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Dear Secretary Camacho-Welch:

On behalf of Atlantic City Electric Company (“ACE” or the “Company’) and in response
to a Request for Comments and Stakeholder Meeting Notice issued by the New Jersey Board of
Public Utilities (the :Board”) on July 9, 2020, please accept the following Comments concerning
the Community Solar Pilot Program “Year 1 Lessons Learned.” The Company appreciates the
opportunity to provide its input. ACE reserves its right to supplement its responses at a later point
in this proceeding as circumstances require.

Topic 1 — Equity and the Inclusion of Low- and Moderate-Income (“LMI’") Households

Question 1: How can the Board ease the process by which developers validate LMI status
when enrolling subscribers?

a) Should the Board consider amending the current rules regarding LMI subscriber
verification, as defined at N.J.A.C. 14:8-9.8? If yes, how? For reference, please see
Appendix 1 for selected excerpts of the relevant section of the rules.

ACE Response: ACE has no comment to this question at this time.
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b) Please include a discussion of the following verification metrics, with examples from other
states where applicable:

a. LMI income affidavit;

b. verification by census tract; and

c. other means of encouraging and supporting LMI community solar
participation.

ACE Response: Community solar subscribing organizations are responsible for LMI income
verifications in the State of Maryland and the District of Columbia.

a. LMI income affidavits are not currently relied on in Maryland and/or the
District of Columbia.

b. The Company has no comment to this sub-question at this time.

c. Information regarding the community solar program is available and provided
through the Potomac Electric Power Company, Delmarva Power & Light
Company, and ACE websites.

Question 2: Current rules mandate that developers use the “opt-in”” model for subscriber
enrollment, in which a subscriber must affirm a community solar subscription with a wet or
electronic signature. This is distinguished from the “opt-out” model, in which a subscriber
is enrolled without affirmative consent, and given the option to unsubscribe (i.e., opt out)
from the community solar subscription.

Based on experience with Program Year 1, as well as the successes or failures in other states,
please provide feedback on the efficacy of the “opt-in” model, or, in the alternative, on the
benefits and risks of the “opt-out” model for subscriber enrollment. In particular, please
discuss:

Opt-in Model: a) From your perspective as a developer, subscriber, community
organization, third-party entity, etc., please describe your experience using the “opt-in”
model in Program Year 1. What challenges did you encounter? What, if anything, would you
change about the process? Please specifically identify whether you are working on a
community solar project approved in Program Year 1.

ACE Response: The Company has not been permitted to offer a community solar project in New
Jersey during the pilot period and therefore has no experience with the “opt-in” model for
community solar in New Jersey.
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b) Are there examples of other states that have been particularly successful or unsuccessful
using an “opt-in” model for community solar? What has made them successful or
unsuccessful?

ACE Response: The Company has no comment to this sub-question at this time.

Opt-out Model: ¢) What would be the advantages and risks of implementing opt-out for
community solar? Is an opt-out model the best approach to facilitating low- and moderate-
income subscriber enroliment?

ACE Response: Establishing an “opt-out” rule for community solar simplifies subscriber
recruitment and reduces subscriber organization marketing costs, but poses the risk that customers
will be placed into a community solar project for an unidentified subscription percentage and be
subject to additional monthly subscription fees that may exceed their bill credits in any given
billing month. This potential additional cost poses a financial risk for all customers and
particularly for LMI customers. This would potentially lessen the ability of customers to pay their
monthly electricity bills. Additionally, all subscribers under an “opt-out” model will receive an
additional monthly subscription bill from the subscribing organization, which is likely to create
confusion and community solar subscription collection issues.

d) What consumer protection measures would need to be established in order to implement
an opt-out mechanism for community solar?

ACE Response: At a minimum, customers placed into an “opt-out” community solar program
must be notified in writing through the mail at least 45 days before the enrollment occurs. The
written notice should contain the following information, at a minimum: 1) the subscribing
organization name and contact information; 2) the location of the community solar facility; 3) the
subscription amount; 4) the monthly cost of the subscription; 5) the expected monthly electric bill
credit; 6) information regarding how the subscription amount can be modified or cancelled; and 7)
an accompanying extensive customer education campaign conducted by an agency of the State
(i.e., the Board) or the New Jersey electric distribution utilities.

For all “opt-out” customers, the assigned subscription should provide bill credits on an annual
basis that do not exceed each customer’s electricity use over a recent 12-month period. In the
absence of 12 months of electric energy use history, the subscription assignment should not exceed
the average monthly electricity use of the available monthly data. In the absence of any prior
billing data, “opt-out” enrollments should not be permitted. Opt-out enrollment should only be
permitted if the annual expected bill credits exceed the expected annual community solar
subscription fee. Customers who are enrolled through on an “opt out” basis should be permitted
to leave the program at any time, with 30 days of prior notification to the community solar
subscribing organization. ACE submits that the Board should be responsible for assuring that
these requirements are met.
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In the event two or more community solar projects would like to enroll a customer on an “opt out*
basis, the project that enrolls the customer first should receive the preference. All subsequent
community solar projects should be required to enroll the same individual customer through an
“opt-in” process after the customer has “opted out” of their existing community solar subscription.

e) In what ways could an opt-out model of community solar subscriber enrollment be similar
to, and different from, the model currently implemented under Government Energy
Aggregation in New Jersey?

ACE Response: If acommunity solar “opt-out” model is permitted for subscribing organizations,
this would differ from the Government Energy Aggregation program because non-governmental
entities would have authority to automatically enroll customers. Unlike governmental entities,
third parties are likely to have a lower level of oversight than governmental entities and are more
likely to have a profit motive for enrolling customers at the highest possible subscription rate.

f) Are there examples of other states successfully using an “opt-out” model for community
solar? If so, what makes them successful?

ACE Response: The Company does not have any information on successful “opt-out” community
solar programs.

Question 3: How can the Board leverage existing programs (e.g., Comfort Partners, USF,
etc.) to facilitate enrollment of LMI customers in community solar?

ACE Response: Information about community solar and available projects should be provided at
the same time information is provided about opportunities to participate in other publicly
sponsored LMI programs. This information will allow LMI customers to determine whether they
have an interest in subscribing to a community solar project.

Question 4: How can the Board leverage, or partner with, community organizations or
others to facilitate equitable inclusion of community solar subscribers, including education,
marketing, and enrollment?

ACE Response: Information regarding the community solar program should be provided through
existing electric distribution company (individually, an “EDC” or collectively, the “EDCs”)
websites. Available information should include a list of approved community solar projects,
operational dates, and subscribing organization contact information.
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Question 5: What are the challenges specific to ensuring that low- and moderate-income
households in master-meter buildings can become community solar subscribers?

a) How common are these type of master metered apartments?

ACE Response: This information is not readily available in the ACE service territory.

b) Please describe the feasibility of reforming rates to ensure customers in master metered
buildings receive community solar credits equivalent to those of single-family households.

ACE Response: Available community solar bill credits for master metered buildings should be
based upon the average monthly energy consumption for each apartment within each building.
The responsible party for the electric bill at each master metered building will have the necessary
information.

c) Please address any unintended consequences of this type of rate reform?

ACE Response: The use of an average monthly energy use amount will over- and under-incent
individual tenants if the resulting bill credits are shared equally across all tenants. The responsible
entity/individual for the monthly electric bill will be responsible for sharing any monthly
community solar subscription fees and resulting bill credits and presumably could allocate these
items based upon the relative size of each apartment.

d) What measures should the Board consider to alleviate these challenges?

ACE Response: After the deployment of an Advanced Metering Infrastructure (“AMI”) System
by the electric distribution utilities, the Board should evaluate the benefits and costs of converting
master metered building into individually metered residential accounts. This action should only
be taken if the costs of doing so are less than the expected benefits.

Question 6: What additional suggestions do you have to facilitate inclusion of LMI
households?

ACE Response: The Board should permit New Jersey utilities to develop community solar
projects that are intended for LMI households. In this way, utilities can help make electricity more
affordable to LMI customers, reduce bad debt expense, and provide some measure of Board
oversight over the treatment of LMI subscribers.
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Topic 2 -- Program Year 1 Application Form and Application Process

For reference, please refer to the PY1 Application Form when responding to questions in
Topic 2 specific to the application process.

Question 7: Please provide feedback on the process of submitting an Application. In
particular, please discuss:

a) Length of the application period: should the PY2 application period be longer, shorter,
or equal to the 5-month application period in PY1?

