eligibility sizeis eliminated from
Electric Rule 21. An Interconnection project that is sized below the Integration
Capacity Analysis value may still be required to go through Supplemental
Review or Detailed Study, if the project fails the Screensnot evaluated by the
Integration Capacity Analysis. The elimination of size eligibility shall not
increasechancesof passing through Initial Review or Supplemental Review if
the projects is sized above the Integration Capacity Analysis value. Net energy
metering interconnection projects under 30kilovolt amperes may use the Fast
Track processregardless of the Integration Capacity Analysis value.

2. Proposal 8bis adopted. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas

& Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) shall
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usethe Initial Review processto determine if Integration Capacity Analysis
values at the proposed Point of Interconnection need to be updated using the
Integration Capacity Analysis tool on the specific electrical node into the Initial
Review processor running the Integration Capacity Analysis on all the electrical
nodesin the circuit. Utilities shall not perform additional Integration Capacity
analysesaspart of the interconnection processof projects with lessthan 30
kilovolt amperesnameplate capacity. Utilities shall sharethe results of any
Integration Capacity Analysis updates with the interconnecting generator and
provide an explanation of changesto grid conditions or the interconnection
gueue. Utilities shall comply with confidentiality provisions and data reduction
policies.

3. Southern California Edison Company (SCE)shall develop a system for
labeling Integration Capacity Analysis values that need to be updated. No later
than six months from the issuanceof this decision, SCEshall submit a report on
the status of this work to the Director of the Commission’s Energy Division.

4. Proposal 8cis adopted. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas
& Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) shall
track when the Integration Capacity Analysis outdated values lead to
Interconnection Requestsfailing the Initial Review. Utilities shall provide the
results of the tracking required in Proposal 8cwith the Issue 12 reporting
required by Ordering Paragraph 22 below. Additionally, Utilities shall also track
the costsassociatedwith the updates necessitatedby the outdated values and

provide the data in the samelssue 12reporting document. Furthermore, Utilities
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shall include the actual costsassociatedwith the processing of interconnection
applications asreferencedin the discussion on Proposal 8s.

5. Proposal 8f1is adopted. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas
& Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company shall include a
new Screenin the Interconnection Rule 21 process,to be named ScreenF1, which
will determine whether a generating system’s short circuit contribution exceeds
1.2 per unit.

6. Modification 1 of Proposals8f, 8g, 8h, and 8jis adopted. Pacific Gasand
Electric Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric Company, and Southern California
Edison Company shall modify Interconnection Rule 21to allow interconnection
projects lessthan 30kilowatt volt amperesto bypass ScreensF, G, H, and J.

7. Option B of Proposal 8i is adopted whereby non-exporting projects of all
sizesskip Interconnection Rule 21 ScreensK, L, and M. Proposal 8i will be
revisited during the ratesetting phase of Rulemaking 17-07-007.

8. Option C of Proposal 8k is adopted on an interim basisuntil resolution of
Issue 18in Working Group Four. Pacific Gasand Electric Company shall:

modify ScreenL in Interconnection Rule 21to include the
transmission overvoltage and transmission anti-islanding tests
currently in ScreenM.

9. The conceptof Proposal 8I, identifying where interconnection projects are
likely to fail ScreenL of the Rule 21 Interconnection Application process,is
adopted for future use.

10. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gasé& Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) shall develop proposals for

implementing the concept of Proposal 8l, identifying where interconnection
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projects are likely to fail ScreenL of the Rule 21 Interconnection Application
process. Utilities (either individually or together) shall submit testimony, in
phasetwo of this proceeding, proposing conceptimplementation approaches
with details to include the necessarytechnology solutions and tools, estimated
costs,and proposed costrecovery method.

11. Option B of Proposal 8m is adopted with modification. Pacific Gasand
Electric Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric Company, and Southern California
Edison Company (Utilities) shall apply a 10 percent buffer to the Integration
Capacity Analysis-Static Grid profile and to the Integration Capacity Analysis-
Operational Flexibility profile during review of ScreenM of the Rule 21
Interconnection Application Process. The need for the 10 percent buffer to the
Integration Capacity Analysis-Operational Flexibility profile will be revisited by
the Commission. Ultilities shall collect data on the effectivenessof the 10 percent
Integration Capacity Analysis-Operational Flexibility buffer (after consulting
with the Commission’s Energy Division) and provide the data and a
recommendation on whether to retain the buffer or adjust it, in the Advice Letter
on buffers for Issue 9, asrequired by Ordering Paragraph 15.