ACE Response: The Company respectfully submits that the application window should be
shortened. A five-month application window is unnecessarily lengthy unless a rolling selection
process is established.

b) Should the Board implement a process for submitting an application via an online
application form? If it is not possible to establish an online application process, how can
the Board improve the process for submitting a hard copy application?

ACE Response: Yes, an online application process should be developed and will simplify the
application process. If a secure online application processing protocol cannot be developed, an
emailed application should be accepted.

Question 8: Please provide feedback on Section A of the PY1 Application Form (Application
Form requirements, instructions, terms and conditions). Were the instructions sufficiently
clear?

ACE Response: The Company has no comment to this question at this time.

Question 9: Please provide feedback on Section B of the PY1 Application Form (community
solar project description). In particular, please discuss:

a) Were certain questions unclear?

ACE Response: The Company has no comment to this sub-question at this time..

b) Should certain questions in the PY1 Application Form be omitted from the PY2
Application Form? Why would you recommend excluding them?

ACE Response: The Company has no comment to this sub-question at this time.
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c) Should certain questions that were not asked in the PY1 Application Form be included
in the PY2 Application Form? What would you recommend, and why?

ACE Response: The Company has no comment to this sub-question at this time.

Question 10: Please provide feedback on Section D of the PY1 Application Form
(certifications).

ACE Response: The Company has no comment to this question at this time.

Question 11: Please provide feedback on Appendix A: Product Offering Questionnaire from
the PY1 Application Form.

a) Did this questionnaire accurately reflect the diversity of possible community solar
product offerings?

ACE Response: The Company has no comment to this sub-question at this time.

b) Should any changes be made to this questionnaire?

ACE Response: The Company has no comment to this sub-question at this time.

Question 12: Please provide feedback on Appendix B: Required Attachments Checklist from
the PY1 Application Form.

a) Was the Appendix B checklist helpful to completing the Application Form?

ACE Response: The New Jersey electric utilities were excluded from submitting applications;
therefore, the Company is unable to comment.

b) Should the Board modify the list of attachments required in PY2?

ACE Response: The Company has no comment to this sub-question at this time.

c) Are there certain required attachments for which the Board should provide further
instructions and/or a standard template?

ACE Response: The Company has no comment to this sub-question at this time.
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Question 13: Please provide feedback on Appendix C: Evaluation Criteria from the PY1
Application Form. In particular, please discuss:

a) Was Appendix C useful to Applicants in creating their applications?

ACE Response: The Company has no comment to this sub-question at this time.

b) Should the Board modify the evaluation criteria for PY2? For example, should the Board
give more or less weight to certain evaluation criteria in PY2?

ACE Response: The Company has no comment to this sub-question at this time.

c) Are there criteria that were not considered in PY1 that should be considered in PY2? If
yes, how would the Board evaluate, score, and verify these criteria?

ACE Response: The Company has no comment to this sub-question at this time.

d) Please address whether the Board should consider awarding more potential points for
projects proposing to serve more than 51% LMI customers and how such scoring would
work.

ACE Response: The Company has no comment to this sub-question at this time.

Topic 3 -- Program Year 2 Application Process

Question 14: The PY1 capacity was 75 MW(dc). Pursuant to N.J.A.C. 14:8-9.4(b), the PY2
capacity must be at least 75 MW(dc), but could be more. Staff is considering recommending
that the Board increase capacity in PY2 to 100 MW(dc), and to 125 MW(dc) for PY3, with
the intention of soliciting annually for 150 MW(dc) in the permanent program. Please
comment on this proposed plan.

ACE Response: If the Board increases the size of the community solar pilot program, the EDCs
should be permitted to participate as a developer, owner, and/or operator of community solar. This
will provide valuable experience to the EDCs and enable them to be better prepared for the
permanent community solar program, which permits utility participation by statute.

Question 15: The 45 applications granted conditional approval in PY1 represented 17
unique applicants. Should the Board consider limiting the number of applications that are
submitted by a single developer, or limit the number of applications by a single developer
that will be conditionally approved?

ACE Response: The Company has no comment to this question at this time.
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Question 16: For ground-mount projects, please provide feedback on the DEP Permit
Coordination checklist process.

ACE Response: The Company has no comment to this question at this time.

Question 17: The PY1 Application Form made certain sections optional for government
entities. Did this facilitate applications by government entities? Should the Board consider
a fully separate carve-out and application process for government entities?

ACE Response: The Company has no comment to this sub-question at this time.

Topic 4 -- Other

Question 18: Should the Board consider amending the Pilot Program rules to require that
community solar subscriptions guarantee savings compared to the subscriber’s electric bill
without community solar, as an added consumer protection measure, particularly given that
all awarded projects already committed to doing so in the PY1 applications?

ACE Response: The Company respectfully disagrees with this suggestion. This requirement only
makes sense for LMI participants — or for all customers — if the program is revised to be an “opt
out” program. Non-LMI customers may be motivated to subscribe to community solar for
altruistic reasons and could subsidize greater participation by LMI customers. Additionally,
individual customer electric energy use can vary over time and it will be difficult to “guarantee”
savings over future years.

Question 19: Should the Board consider amending the construction timelines and extension
policies at N.J.A.C. 14:8-9.3(c)? If yes, how? Currently, applicants have 6 months to start
construction, and 12 months to become fully operational, with an unlimited number of
possible extensions (so long as projects can demonstrate continued progress). Excerpts of the
relevant section of the rules are provided in Appendix 1 below.

ACE Response: Yes, all timelines should be extended by an additional six months to provide a
more reasonable time period for project development and to lessen the number of extension
requests.
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Question 20: Should the Board consider restricting the 10-subscriber minimum exemption
at N.J.A.C. 14:8-9.6(d) to only buildings that serve low- and moderate-income residents?
Currently, the exemption applies to all multi-family buildings which have a community solar
system located on-site. Excerpts of the relevant section of the rules are provided in Appendix
1 below.

ACE Response: The Company has no basis recommending a change to this exemption at this
time.

Question 21: How is the Pilot Program impacted by the ongoing transition in solar incentives
from the Transition Incentive Program to the Successor Program?

ACE Response: The impact is unknown. The number of community solar applications that were
submitted indicates that the transition did not have a significant impact.

Question 22: A number of resources are available to prospective community solar
applicants, including a Frequently Asked Questions page, EDC hosting capacity maps, and
the Department of Environmental Protection Community Solar PV Siting Tool.

a) What other resources do you believe the Board should provide to facilitate community
solar development in New Jersey?

ACE Response: The Board should allow greater market participation in community solar by
permitting the EDCs to develop, own, and operate community solar projects during the remaining
years of the pilot program.

b) Should the Board provide technical assistance grants for the development of community
solar projects? If yes, to whom and under what conditions?

ACE Response: The Company has no comment to this sub-question at this time.

Question 23: How can Staff otherwise support community solar developers and subscribers
to ensure success?

ACE Response: Board Staff can support community solar developers and subscribers by offering
a more extensive community solar customer education campaign. Staff can also initiate the
development of regulations for the permanent program to provide sufficient information for
perspective developers and subscribers of community solar projects.
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Question 24: Please provide comments on issues associated with the Pilot Program not
specifically addressed in the questions above.

ACE Response: The Company respectfully submits that the Board should finalize the rules
regarding cost recovery for the EDCs. The EDCs, Board Staff, and the Division of Rate Counsel
have each made recommendations regarding utility cost recovery. Under the existing regulations,
utilities are responsible for calculating and issuing participant bill credits, tracking customer
subscriptions, program metric reporting, managing project interconnection requests, and fielding
customer inquiries.

As stated above, the EDCs should be permitted to develop, own, and/or operate community solar
projects during the pilot period. Since the utilities are permitted by statute to develop, own, and/or
operate community solar projects during the permanent program, allowing utilities to participate
in the pilot program will prove instructive to and for all stakeholders. To continue to exclude the
EDCs from directly participating in the pilot program places the utilities at a competitive
disadvantage for future participation in the permanent program.

Moreover, a rulemaking for regulations that will be applicable to the permanent program should
be initiated so that rules can be adopted well in advance of the start of the permanent program.
Changes to the existing regulations include permitting utilities to participate in the permanent
program as a developer, owner, and/or operator of community solar.

* * *

ACE appreciates this opportunity to provide comments concerning the community solar
pilot program — Year 1 Lessons Learned. As the Board is aware, Company representatives have
broad and relevant experience with community solar programs in other jurisdictions. ACE looks
forward to continuing to provide input on this important initiative in the future.

Feel free to contact the undersigned with any questions.

Respectfully submitted,

State of New Jersey



New Jersey Community Solar Energy Pilot Program
BPU Docket No. Q018060646
Comments from Atlantic County Utilities Authority
in response to the BPU Notice of July 9, 2020

Dear Secretary Camacho-Welch:

The Atlantic County Utilities Authority (ACUA) appreciates the opportunity to answer Question 2(c) and
Question 6 under Topic 1: Equity and the Inclusion of Low- and Moderate-Income Households.

In Program Year 1 of the Community Solar Pilot Program, ACUA was awarded participation to use its
landfill to bring solar to 100% LMI customers, well in excess of the BPU mandate, in support of New
Jersey’s environmental justice policies. While we are ecstatic to have the chance to serve these LMI
customers in the Community Solar Program, ACUA asks that the Board acknowledges the LMI community
that cannot be fully served by master-metered contracts - that is, individually-metered LMI households are
the large majority of LMI customers. Individually-metered LMI households are as deserving of access to
solar programs as those LMI customers in master-metered housing, but face many more obstacles to that
goal. The below comments address how the Board can adjust the Community Solar Pilot Program for Year
2 to allow all LMI customers to benefit from solar energy, regardless of their living situation. Should the
BPU adopt these recommendations. ACUA intends to use them to serve its low income individually
metered customers.

Question 2(c): What would be the advantages and risks of implementing opt-out for community
solar? Is an opt-out model the best approach to facilitating low- and moderate-income subscriber
enrollment?

An opt-out model is the best approach to facilitating low- and moderate-income subscriber
enrollment for multiple reasons: (1) the opt-out model puts the municipality or AUA squarely in
the role as the responsible party, thus ensuring the interests of the residents are paramount; (2) the
opt-out model, with the same protections and regulations utilized in GEA programs, has been
proven successful in dozens of municipalities and shown to be effective in preventing the
“slamming” of customers; and (3) the current "opt-in" subscription method requiring wet or
electronic signatures creates a barrier to entry for LMI customers through its costliness and
inconvenience. The “opt-in” model cannot bring access to all LMI customers and will result in lost
savings to the end-use customer because acquiring subscribers one-by-one will be work-intensive
and costly. Additionally, signing up the LMI customers one-by-one will be burdensome
considering the unreasonable amount of paperwork required for an LMI customer to opt-in.

In order to create a program that can successfully reach individually-metered LMI customers, the
BPU should permit waivers from its rule to allow opt-out in the Round 2 Application Process.



Question 6: What additional suggestions do you have to facilitate inclusion of LMI households?

Billing is an additional barrier to the participation of LMI households in the Community Solar
Program. The utilities already include the charges levied by default suppliers on their bills and pay
their default (BGS) suppliers on a regular and prompt basis regardless of the customers’ payment
patterns or histories. The BPU should have the utilities provide this same billing and revenue
collection for LMI community solar. The confusion of two bills is avoided and customer revenue
is covered. This would mitigate and address the credit risk that would otherwise restrict
Community Solar for individually metered LMI customers. These projects can then be financeable
and developed. The result is acceptance of LMI customers into the program and lower cost solar
energy to those customers. If the Board truly wants to have its Community Solar Program reach
LMI customers, it should vigorously pursue and allow the above approach in Program Year2 and
beyond.

Stated differently, without this approach Community Solar LMI Projects will face unending
collection and credit issues, which will invariability prevent projects from being developed. It will
simply repeat the oversights of the past, i.e., the inability of solar developers to service LMI
customers because of credit and financing limitations. The solution is in the BPU’s hands; the BPU
protects BGS suppliers (and utilities), and Community Solar projects certainly deserve the same
measure of protection as BGS suppliers.

The ACUA requests that the Board consider our above comments and recommendations for the
Community Solar Pilot Program, as these measures are the best way to ensure all LMI customers can

benefit from solar energy, and to open the door to more 100% LMI projects.

The ACUA appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments.

<D UZé[

Richard S. Dovey, President




BLUEWAVE

Community Solar Program Year One Lessons Learned Comments
Docket No. Q018060646

Dear New Jersey Board of Public Utilities and Staff,

BlueWave Solar (BlueWave) is a community solar developer and services provider based
in Boston, MA. We have developed 135 MW of community and public solar and are working on
the forefront of dual-use development with New Jersey’s farmers and landowners. We are
excited to bring BlueWave’s commitment to holistic development and community engagement
to the residents, small businesses, public entities, municipalities, and farmers of New Jersey.

BlueWave is a member of the Coalition for Community Solar Access (CCSA) and is an
active participant on the New Jersey Subcommittee. BlueWave firmly supports the
comments filed by CCSA in docket No. Q018060646, regarding Year 1 of the Community Solar
Pilot Program. Additionally, we submit these supplemental comments outlining the
opportunity New Jersey has in embracing dual-use solar projects.

BlueWave sincerely thanks the Board of Public Utilities (BPU) for its collaboration in
administering the Pilot Program and the opportunity to answer the questions outlined. We
respectfully submit these comments for consideration by the BPU and look forward to working
together to meet New Jersey’s ambitious clean energy goals while at the same time prioritizing
land preservation and farm viability.

Topic 2: Program Year 1 Application Form and Application Process

Application Process

BlueWave echoes the joint industry comments in calling for the application process to
be digitized. If the BPU is concerned about creating a form that is entirely online and
specialized, there is no need for the creation of an online portal. The application processcan be
as simple as allowing for the application to be made into a PDF and sent to a secure e-mail. In
our experience, the compiling of the paper copy of the application was what took the longest in
the entire process. This would also ensure the safety of BlueWave employees and BPU staff
during this pandemic.

Preferred Siting for Dual-Use Agricultural and Horticultural Projects

In Section 2.3, specifically 2.3.1 and 2.3.3, of Governor Murphy’s Energy Master Plan,
community solar is identified as a preferred project type in order to create equity in the clean
energy transition. With this in mind, the need for large scale community solar will become
apparent as the Pilot Program progresses and the BPU turns toward designing the successor
program. Community solar needs economies of scale for developers to facilitate these projects.
If undeveloped land is needed for New Jersey to meet its clean energy goals, there must be
careful consideration of where and how those projects are sited. Dual-use can alleviate

111 HUNTINGTON AVENUE « SUITE 650 « BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02199
BLUEWAVESOLAR.COM T:617.209.3122



BLUEWAVE

concerns about solar siting while enabling the expansion of community solar benefits to the

public.

Dual-use is a large-scale, ground-mount solar development approach focused on promoting
agriculture within an array through designs, land management, and business strategies tailored for
farming. Within a standard solar project, dual-use projects can mean sheep grazing over native
pollinator fields or limited cultivation of crops between adequately spaced rows. Dual-use solar
projects focus on enabling sufficient sunlight and the cultivation of a wide variety of crops,
including vegetables, fruit such as cranberries, horticulture, and animals, by raising the panels to
an adequate height and giving them appropriate orientation. In all cases, the land underneath the
panels is kept in production, co-planned with farmers, and managed with a farming and farmland
conservation ethos.

In many cases, dual-use solar can enhance land ecology through sustainable land management
strategies rooted in philosophies that include but are not limited to: building healthy soils,
promoting carbon sequestration, rotating crops, promoting cover crops, reducing tillage,
facilitating sustainable grazing, enhancing species diversity, promoting water conservation, and
improving upon input intensive industrial farming methods. These methods, otherwise known as
regenerative farming, hold great promise for drawing CO; out of the atmosphere while building
more resilient farms and rural communities.

According to a Rodale Institute review, regenerative agriculture systems (specifically,
conventional crops and grazing) have the potential to sequester more than 100% of current CO;
emissions globally, if these practices were adopted on a wide scale.! With far reaching benefits
including improved soil carbon stocks, decreased greenhouse gas emissions, equal or greater
yields over conventional agriculture, improved water retention and plant nutrient uptake, and
improved farm profitability, regenerative agriculture can play a major role in revitalizing farm
communities, improving biodiversity, and enhancing the resiliency of ecosystem services across
New Jersey.

Dual-use can be a targeted post-COVID recovery tool for the agricultural community. With
many family farms struggling to meet the demands of a new marketplace, a solar project that does
not take land out of production can help stabilize a family enterprise for the next generation.
Stable solar revenue can jump start the agricultural economy and be an incubator for new and
innovative farming business models. Because of the economic uncertainty of COVID, more than
ever, farms in New Jersey are at risk for conversion to permanent forms of development like
housing or strip malls.