12. Proposal 8nis adopted. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas
& Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company shall update
ScreenN of the Rule 21 Interconnection Application Processto account for
thermal overload, while adjusting for the following three scenarios: i) when the
Interconnection Requestis below the updated Integration Capacity Analysis

value and passesScreenF1;ii) when the Interconnection Requestis above the
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updated Integration Capacity Analysis value or fails ScreenF1;and iii) when
Integration Capacity Analysis information is not available.

13. Proposal 8qis adopted. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas
& Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company shall update
ScreenP of the Rule 21 Interconnection Application Processto accountfor new
smart inverter capabilities.

14. Proposal 8r is adopted. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas
& Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company shall revise the
Rule 21 Interconnection Application Processto allow a customer to pre-pay for
Supplemental Review when paying for Initial Review.

15. The counter proposal from Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego
Gas& Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) to
resolve Issue 9 is adopted with modification. Within 90 days of the issuanceof
this decision, Utilities shall commencediscussionswith the Smart Inverter
Working Group focused on implementing the proposal. Within six months of
iIssuanceof this decision, Utilities shall submit a Tier 3 Advice Letter providing
recommendations (asapplicable) regarding the standard review, certification
requirements, and interconnection processesnecessaryfor implementation of the
proposal. Within 60days of adoption of a certification schemefor the Limited
Generation Profile, Utilities shall modify the Rule 21 Interconnection Application
Processto allow adistributed energy resourcescustomer to include a Limited
Generation Profile with their application, require the customer to enable
generation profile limiting functionality, and allow Utilities opportunity to alter

the profile if safety and reliability concernswarrant it. Retroactive alterations to
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generation profiles shall not reduce generation to below a pre-defined static
level, i.e., the lowest Integrated Capacity Analysis — Static Grid typical profile
value identified at the time of the Interconnection Application. As part of the
proposal, Utilities shall: i) allow customersto utilize a smart inverter’s ability to
increaseits output on a monthly basis;and ii) use a 10 percent buffer, which shall
berevisited. No later than 18 months after the implementation of this proposal,
Utilities shall submit a Tier 3 Advice Letter providing data obtained from
Proposals 8b and 8c, adopted below, assessingthe effectivenessof the use of the
Integration Capacity Analysis values within the interconnection processand
addressing whether the Commission should continue use of the 10 percent buffer
or adjust it, basedon the data.

16. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas & Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) shall submit a Tier 3 Advice
Letter no later than 120days from the issuanceof this decision providing the
specifics of whether and how reductions to a customer’s Limited Generation
Profile are determined. The Advice Letter shall include a description of how the
Utilities will implement Ordering Paragraph 15. The final resolution of the
Advice Letter will beimplemented simultaneously with the counter proposal for
Issue 9, adopted in Ordering Paragraph 15.

17. The following proposals are adopted to resolve Issue 10: a) Proposal 2,
which requires Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric
Company, and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) to use asingle
project identifier number from receipt of an interconnection request through

permission to operate and applicable for Rules 2, 15,16 and 21;b) Proposal 3,
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which requires Utilities to notify the Interconnection customer of the study start
date for projects studied under theserules; c) Proposal 4, which requires Utilities
to invoice the engineering advance within five businessdays of execution of the
Interconnection Agreement; d) Proposal 5, which requires Utilities to schedule a
mitigation work scoping meeting no later than ten businessdays after receiving
the payment for the engineering advance;and e) Proposal 8, which requires
Utilities to provide acustomer a detailed reconciliation of the costsof
interconnection facilities and distribution upgrades within 12 months of project
completion.

18. Proposal A of Issue11is adopted. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, San
Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company
(Utilities) shall modify the Rule 21 FastTrack processto include all successful
processimprovements testedin the Utilities’ non-exporting energy storage pilot
(Pilot). Theseimprovements shall be applicable to non-exporting standalone
storage system projects only.