Dual-use solar is an economic development tool not just for farmers, but for municipalities as
well. Developers are committed to paying property taxes on behalf of the farmers or landowners
for the life of the dual-use project. If the project is also built as a community solar project, towns

1 “Rodale Institute: Regenerative Organic Agriculture and Climate Change — A Down-To-Earth Solution to Global
Warming” (2014) - https://rodaleinstitute.org/wp-content/uploads/rodale-white-paper.pdf
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often have the chance to be anchor customers and realize energy savings on behalf of their
residents.

As projects currently receive zero points for siting on farmland or previously undeveloped land,
we urge the BPU to consider projects that allow for new or continued agriculture or horticulture in
and around the arrays preferred sites. The BPU could award points for projects that demonstrate
the continued agricultural use of the land through maintaining their farmland assessment status.
This process already exists for farms to maintain their farmland tax status and the appropriate
agencies can utilize this assessment to verify agricultural activity for dual-use projects instead of
creating an additional process.

We want to commend the BPU for a thoughtful and engaging stakeholder process on the
Community Solar Pilot Program as well as an open and transparent conversation about the future
of the permanent program. If the staff has any additional questions about dual-use solar please
reach out.

Sincerely,

Lucy Bullock-Sieger
Director of Civic Engagement

111 HUNTINGTON AVENUE « SUITE 650 « BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02199
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Community Solar Program Year One Lessons Learned Comments
Docket No. Q018060646

The Coalition for Community Solar Access (CCSA) appreciates the opportunity to submit these
comments to assist with the continued shaping of the New Jersey Community Solar Pilot
Program and to help inform the regulations for Pilot Year Two.

CCSA is a national coalition of businesses and non-profits working to expand customer choice
and access to solar for all American households and businesses through community solar
programs. CCSA’s mission is to empower every American energy consumer with the option to
choose local, clean, and affordable community solar. CCSA works with customers, utilities,
local stakeholders, and key decision makers to develop and implement policies and best
practices that ensure community solar programs provide a win, win, win for all, starting with the
customer. In New Jersey, our business-led trade association is composed of over 30 member
companies and non-profits, working together to expand access to clean, local, and affordable
energy to the state.

We are pleased by the commitment the Board of Public Utilities (BPU), the BPU staff, and the
Governor have made to make New Jersey a leader in Community Solar and renewable energy
development. CCSA thanks the Board and staff for their continued commitment to working with
stakeholders, including organizations like ours, to provide a cost-effective marketplace with
certainty, transparency, accountability, and innovation to achieve the state’s righteous and
ambitious clean energy goals.

Topic 1: Equity and the Inclusion of Low- and Moderate-lncome Households

Question 1: How can the Board ease the process by which developers validate LMI status
when enrolling subscribers?

a. Should the Board consider amending the current rules regarding LMI subscriber
verification, as defined at N.J.A.C. 14:8-9.87 If yes, how? For reference, please see
Appendix 1 for selected excerpts of the relevant section of the rules.

b. Please include a discussion of the following verification metrics, with examples from
other states where applicable:

1. LMI income affidavit;
2. verification by census tract; and
3. other means of encouraging and supporting LMI community solar participation.

CCSA applauds the Board’s strong commitment to LMI participation in the Community Solar
program and we believe the Board deserves credit for charting this path, which is already
putting New Jersey in a position to be a national leader in this area. Currently, the principal
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barrier to LMI customer participation in the program, and the Board’s objective, is the rules
regarding LMI subscriber verification. In CCSA’s view, the current rules are not consistent with
the Board’s objective in facilitating LMI participation and closing the equity gap for LMI
customers. It is essential that the LMI verification process does not create additional barriers to
participation. Streamlining the verification process is the single strongest step that the Board
can take to ensure that these goals become reality.

The current rules are not workable for many low-income participants and, contrary to the
Board’s goals, serve as a significant disincentive to participating in Community Solar. To that
end, CCSA recommends the Board reject burdensome qualification methods such as requiring
three years of tax returns, which is an unworkable requirement that non-LMI customers do not
need to complete. Based on CCSA member experience, potential LMI customers will decline to
participate in the program when faced with such a requirement.

Beyond serving as a logistical barrier to participation, this requirement raises important equity
and privacy concerns. Simply put, the burden imposed should be commensurate with the
benefit. Unlike direct assistance programs like LIHEAP, for instance, LMI subscribers are not
guaranteed any additional benefit under the Community Solar program beyond their non-LMI
peers. The current rules place a burden on LMI subscribers that is not justified by the benefit.
The LMI qualification rules also unnecessarily put sensitive personal information into the hands
of third parties. Tax return documents contain sensitive information which subscribers are
rightfully hesitant to provide. But even if they are willing, the Board should question why there is
an expectation for LMI subscribers, and LMI subscribers only, to provide sensitive information
as a prerequisite for participating in Community Solar. CCSA members do not want to handle
sensitive subscriber information of this nature and do not believe subscribers should be required
to provide it.

CCSA suggests the Board amend the current rules to simplify and streamline LMI subscriber
verification and to provide a menu of verification options for subscribers. In its income
verification rules, the Board should strive to set up a process that is respectful of LMI
subscribers, protects their privacy, and makes it as easy as possible for them to sign up for
Community Solar. CCSA believes any of the below methods should be accepted as verification
for the Community Solar program.

First, CCSA respectfully recommends that the Board expand the existing list of programs
enabling income-eligible residents to qualify for Community Solar subscriptions. Programs such
as TANF, SNAP, the Housing Choice Voucher Program (also known as Section 8 housing), and
others, which already require a rigorous qualification process, it is possible to relieve the
administrative burden on New Jersey residents. While the Board has identified a few such
programs, CCSA believes that additional programs should be added to the list, increasing the
flexibility for subscribers to qualify. The Board could publish a list containing programs that meet
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this standard and update it, if necessary. As a starting point, the Comfort Partners program
offers a list of federal/safety net partnership programs that can apply directly to community solar
qualification.

Second, CCSA recommends that the Board enable subscribers to qualify through an attestation
of their income. This is the most inclusive and equitable process as it allows for all LMI
subscribers who meet the income requirements to participate, regardless of where they live or
their participation in other programs. It does not require sensitive information to change hands,
is commensurate with the benefit received, and is not an undue burden on the subscriber.

While some question whether this opens the door to “gaming” or misrepresentation, CCSA
member experience has not shown any reason to believe subscribers misrepresent themselves
as being low-income. Moreover, it is not clear what their incentive to do so would be; as noted
above, the program does not guarantee any added benefit to LMI subscribers. With that said,
the Board could monitor the verification process to ensure that this solution works as intended.

Finally, CCSA recommends that the Board allow for LMI subscribers to qualify through proof of
residence in a low-income census tract. Qualifying census tracts could be limited to tracts where
the median income is less than or equal to the current income guidelines for low-income and
moderate-income subscribers. Such data is publicly available and accessible. A census tract is
a relatively small sample (generally around 4000 people) and would serve as a reasonable
proxy of income.? Maryland has recently transitioned to using census tract data to qualify LMI
subscribers and Virginia is giving it consideration.

Question 2: Current rules mandate that developers use the “opt-in” model for subscriber
enrollment, in which a subscriber must affirm a community solar subscription with a wet or
electronic signature. This is distinguished from the “opt-out” model, in which a subscriber is
enrolled without affirmative consent, and given the option to unsubscribe (i.e., opt out) from the
community solar subscription.

Based on experience with Program Year 1, as well as the successes or failures in other states,
please provide feedback on the efficacy of the “opt-in” model, or, in the alternative, on the
benefits and risks of the “opt-out” model for subscriber enrollment. In particular, please discuss:

Opt-in Model:

! https://njcleanenergy.com/files/file/Comfort_Partners/522-CP-BrochCRCI-Eng.pdf

2 United States Census Bureau, Understanding and Using American Community Survey Data, July 2018,
Page 8:
https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/publications/2018/acs/acs_general_handbook_2018.
pdf
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a. From your perspective as a developer, subscriber, community organization, third-party
entity, etc., please describe your experience using the “opt-in” model in Program Year 1.
What challenges did you encounter? What, if anything, would you change about the
process? Please specifically identify whether you are working on a community solar
project approved in Program Year 1.

b. Are there examples of other states that have been particularly successful or
unsuccessful using an “opt-in” model for community solar? What has made them
successful or unsuccessful?

Opt-out Model:

c. What would be the advantages and risks of implementing opt-out for community solar?
Is an opt-out model the best approach to facilitating low- and moderate-income
subscriber enroliment?

d. What consumer protection measures would need to be established in order to implement
an opt-out mechanism for community solar?

e. In what ways could an opt-out model of community solar subscriber enroliment be similar
to, and different from, the model currently implemented under Government Energy
Aggregation in New Jersey?

f. Are there examples of other states successfully using an “opt-out” model for community
solar? If so, what makes them successful?

CCSA acknowledges the stakeholder interest in the potential of opt-out models, and believes
the issue warrants further exploration, but a wholesale shift in direction away from the current
opt-in approach is not warranted at this time. CCSA does not believe that the opt-in approach is
a barrier to signing up LMI customers, nor that an opt-out model is a singular solution to
addressing LMI populations. As noted above, it is CCSA’s view that a simplified verification
process will result in strong LMI participation across New Jersey.

There may be advantages to an opt-out approach for certain market segments as an additional
method of enrolling subscribers. Some states, such as New York, have been actively exploring
the potential of an opt-out model, carefully looking at robust consumer protections, model
implementation requirements, and customer engagement. This partnership between community
choice aggregation initiatives and community solar developers appears promising in New York.
It is our recommendation, we look to this program for the best practices of this model to be
considered for the permanent program, but in light of timing considerations, the rollout of PY2
should not be delayed by efforts to implement an opt-out approach.

The goal of community solar is to deploy clean energy and provide bill savings to subscribers,
but more broadly, community solar provides a direct connection between a subscriber and clean



COALITION FOR

9%. COMMUNITY
3

SOLAR
ACCESS

energy generation. This connection is key to the Board’s ultimate goal of engaging every New
Jersey resident in the fight against climate change. In CCSA’s view, the goal of community solar
programs generally, and certainly in New Jersey, is to empower customers who may otherwise
be unable to participate in the clean energy economy and the green revolution.

The benefits of participation therefore go beyond immediate economic factors to overall
customer experience. Community solar provides an opportunity to inform and empower
subscribers about their energy usage and to take a personal and active role in combating
climate change. Particularly for underserved and low income communities, community solar
provides an avenue into clean energy that may not otherwise be available. If the majority of
subscribers are not aware of their participation in community solar, or have only a limited
connection to it, the Board should question whether all of the objectives and possibilities of the
Community Solar program are being achieved. In addition, an opt-out approach would seem to
rely on consolidated billing. If a customer who has not given explicit consent to sign up for a
community solar project starts to receive a seperate bill for it, there would likely be significant
customer confusion or frustration with the program.

Question 3: How can the Board leverage existing programs (e.g. Comfort Partners, USF, etc.)
to facilitate enrollment of LMI customers in community solar?

CCSA respectfully requests the Board to consider community solar as part of the suite of
options available to New Jersey residents and should leverage existing programs to educate
LMI customers about the benefits of community solar. To the extent that the Board has gathered
data on LMI populations in the state from its existing programs, or other insights, it would be
beneficial to work with Subscriber Organizations to make that information available to best direct
outreach efforts and ensure that all communities and segments of the population are being
addressed.

In addition, as noted above, CCSA would encourage the Board to leverage the current program
to enhance and make changes for participation with existing LMI programs such as LIHEAP,
Comfort Partners, and others. The Comfort Partners program already does important work
connecting income-qualified customers with energy services, and we can build upon this
platform to engage LMI customers on upcoming opportunities to participate in community solar.

Question 4: How can the Board leverage, or partner with, community organizations or others to
facilitate equitable inclusion of community solar subscribers, including education, marketing, and
enrollment?

CCSA appreciates the efforts the Board has made to provide education and market community
solar to communities in New Jersey. The Board has an important role in providing unbiased and
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trustworthy information about the community solar program and should continue its outreach
efforts to community organizations and continue serving as a trusted third party.

Experience with energy procurement has made many communities and community
organizations skeptical about new programs that purport to offer savings, especially when these
programs are aimed at vulnerable populations. Information provided on the BPU website is very
helpful and essential as a source of truth and validation. When community organizations
understand community solar, they can be powerful messengers to LMI communities about the
benefits of participation. CCSA members and the Board should be working together with
community organizations to ensure program success.

Question 5:

What are the challenges specific to ensuring that low- and moderate-income households in
master-meter buildings can become community solar subscribers?

a. How common are these type of master metered apartments?

b. Please describe the feasibility of reforming rates to ensure customers in master metered
buildings receive community solar credits equivalent to those of single-family
households.

c. Please address any unintended consequences of this type of rate reform?

d. What measures should the Board consider to alleviate these challenges?

Detailed data on master metered LMI housing in New Jersey is difficult to uncover from publicly
available information. Anecdotally, recently constructed affordable housing usually has
individual meters paid by individual tenants. Public housing authorities tend to have an older
inventory which has more master meters. In addition, public housing authorities shelter a higher
percentage of very low income (e.g., Section 8) tenants who are most in need of the benefits of
community solar. In order to better understand the number of LMI customers served by master
meters, CCSA encourages the Board to request the four electric distribution companies to
provide information on the number of master metered buildings in their service territories and
the number of customers served.

The bill credit worksheet recently provided on the BPU website illustrates the difference
between the bill credit for a single-family residence compared to the credits received by a
master meter which, because of its size, will be on a commercial rate. Currently, the TREC
likely provides enough revenue to give a discount to the master metered subscriber and pay for
the costs of the system, but in light of the more than double value obtained by selling to
non-master-metered residential subscribers, there is an enormous financial disincentive to
subscribe master-metered housing authorities. Should the TREC value decrease or be
replaced with a successor SREC of lesser value, then it will become even more challenging to
serve master metered LMI families.
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While major changes will be difficult to implement prior to Year 2, in the context of the
permanent program, CCSA recommends that the Board consider revisiting its decision on the
value of the bill credit from August 2019 in order to ensure continued participation of
master-metered buildings. That decision limited the economic viability of community solar
offerings to these users, in particular, through the exclusion of demand charges from the bill
credit. CCSA recommends that the Board consider different solutions to ensure LMI customers
served by master meters will have the same access and economic benefit available to
individually-metered customers. These solutions might include a new rate specifically for master
metered LMI properties with a higher proportion of volumetric charges , or changes to the
proportion of volumetric and demand charges in the existing rates

Question 6: What additional suggestions do you have to facilitate inclusion of LMI households?

For applicants proposing to serve LMI customers, CCSA also encourages the Board to have
these applicants demonstrate prior experience subscribing customers to community solar or
demonstrate their plan to subscribe LMI customers. Demonstrating prior experience or a
detailed plan adds weight to an application and the commitments that are made in it and
provides confidence to the Board that awarded projects will be able to meet the requirement of
serving LMI customers. If applicants do not have prior experience, they could provide evidence
of a partnership with organizations that do have experience, agreements with affordable
housing providers, or a detailed sales and outreach plan, for example. This will ensure that
projects are able to succeed in subscribing LMI customers in a respectful manner, and will
ensure a positive customer experience.

Program rules direct Board staff to produce a disclosure statement that is, “Intended to provide
subscribers with an accurate overview of the subscription contract and shall include a plain-
language summary of key provisions from said community solar subscription contract”
(14:8-9.10(4)). Line 7 of the disclosure form instructions produced by Board staff states that,
“Subscribers must be assigned to a specific community solar project. The ‘System Information’
section must be filled out.” CCSA has found in other states that LMI subscriptions often need
more flexibility than this provision allows for. The Board could consider allowing for Subscriber
Organizations to include a schedule of BPU-approved projects and corresponding system
information, with the final allocation of the customer to one of the projects to be determined and
communicated at a later date. This flexibility enables customers to be matched to projects only
once timelines are more certain. As a result, customers who sign up earlier can be provided with
greater assurance that they will also begin receiving benefits earlier and reduce the probability
of project development risks jeopardizing or delaying their benefits.

The Board should also consider allowing consolidated billing as an option for community solar
subscriptions. Under optional consolidated billing, the subscriber’s utility bill will include both the
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bill credit and subscription fee, which the utility would remit to the subscriber organization and
result in the subscriber paying just one bill, as opposed to two. A simplified payment structure
can help to serve more LMI customers and reduce the overall costs of serving this segment of
subscribers. CCSA would respectfully ask that when considering consolidated billing the
structure be anchored in customer experience and cost-effective market measures.