19. The conceptof the Lightning Review Process,asdescribed in Proposal B1
of Issue 11, is adopted.

20. The following four principles for developing enhancementsfor
streamlining and the Lightning Review Processare adopted: i) design for the
most common casesji) minimize roundtrips between utility and applicants by
frontloading information exchange;iii) remove the need for engineering
technical review by using a checkboxor lookup verification; and iv) create

standard templates for required documents.
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21. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company shall serve testimony in Phasell of
this proceeding providing adetailed proposal, the related costs,and a cost-
benefit analysis for implementation of the Lightning Review Process,in
compliance with the principles adopted in Ordering Paragraph 20,and in
consideration of the positions described in the Working Group Two Report.

22. Proposals12aand 12bare adopted. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, San
Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company
(Utilities) shall track the 19timelines listed below, beginning 90 days from the
issuanceof this decision. No later than 120days from the issuanceof this
decision, and once every quarter thereafter, Utilities shall provide the results of
the tracking to the Director of the Energy Division and the service list for this
proceeding, or its successor. Where discrepanciesexist, Utilities shall confer with
the Commission’s Energy Division to ensurereporting consistency.

a) Time from submission of Interconnection Requestto the
utility’s acknowledgement of receipt;

b) Time from submission of Interconnection Requestto time
deemed complete;

c) Time from Interconnection Requestdeemed complete to
completion of initial review and provision of results;

d) Time from Supplemental Review start date to completion
of Supplemental Review;

e) Time from Electrical Interdependence Test start date to its
completion;

f) Time from Electrical Interdependence Testcompletion to
Electrical Interdependence Testresults scoping meeting
held;
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g) Time from study scoping meeting until study agreement
provided;

h) Time from SystemImpact Study start date to its
completion date;

1) Time to provide Draft Generator Interconnection
Agreement applicable milestone;

j) Time from Draft Generator Interconnection Agreement
provided or Final Study Report date for Detailed Study to
date Generator Interconnection Agreement executed;

k) Time from when the customer notifies the utility it has
completed all of its obligations under the agreements
(F.5.b)including commissioning tests,to when the utility
provides the customer Permission to Operate;

l) Total time from submission of Interconnection Requestto
Permission to Operate (Not in Rule 21, tracked for
informational purposes.)

m) Time from requestto consider modification to
determination whether modification is material (F.3.b.v);

n) Time for responding to line-side taps variance requests (for
Utilities that require a variance request);

0) Design and invoice of net generation output meter;
p) Installation of net generation output meter;

g) Time from customer agreementto proceed to final design
and issuanceof invoice;

r) Time from customer payment of invoice and completion of
customer work to completion of upgrade construction; and

s) Time for scheduling of Commissioning Test.

23. Proposal 12cis adopted, establishing a standard timeline for design and
construction of interconnection-related distribution upgrades asfollows:

1) 60 businessdays for design and 60 businessdays for construction, or ii) design
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and construction timelines asagreed with the customer. The 60-day clock
commencesupon payment and after the customer has done everything necessary
on their end to prepare for construction.

24. Proposal 12dis adopted, establishing a standard timeline for installation
of Net Generation Output Meters asfollows: i) 20 businessdays for design and
20 businessdays for construction, or ii) design and construction timelines as
agreed with the customer. The 20-day clock commencesupon payment and after
the customer has done everything necessaryon their end to prepare for
construction.

25. Proposal 12eis adopted. Beginning no later than six months from the
issuanceof this decision, Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas&
Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company shall notify
interconnection customerswhen atimeline will not be met or is at risk of not
being met. The notification shall include the category of delay, the reasonfor the
delay and the new expected deadline.

26. As part of Proposal 12eadopted in Ordering Paragraph 26, no later than
nine months from the issuanceof this decision, Pacific Gasand Electric
Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric Company, and Southern California Edison
Company shall include with the reports directed in Ordering Paragraph 23,a
guarterly tally of customer notifications when timelines have not beenmet or
were at risk of not being met. The quarterly tally shall include the category of
delay, reasonfor delay, and new expected date.

27. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gasé& Electric Company,

and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) shall meet with stakeholders

- 214 -



R.17-07-007 COM/MGA/avs

to develop a standard setof categoriesof delay, neededto implement Ordering
Paragraphs 26 and 27. No later than six months from the issuanceof this
decision, Utilities shall provide a setof agreed-upon delay categoriesto the
Director of the Commission’s Energy Division.

28. Proposals12fand 12h are adopted. Within two years of the
commencementof tracking required by Ordering Paragraph 23,no lessthan 95
percent of non-net energy metering projects and net energy metering projects
greater than 30 kilowatts shall meetall timelines listed in Ordering Paragraph 23,
except (), (j), (I), and (s), which are not stipulated in Rule 21.

29. Proposal 12iis adopted with modification. No later than 30 months
following the commencementof timeline tracking, Pacific Gasand Electric
Company, SanDiego Gasé& Electric Company, and Southern California Edison
Company, with oversight by the Commission’s Energy Division, shall organize
and host aworkshop to discusswhether timelines have beenmet for at least
95 percent of the applicable interconnection projects, asrequired by Ordering
Paragraph 29, and the stepsnecessaryto make the 95 percent benchmark. The
workshop discussion shall also include a discussion of a sunsetdate for the
timeline tracking if the benchmark has beenmet.

30. Proposal 12jis adopted. Rule 21 shall be revised to require Pacific Gasand
Electric Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric Company, and Southern California
Edison Company to provide quarterly updates on substation upgrades to
applicants whose projects are dependent on a substation upgrade.

31. Proposals15aand 15bare adopted. Pacific Gasand Electric Company,

SanDiego Gas& Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company
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(Utilities) shall do what is immediately possible to provide costitemization based
on existing system capabilities and strive to improve itemized billing processes.
No later than January 31,2021,Utilities shall develop and present a proposal for
improving their billing practices during an Interconnection Discussion Forum
meeting.

32. Proposals16a,16b,and 16care adopted. Pacific Gasand Electric
Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric Company, and Southern California Edison
Company shall revise Rule 21 Interconnection Application Processesasfollows:
I) incorporate, by reference,Rule 15 eligibility requirements, specifically
minimum contractor qualifications, other contractor qualification, and facility
relocation or rearrangement; ii) incorporate, by reference,Southern California
Edison’s Termsand ConditionsAgreemenfor Installation of Distribution Line
Extensionby Applicant; iii) incorporate, by reference,Rule 15 competitive bidding
provisions SectionG.1.a.,G.1.e.(part a),and G.1.f.;and iv) revise the language:

“ Subjectto the approvalof Distribution Provider,a Producemay,at its option...” to
“Subjectto / consistenwith Rule 15 contractorselectiorrules,a Producemay, at its
option...”

33. Proposals20a,20b,and 20care adopted. Pacific Gasand Electric
Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric Company, and Southern California Edison
Company (Utilities) shall useinformation web pagesto educate customerson the
transfer processesbetween the Commission and federal interconnection
processes. Utilities shall add referencelanguage or a soft link within the Rule 21

tariff to theseinformation web pages.
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34. No later than six months following the issuanceof this decision, Pacific
Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric Company, and Southern
California Edison Company (Utilities) shall host a workshop regarding
improvements to the Utilities’ interconnection application portals
(Interconnection Portals Workshop). The agendafor the Interconnection Portals
Workshop shall include: i) identification and description by Utilities of
implemented and planned portal improvements; and ii) discussion of 18
subproposals provided in Table 1 of this decision, focusing on those supported
by Utilities and proponents. The discussion shall include estimated costsand
proposed costrecovery methods for the implemented and planned portal
improvements and the 18 subproposals.

35. No later than 45 days after the Interconnection Portals Workshop required
by Ordering Paragraph 35, Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas &
Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company shall submit
testimony addressing Issue 22,to include a setof portal improvement proposals,
Improvement costs,and costrecovery proposals. The proposals contained in the
testimony shall adhere to two policies: i) the Commission encouragesthe growth
of the use of distributed energy resources,and ii) costsfor implementing a
subproposal should be recovered from the setof customers who benefit from the
subproposal. The testimony will be addressedin the second phase of this
proceeding.