Topic 2: Program Year 1 Application Form and Application Process
For reference, please refer to the PY1 Application Form when responding to questions in Topic
2 specific to the application process.

Question 7: Please provide feedback on the process of submitting an Application. In particular,
please discuss:
a. Length of the application period: should the PY2 application period be longer, shorter, or
equal to the 5-month application period in PY1?
b. Should the Board implement a process for submitting an application via an online
application form? If it is not possible to establish an online application process, how can
the Board improve the process for submitting a hard copy application?

Project developers are now aware of the community solar pilot and had been anticipating an
earlier program opening prior to the COVID disruption in March and April. For Pilot Year 2 to
occur in the second year of the program and to ensure projects have certainty with respect to
their eligibility for TRECs or the SREC Successor, it is essential to move forward with alacrity.
CCSA suggests that the extent of changes, if any, in the application form drive the application
window. If there are minimal changes to the application and the scoring rubric, then a 30-day
application window is sufficient. If there are significant changes or new requirements included in
the application, then a 60-day application window would be more appropriate, provided the
Board clarified that Pilot Year 2 projects will be eligible for TRECs.

CCSA recommends the Board take this opportunity to eliminate paper applications entirely.
Pilot Year 2 applications should be submitted only in electronic form for health and safety
reasons and to reduce paper waste. An elaborate portal is not necessary for a pilot program
and applications can be delivered to the BPU as PDF files via services such as DropBox or
Egnyte.

Question 8: Please provide feedback on Section A of the PY1 Application Form (Application
Form requirements, instructions, terms and conditions). Were the instructions sufficiently clear?

The requirements and instructions were clear and CCSA thanks you for your attention to detail.

Question 9: Please provide feedback on Section B of the PY1 Application Form (community
solar project description). In particular, please discuss:
a. Were certain questions unclear?
b. Should certain questions in the PY1 Application Form be omitted from the PY2
Application Form? Why would you recommend excluding them?
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c. Should certain questions that were not asked in the PY1 Application Form be included in

the PY2 Application Form? What would you recommend, and why?

Generally, Section B of the Application Form was clear. There were a few questions that would
have benefited from additional explanation, including:

Section VII

Question 18. CCSA believes a clear definition of “forested lands” could provide clarity to
this question.

Question 21. CCSA suggests the Board clarify this question to ask how projects are
going above and beyond basic site improvement requirements, such as groundwater
management plans. Projects should explain what they are doing to demonstrate good
site management practices, such as planting pollinator-friendly groundcover.

Section VIII

Question 4. CCSA’s membership appreciates New Jersey’s efforts to provide useful
interconnection capacity maps. Other states, such as New York and California, also
provide these types of maps but New Jersey’s grid is unique, with unique challenges,
and this is an area where New Jersey has the opportunity to demonstrate leadership in
best practices. In other materials provided to the Board, CCSA has noted deficiencies in
the capacity maps provided by the EDCs. CCSA suggests these maps could be greatly
improved through an interconnection working group process that incorporated industry
and Electric Distribution Companies (EDC) input. Currently, the capacity maps do not
provide solar developers or the Board with the consistently reliable ability to judge
whether a project can be interconnected economically at any particular site. CCSA looks
forward to working closely with the BPU staff on establishing an interconnection working
group in the permanent program, building upon lessons learned from the pilot.

Section IX

Question 3. Projects serving LMI communities should have a plan for consistent,
respectful customer engagement processes. CCSA recommends that the Board ask
applicants to provide an explanation of how they intend to serve LMI communities and
award more points as appropriate. For example, every project with a clear commitment
to serve LMI customers would receive 10 points, with additional points awarded based
on outreach plans that highlight a developer’s previous experience successfully working
on projects that serve LMI customers, , existing New Jersey-based relationships, or
partnerships with community or subscriber organizations that can demonstrate
experience working with LMI communities.

Question 9. Applicants should demonstrate a basic understanding of their market with
detail on the number of potential subscribers, LMI and non-LMI, within the geographic
constraints to which they commit. Applicants should also indicate whether there are
enough potential subscribers to support their project. For example, the current
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application form will not reveal whether a large LMI project in a small township will have
enough potential subscribers.

One of the unanticipated consequences of the Year 1 application is that awarding higher
points to projects that committed to highly constrained geographies discriminates against
LMI families that are not within the limited vicinity of any awarded projects. For example,
major cities have the highest proportion of need but the lowest available land area for
hosting local solar projects. Expanding the geographic constraints for subscriptions can
significantly improve community solar access for income-qualified urban residents without
taking away from suburban need. To this end, CCSA suggests that LMI projects be allowed
to recruit subscribers across an EDC service territory and automatically receive full points for
the constrained geographic commitment category. We believe this is in line with the
overarching goal of making community solar more accessible for New Jersey’s many LMI
residents.

Question 10: Please provide feedback on Section D of the PY1 Application Form
(certifications).

The required certifications were clear and reasonable. CCSA thanks you for your attention to
detail and clear instructions.

Question 11: Please provide feedback on Appendix A: Product Offering Questionnaire from the
PY1 Application Form.
a. Did this questionnaire accurately reflect the diversity of possible community solar product
offerings? Page 6 of 8
b. Should any changes be made to this questionnaire?

The product offering question reflected the diversity of offerings.

Question 12: Please provide feedback on Appendix B: Required Attachments Checklist from
the PY1 Application Form.
a. Was the Appendix B checklist helpful to completing the Application Form?
b. Should the Board modify the list of attachments required in PY2?
c. Are there certain required attachments for which the Board should provide further
instructions and/or a standard template?

Appendix B was useful and helpful in completing the Application form. CCSA thanks you for
your attention to detail and clear instructions.

Question 13: Please provide feedback on Appendix C: Evaluation Criteria from the PY1
Application Form. In particular, please discuss:
a. Was Appendix C useful to Applicants in creating their applications?
b. Should the Board modify the evaluation criteria for PY2? For example, should the Board
give more or less weight to certain evaluation criteria in PY27?
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c. Are there criteria that were not considered in PY1 that should be considered in PY2? If
yes, how would the Board evaluate, score, and verify these criteria?

d. Please address whether the Board should consider awarding more potential points for
projects proposing to serve more than 51% LMI customers and how such scoring would
work.

New Jersey’s community solar pilot program has generated tremendous interest on the part of
the solar community. The application process used by the Board for choosing community solar
projects is unique and, in a highly competitive market, drives outcomes that may vyield
unexpected consequences. Previously, CCSA have advocated for a ‘first come, first served’
model for allocating program capacity and CCSA look forward to working with the Board and
other industry colleagues to help design an effective and equitable permanent community solar
program. In the meantime, CCSA respectfully suggest there are several ways to improve the
current application process, including selecting projects with higher levels of development
maturity, land-use strategies that support New Jersey agriculture, and thoughtful community
outreach plans.

Project maturity is commonly used in utility procurements to assess the development risk of a
solar project. For example, interconnection agreements and completed site permits are strong
measures of project maturity because they show the project has invested a significant amount
of funds for engineering work, consultants, and studies to actually clear essential development
hurdles. Completed interconnection studies reveal a more accurate picture of the costs to
develop a project and whether the project will be economic. However, New Jersey’s EDCs will
not accept interconnection applications for community solar projects unless they have already
been selected for the program, meaning that selected projects are entering the program with
substantial uncertainty around their project costs. Since none of the projects selected for Pilot
Year 2 will have completed interconnection studies, it is likely that some projects will fall out of
the program as their interconnection studies reveal actual costs of interconnection.

CCSA suggests adding a scoring category that awards projects for achieving project maturity.
For non-rooftop projects, maximum project maturity points could be granted based on having
received all available permits (i.e., those that do not require a community solar award). For
rooftop projects, maximum project maturity points could be granted for projects that have
obtained a structural feasibility report from a qualified engineer (and to the extent any structural
improvements are necessary, committing to perform the same). In short, CCSA believes that
more points should be awarded to projects that have made the investments to achieve the
progress that can be achieved prior to a community solar award.

Currently, zero points are awarded to projects that are sited on farmland or undeveloped land.
Ground mount projects that are sited on new or existing agricultural land that allow for continued
agricultural or horticultural activity in and around the arrays should be awarded points as a
preferred site. These are known as dual-use or agrivoltaic projects and, if determined to be
preferred siting in Year 2, these projects have great potential to not only help achieve New
Jersey’s ambitious clean energy goals, but also encourage farm viability and maintain vital



COALITION FOR

9%. COMMUNITY
3

SOLAR
ACCESS

agricultural production. We encourage the BPU to take this step with an eye towards adopting a
more robust dual-use element in the permanent program.

One of the most significant learnings from the application process in Pilot Year 1 was that a
commitment to LMI is necessary to win a place in the program. However, there was little
differentiation in the 30 points available to projects who committed to LMI allocations. Pilot Year
2 presents an opportunity to unpack those points and differentiate projects. CCSA encourages
the Board to consider a base score (i.e., 10 points) for projects that commit to LMI, and then
consider additional factors to award more points. These factors could include, but need not be
limited to, items such as evidence of close coordination with organizations that specialize in LMI
community outreach, detailed descriptions of the project sponsor’s experience in reaching LMI
families, or collaborations with community organizations . Examples of this coordination could
be agreements, detailed communication plans, or other evidence that the applicant or
subscriber organization can deliver on their commitment to serve LMI families.

CCSA does not support awarding additional points to projects that commit to greater than 51%
LMI. Making the additional points available will drive all applicants to maximize their scores and
effectively turn the community solar program into a 100% LMI program. There are many
non-LMI New Jersey electric customers who would be excluded from any solar opportunity, if
the community solar program became exclusively a residential LMI program. These include
residents and business owners who rent, have financial barriers- despite not falling under the
definition of LMI, or do not have a property suitable to host their own array.

Finally, given the competitive nature of the program and what CCSA expects to be a significant
number of Pilot Year 2 applications, the Board should consider a higher degree of transparency
in how points are assigned in the evaluation process. For example, stating “Higher Preference”
for local jobs and job training is helpful in a directional way, but it would be more effective if the
Board were to provide an understanding of what types of programs would be awarded the full
10 points versus a lesser score

Topic 3: Program Year 2 Application Process

Question 14: The PY1 capacity was 75 MW(dc). Pursuant to N.J.A.C. 14:8-9.4(b), the PY2
capacity must be at least 75 MW(dc), but could be more. BPU Staff is considering
recommending that the Board increase capacity in PY2 to 100 MW(dc), and to 125 MW(dc) for
PY3, with the intention of soliciting annually for 150 MW(dc) in the permanent program. Please
comment on this proposed plan.

CCSA appreciates the BPU’s commitment to community solar and our shared vision that
community solar can provide both direct benefits to New Jersey families who subscribe to
community solar projects as well as economic stimulus for their communities. The first year of
the pilot program demonstrated the supply-side potential of the community solar program
through the number of applications and hundreds of megawatts of proposed projects. CCSA
respectfully urges the BPU to take full advantage of the stimulus and savings opportunities
available through community solar. Beyond these immediate benefits, community solar
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supports the attainment of New Jersey’s renewable energy goals in a way that supports and
benefits local communities. CCSA recognizes there is an interplay between the transitional
incentives, the Pilot Year 2 of the community solar program, and the Board’s need to support
other sectors of the solar market and we are ready to work collaboratively with the Board and
other market participants.

Nonetheless, this is a critical time and it is vital to expand the community solar program
significantly to 300 MW per year. Other states with a range of retail electric loads, less
experience with solar, and no history of solar leadership have started with larger programs. For
example, the New York Sun Program has integrated an uncapped Community Solar Program.
Virginia, a newcomer to community solar, is beginning its program with 200 MW of capacity.
Even Pennsylvania, a state not currently known for leadership in renewables, is considering an
uncapped community solar program.

The COVID economic recession affects everyone in New Jersey and adds to the real human
suffering of those who have lost their jobs or become ill from the disease itself. The New Jersey
economy needs stimulus; New Jersey’s families need jobs and help paying their bills. The
community solar pilot is designed to provide valuable learnings—and a clear result from the first
year is that the concept works to stimulate the supply of projects which will create jobs and
energy bill savings. The second year of the pilot program should test the capacity of the market
to bring well-qualified projects to the program.

New Jersey’s energy market can support a much larger community solar program and New
Jersey’s 2019 Energy Master Plan demands a much larger program:

The integrated Energy Plan modeling suggests that New Jersey should install 5.2 GW of
solar by 2025, 12.2 GW by 2030 and 17.2 GW by 2035. . . thissrepresents installing an
average of roughly 950 MW annually from 2020 through 2035.

Community solar has an important role to play in helping to meet New Jersey’s clean energy
capacity goals. In addition, there are more than 270,000 LIHEAP-eligible, low-income families
in the state who would qualify as low- or moderate-income community solar subscribers. There
are literally millions more New Jersey electricity users who could potentially benefit from
community solar. Pilot Year 2 of the community solar program can support the people of New
Jersey at times when they most need the help.

As discussed elsewhere in these comments, the community solar application process selects for
certain types of preferred projects and drives some unexpected consequences. The lack of
interconnection studies, for example, will lead to some amount of project failure because solar
projects will not know their costs of interconnection prior to applying for the program. A
percentage of projects will fail when they receive their interconnection studies and discover the
costs of interconnecting to the grid cannot be supported by the project’'s economics. Knowing

32019 New Jersey Energy Master Plan; p.124.
* https://spotlightonpoverty.org/states/new-jersey/
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that some projects will not achieve commercial operation, the Board should increase the
capacity selected for Pilot Year 2 to ensure a higher amount of community solar becomes
operational

Finally, municipal governments have demonstrated significant interest in the community solar
program and the Board is considering modifications to the program to further accommodate
municipal participants. In 2019, these participants or their private sector partners proposed
large projects, sited on landfills or other brownfield sites. It is reasonable to expect that
municipalities will begin to represent an even larger proportion of the successful applications
and municipal entities will likely need more time to bring their projects to commercial operation.
In addition, municipal brownfield sites such as landfills face greater challenges in the permitting
process, which increases the risk of project failure. As mentioned elsewhere in our comments,
structuring a permanent program where projects can reserve capacity when they have acquired
all necessary permits and signed their interconnection agreement, the longer timelines and
higher permitting risks of municipal landfill projects won’t be a disadvantage. Given the current
selective, capacity-limited pilot program, CCSA suggests this is yet another reason to increase
the program size to 300 MW per year.

Question 15: The 45 applications granted conditional approval in PY1 represented 17 unique
applicants. Should the Board consider limiting the number of applications that are submitted by
a single developer, or limit the number of applications by a single developer that will be
conditionally approved?

CCSA believes the best community solar projects should be selected to serve New Jersey
families, not certain companies. CCSA is strongly opposed to developer caps.

Competition is uncomfortable—it forces innovation, squeezes profit margins and requires
companies to offer better value to their customers. Setting developer caps effectively
apportions a market and almost certainly means that less-qualified, higher-cost projects will be
selected over better-qualified projects. Competition is a powerful tool for innovation and cost
reduction; limiting participation or creating allocations in a program would limit competition,
create a sense of entitlement, and ultimately yield less value for New Jersey.

A highly effective approach to mitigate market concentration is the use of development security
and performance deposits, both of which were absent from Pilot Year 1. Typically, utility
procurements require successful bidders to post a significant amount of development security
once a PPA has been signed. Development and performance security sharply curtail
speculative bids and reduce concentration risks. The risk of losing a security deposit inspires
applicants to be thoughtful about their project, rather than simply optimizing application
responses in pursuit of the most points. For Pilot Year 2, it would be reasonable to require
selected projects to post $50 per kW within 30 days of being selected into the program, using
cash, surety bonds or letters of credit. A thirty-day posting window is much longer than the
typical 5 business days and would allow nonprofits, governments, and small community
organizations adequate time to secure financing. Because projects are selected into the Pilot
Program without interconnection studies or completed permits, development security should be
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refundable under three circumstances: 1) when a project reaches commercial operation; or 2)
the project receives an interconnection study that makes the project uneconomic and withdraws;
or 3) the project is unable to obtain required, non-ministerial permits within one year of selection
into the Pilot Program and withdraws.

Question 16: For ground-mount projects, please provide feedback on the DEP Permit
Coordination checklist process.

DEP’s Permit Coordination Process is robust and thorough. It should be noted in the Board’s
application process that DEP will waive in-person meetings with the Applicant if they are
confident the Applicant understands the process and requirements provided by DEP.