36. Proposal 23ais adopted, confirming that in the caseof unidirectional
charge-only V1G (one-way managed or smart charging), Electric Rule 21

(Interconnection) doesnot apply but Rules 2 (Special Facilities),
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15 (New Distribution Facilities), and 16 (Overhead and Underground Primary or
Secondary Facilities) are applicable.

37. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) shall meet and discussthe
need for Rule 21 language changesto implement Proposal 23a. Utilities shall
include any necessarylanguage changesin the Tier 2 Advice Letter required by
Ordering Paragraph 56 below.

38. Proposal 23bis adopted clarifying that Rule 21 applies to the
interconnection of stationary and mobile energy storage systems. SectionB.4 of
Rule 21is modified asfollows:

“For retail customersinterconnecting stationary or mobile
energy storage devices pursuant to this Rule, the load aspectsof
the storage deviceswill be treated pursuant to Rules 2, 3, 15,
and 16just like other load, using the incremental net load for
non-residential customers, if any, of the storage devices.”

39. Proposal 23cis adopted. Vehicle to Grid Electric Vehicle Supply
Equipment with stationary inverter for direct current charging of vehicles (V2G
DC EVSE)may beinterconnected under the current Rule 21 language if the EVSE
meets Rule 21 requirements, including UL 1741SA and other updated smart
inverter standards.

40. Proposal 23d is adopted. Vehicle to Grid Electric Vehicle Supply
Equipment (EVSE)with stationary inverter for direct current charging of vehicles
(V2G DC EVSE)with bidirectional capability may connectasone way managed
or smart charging (V1G), load-only, and operate in unidirectional (charge only)

mode upon certifying the V2G DC EVSEthrough applicable UL Power Control
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Systemsand UL 1741certification testing to ensurethat: i) the electric vehicle will
not discharge if the V2G DC EVSEis setto unidirectional charging model; ii) the
V2G DC EVSEwiIll not inadvertently changeto bidirectional mode; and iii)
factory default settings are setto unidirectional charging mode and cannot be
changed without utility authorization.

41. Proposal 23eis adopted. Interconnection applicants with a Vehicle to Grid
Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment with stationary inverter for direct current
charging of vehicles (V2G DC EVSE)system may request permission to switch to
bidirectional mode after completing the Rule 21 interconnection processand
receiving permission to operate from a utility. Only the manufacturer or
approved third-party installer may program or enable bidirectional operation
after the permission to operate is given by a utility.

42. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gasé& Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) shall meet and confer to
develop a consistent, to the extent possible, setof implementation stepsfor
Proposal 23e,asrequired by Ordering Paragraph 42. No later than six months
from the issuanceof this decision, Utilities shall present and discussthe
proposed implementation at a Vehicle-to-Grid workshop, facilitated by Ultilities.
If Commission approval is needed for the implementation steps, Utilities shall
requestapproval in a Tier 3 Advice Letter submitted no later than 60 days
following the workshop.

43. Proposal 23fis approved, in concept. Pacific Gasand Electric Company,
SanDiego Gas& Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company

(Utilities) shall develop the timeline, costs,and costrecovery method to
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implement Proposal 23f, which would modify interconnection portals to enable
simple tracking of vehicle-to-grid projects. Utilities shall discusstheseelements
during the Interconnection Portals Workshop, asdirected in Ordering Paragraph
35above. Utilities shall include the details of theseelementsin the submitted
testimony required by Ordering Paragraph 36.

44. Proposal 23iis adopted. Vehicle to Grid Alternating Current (V2G AC)
system pilots are exempt, temporarily, from Rule 21 smart inverter requirements.
Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas & Electric Company, and
Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) shall host a seriesof meetings
with stakeholders to develop atemporary interconnection pathway for pilots
seeking V2G AC interconnection that will ensure the necessarysafety
precautions. The first of these meetings shall begin no later than 30 days from
the issuanceof this decision. Following these meetings, Utilities shall propose a
temporary pathway in the sameVehicle-to-Grid Workshop directed in Ordering
Paragraph 43. Utilities shall request approval of the pathway in the Tier 3
Advice Letter submitted no later than 60 days following the workshop.

45. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) shall develop a Cost-Of-
Ownership Charge report to include a step-by-step description of the charge and
the determination of the value of eachelement. Utilities shall seekinput from
the Commission’s Energy Division regarding a side-by-side comparison of each
of the Utilities’ processesand other related content. Utilities shall submit afinal

report to the Director of the Energy Division no later than March 31,2021. No
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later than 60 days following the submission of the report, Utilities shall host a
workshop to present the contents of the report to parties and other stakeholders.

46. Proposal 27ais adopted. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas
& Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) shall
revise Rule 21to: i) specifically allow smart inverter default settings to be
changed; ii) accountfor IEEE 1547and IEEE 1547.1updates being developed by
the Smart Inverter Working Group; and iii) establish a processfor requesting and
approving non default inverter settings. Utilities shall include Rule 21 language
changesnecessaryto implement Proposals27a.i)and 27a.iii) asdirected in
Ordering Paragraph 56 below.

47. Proposal 27cis adopted. The Smart Inverter Working Group shall refine
the SetActive Power Mode function technical specifications. The group shall
convene to refine the technical specifications, no later than nine months after the
final approval of standards for IEEE 1547and UL 1741. No later than 15 months
following the publication of IEEE 1547.1,Pacific Gasand Electric Company,
SanDiego Gas& Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company
shall jointly seekapproval of the technical specifications, on behalf of the Smart
Inverter Working Group, through submission of a Tier 3 Advice Letter.

48. Proposal 28ais adopted. The Director of the Energy Division is authorized
to reconvenethe Smart Inverter Working Group if, and when, the Commission
adopts a distributed energy resourcestariff. The Smart Inverter Working Group
shall review the tariff to determine if any technical changesto smart inverters are
necessaryand make any associatedrecommendations to the Commission

through aTier 3 Advice Letter submission from Pacific Gasand Electric
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Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric Company, and Southern California Edison
Company on behalf of the Smart Inverter Working Group.

49. Proposal A-B 1is adopted. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego
Gas& Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities)
shall modify their Rule 21 tariffs to allow the use of a power control system for
non-export and limited export interconnection applications. Rule 21 shall be
modified to establish the following five specifications that generating facilities
must meet to be treated asnon-export or limited export: i) use a power control
system that passesthe requirements of the Underwriters Laboratory (UL) Power
Control SystemsCertification Requirements Decision (CRD) test protocol; ii) use
apower control systemthat has an open-loop responsetime of no more than two
seconds,asprovided in the control systemsspecification data sheets,and must
be able to reduce export power to the approved export limit within two seconds
of exceedingthe approved export limit; iii) Useonly UL 1741certified and/or
UL 1741SA listed grid-support non-islanding inverters; iv) setthe power control
system to zero-export or some non-zero controlled maximum export value; and
v) maintain voltage fluctuations at the limits specified in Electric Rule 2. Once
meeting thesefive specifications, Utilities shall evaluate non-export
interconnection applications assuch: a power control system can demonstrate
non-export operations under Screenl; ScreenD shall be omitted; and ScreensF
and G shall be reviewed basedon the generating facility’s gross nameplate
rating. Once meeting thesefive specifications, Utilities shall evaluate limited-

export interconnections applications assuch:limited export value can determine
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the impacts to the grid and in ScreensD, I, J,K, M, N, O, and P;and ScreensF
and G will be basedon the generating facility’s nameplate rating.

50. Proposal A-B 2is adopted. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego
Gas& Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities)
shall modify their Rule 21 tariffs to allow the use of a power control system for
non-export and limited-export applications. Rule 21 tariffs shall be modified to
require that, to be treated asinadvertent export, a generating facility must meet
the following six specifications: i) use a power control system that passedtesting
in conformance with the Underwriters Laboratory (UL) Power Control Systems
Certification Requirements Decision (CRD) test protocol; ii) use a power control
systemwith an open-loop responsetime of no more than ten secondsas
provided in the control systems’ specification data-sheets;iii) useonly UL 1741
SA certified and/or UL 1741SA listed grid-support non-islanding inverters;

IV) use a power control system setto zero-export or some non-zero controlled
maximum export value; v) maintain voltage fluctuations to the limits specified in
Electric Rule 2; and vi) have a nameplate capacity equal to or lessthan
1,000kilovolt amperes. Upon meeting the six specifications, the Utilities shall
review the facility assuch:apply ScreensA through M using the aggregate
nameplate inverter rate; during Supplemental Review the applicant shall
identify, within 15days, the frequency of inadvertent export, the real power level
in watts of inadvertent export and the time duration of inadvertent export; if
distribution upgrades are identified, ScreenP shall recognize power control
parameters taking into account local feeder conditions; and only the largest

facility in the line section shall be used for aggregate evaluation for subsequent
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interconnection requests. Utilities shall consider a customer’s operating profile
and the magnitude, duration, and frequency of anticipated export during the
review of ScreenP.

51. A modified Proposal A-B 3is adopted but shall not be implemented until
nine months after technical specifications standards, and a certification scheme
for aLimited Generation Profile have beenapproved by the standards approving
bodies. Within 90days of such approval, Pacific Gasand Electric Company,
SanDiego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company
shall submit a Tier 2 Advice Letter seekingto modify their Rule 21 tariffs to allow
an inverter approved for non-export and limited export to be setusing different
maximum export value settings at different times of the year, when meeting the
gualifications for either Proposal A-B 1 or A-B 2. Within 90days of the issuance
of this decision, Utilities shall commencediscussionswith the Smart Inverter
Working Group focused on implementing the proposal. Within six months of
issuanceof this decision, Utilities shall submit a Tier 3 Advice Letter providing
recommendations (asapplicable) regarding the standard review, certification
requirements, and interconnection processesnecessaryfor implementation of the
proposal. The discussionsand Tier 3 Advice Letter required in this ordering
paragraph may be combined with thoserequired in Ordering Paragraph 15.

52. Proposal A-B 4 is adopted for customers of Southern California Edison
(SCE)only. SCEshall revise its Rule 21 tariff to require SCEcustomers applying
for interconnection with a power control systemto use only the systemson a

pre-approved list.
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53. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company shall hold a meeting of the Vehicle-to-
Grid Alternating Current Subgroup (V2G AC Subgroup) on aroutine basisto
provide the members of the subgroup updates on the status of the V2G AC
interconnections standards update. The first meeting shall be held no later than
six months from the issuanceof this decision and every six months thereafter
until updated standards have beentested and approved. The meeting shall be
noticed to the service lists of this proceeding, Rulemaking 17-07-007 and
Rulemaking 18-12-006the Transportation Electrification proceeding.

54. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gasé& Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) shall actively participate in
the committees that update the vehicle to grid alternating current
interconnection standards. When standards have beenapproved, Utilities shall
inform the Director of the Energy Division, who is authorized to reconvenethe
Vehicle to Grid Alternating Current Subgroup no later than 90 days from the
iIssuanceof approved updated standards.

55. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gasé& Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company shall update their respective Electric
Rule 21 Tariff and, where necessary,Rules 2, 15,and 16 Tariffs, in compliance
with the Ordering Paragraphs of this decision by submitting three advice letters
pursuant to the table below The table provides the list of the ordering
paragraphs (OP) in this decision requiring changesto Rule 21. The table also

indicates whether the advice letter associatedwith eachordering paragraph is
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required to be Tier 1 or Tier 2 and provides the deadline for submitting the

Advice Letter.

Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 2

O Submit 30 days after Submit 60 days after | Submit 120 days after
P issuance of decision issuance of decision issuance of decision
1 X
2 X

X
3 (if tariff changes are

needed)

X

4 (if tariff changes are
needed)

5 X
6 X
7 X
8 X
11 X
12 X
13 X
14 X
17 X
18 X
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Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 2

O Submit 30 days after Submit 60 days after Submit 120 days after
P issuance of decision issuance of decision issuance of decision

X
24 (if tariff changes

needed)

X

25 (if tariff changes
needed)
31 X
33 X
34 X
38 X
39 X
41 X
X X
a7 :
(for 27a.i) (for 27a.iii)

50 X
51 X
53 X

56. Rulemaking 17-07-007remains open.

This order is effective today.

Dated September24,2020,at SanFrancisco,California

MARYBEL BATJER
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President
LIANE M. RANDOLPH
MARTHA GUZMAN ACEVES
CLIFFORD RECHTSCHAFFEN
GENEVIEVE SHIROMA
Commissioners
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