As noted elsewhere in these comments, DEP’s PV Siting Tool is a useful resource for
evaluating potential solar sites. However, the tool is somewhat static and not frequently
updated which means that sites that were mislabeled or have been disturbed or degraded since
the last survey are not accurately labeled.

Question 17: The PY1 Application Form made certain sections optional for government entities.
Did this facilitate applications by government entities? Should the Board consider a fully
separate carve-out and application process for government entities?

Government entities face special challenges and the Board recognized that by providing
supportive accommodations in the selection criteria for Pilot Year 1. During the Pilot Program,
creating a separate carve-out and application process is not necessary. As CCSA have
suggested elsewhere in these comments, a separate carve-out or application process isn’t
necessary in the context of the permanent program. If the Board decides to sequester a
portion of the Pilot Program capacity for municipal applicants, then it should increase the
capacity of the program accordingly and clarify that any unclaimed capacity reverts back to the
main program in order to ensure the program meets its goals and deserving community solar
subscribers are not deprived of the opportunity to participate. This step enables the program to
meet its capacity goals and therefore provide the greatest opportunity for community solar
subscribers to participate, setting the permanent program up for positive reception and success.

Topic 4: Other

Question 18: Should the Board consider amending the Pilot Program rules to require that
community solar subscriptions guarantee savings compared to the subscriber’s electric bill
without community solar, as an added consumer protection measure, particularly given that all
awarded projects already committed to doing so in the PY1 applications?

Respectfully, CCSA suggests the Board has answered its own question by noting that discounts
are already provided, and therefore a requirement is not necessary. The community solar
model predominantly works to attract subscribers by providing savings on their electric bills.

The fact that all projects committed to providing some sort of savings illustrates the benefits of a
large, competitive, market-driven program and reflects applicants’ expectations that they will
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need to compete on savings in order to attract subscribers. Though this competition is good for
subscribers and CCSA encourages advocacy to support guaranteed savings, they should not
be required. Subscribers can very well opt to join a community solar project for the
sustainability and environmental justice benefits even if there are no savings involved, much like
subscribers can already choose a renewables-focused supply company even if the cost is the
same or higher than their existing rate.

Furthermore, setting a minimum savings guarantee would require the Board to undertake a
significant amount of economic modeling—a sort of mini rate case—to understand individual
project economics and determine the proper amount of savings per project. The economics of a
5 MW ground-mounted solar project tend to be very different from that of rooftop or parking
canopy systems and different yet again from the economics of a landfill project.

Instead of focusing on calculating a minimum savings guarantee, we encourage the Board to
put their time and effort into alleviating the larger sources of uncertainty that developers
currently face, the most important of which is the value of renewable energy credits. Without
knowing whether Pilot Year 2 projects will be eligible for Transitional RECs or an undefined
successor REC, project developers will make conservative assumptions about the level of
discounts they can offer to subscribers. Providing certainty that Pilot Year 2 projects will be
eligible for TRECs and focusing efforts on establishing a successor program would be the most
effective way to provide clarity on the economics of community solar projects that developers
need in order to offer greater savings to their subscribers.

Question 19: Should the Board consider amending the construction timelines and extension
policies at N.J.A.C. 14:8-9.3(c)? If yes, how? Currently, applicants have 6 months to start
construction, and 12 months to become fully operational, with an unlimited number of possible
extensions (so long as projects can demonstrate continued progress). Excerpts of the relevant
section of the rules are provided in Appendix 1 below.

The timeline should reflect the realities of the solar development process in NJ and the
community solar process more specifically. Unlike typical solar projects, community solar
projects can’t file for interconnection prior to award. Interconnection uncertainty along with other
development requirements related to subscription and permitting necessitate longer timelines
for construction and commercial operation. Short timelines and unlimited extensions will only
serve to create extra administrative burden on both the Board and developers. Per the above,
CCSA recommends that all projects have 18 months to reach operation with the option for an
extension . Further extensions could be provided for projects that demonstrate either significant
hardship or significant progress.

Per the above, CCSA recommends that for the pilot program, all projects have 18 months to
reach operation with the option for a 12-month extension. Further extensions could be provided
for projects that demonstrate either significant hardship or significant progress.
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Other options can be considered to force unviable projects to release their capacity, such as
milestone payments (like in NY) or deposits tied to extensions (like in MD); however, CCSA
recommends these for consideration in the permanent program rather than in the pilot program.

Question 20: Should the Board consider restricting the 10-subscriber minimum exemption at
N.J.A.C. 14:8-9.6(d) to only buildings that serve low- and moderate-income residents?
Currently, the exemption applies to all multi-family buildings which have a community solar
system located on-site. Excerpts of the relevant section of the rules are provided in Appendix 1
below.

CCSA does not recommend any changes to this exemption. Community solar should be
available to every New Jersey ratepayer, even those in small, multi-tenant buildings. New
Jersey has laudable goals aimed at increasing LMI participation in the pilot program, but this
does not need to come at the expense of non-LMI residents who make up a large percentage of
the overall population. In order to achieve the aggressive renewable energy targets that New
Jersey has set, the BPU must take an all of the above approach and not create additional
barriers to participation for any market segments.

Question 21: How is the Pilot Program impacted by the ongoing transition in solar incentives
from the Transition Incentive Program to the Successor Program?

The solar incentive, and the transition from the TREC to the successor program have a
profound impact on every aspect of the community solar program. The impacts stretch from
who will be able to participate in the program (e.g., master-metered LMI who receive a much
smaller bill credit) to the discounts projects provide their subscribers, to the site lease rates and
project finance costs.

The uncertainty involved in this transition prevents investment, limits subscriber savings, and
generally slows down development. For these reasons, CCSA strongly recommends that PY2
remain on the TREC in order to ensure maximum market participation and to ensure that PY2
delivers the savings and stimulus New Jersey families need.

Looking forward, the successor program marks an important new phase for New Jersey solar
and a natural transition point to the permanent community solar program. The Board has the
opportunity to reconsider and replace many aspects of the pilot program (e.g., rates for master
metered buildings) in order to increase efficiency and maximize impact of the permanent
program. CCSA recognizes the timing concern when it comes to the permanent program. Itis
important to take the necessary time to gather sufficient stakeholder input, but it is equally
critical that the Board continues to move the ball forward in order for New Jersey to capitalize on
the investment potential and environmental benefits of community solar. CCSA believes there
is a path forward towards aligning the permanent program with the successor program and
would point to the Board’s approach to the TREC program, which proceeded with rulemaking
and commentary after it was established, as a model. The same can be done with the
permanent community solar program and we encourage the Board to begin that process
promptly. There is a robust group of stakeholders ready and willing to engage on this topic and
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CCSA recommends the Board lean on us in order to establish the permanent program in a
timely fashion, align it with the successor program, and resolve the uncertainty that is currently
acting as a break on robust solar development in New Jersey.

Question 22: A number of resources are available to prospective community solar applicants,
including a Frequently Asked Questions page, EDC hosting capacity maps, and the Department
of Environmental Protection Community Solar PV Siting Tool.
a. What other resources do you believe the Board should provide to facilitate community
solar development in New Jersey?
b. Should the Board provide technical assistance grants for the development of community
solar projects? If yes, to whom and under what conditions?

CCSA appreciates the resources the Board has provided and supports their continued use. The
experience of Pilot Year 1, however, provides ample evidence that these important tools can be
made much more useful and effective.

The interconnection hosting maps have the potential to become useful, but they require
significant improvement. Currently, the maps cannot be trusted to provide accurate distribution
substation and circuit-level data that would allow for confident project siting. It is also essential
that these maps are updated on a consistent basis so that the data is as current as possible.
Going forward, it will be important to establish consistent assumptions between the utilities and
to clearly communicate those assumptions to solar developers. To that end, CCSA
recommends the Board establish an interconnection working group with industry participation
for the permanent program. CCSA member companies rely on interconnection maps in other
states and CCSA is confident a working group can make the current interconnection maps
much more useful by the time the permanent program is implemented. In the meantime, the
Board can compensate for expected project failures by increasing the program capacity and
recycling the capacity from projects that drop out.

While DEP’s siting tool was useful, CCSA member companies identified some issues in the
Project Year 1 process. DEP’s maps are updated on a multi-year schedule leaving room for
inaccuracies in ‘preferred and ‘not preferred’ classifications. As the Board moves forward
toward the permanent program and a broader solar strategy for New Jersey, it will be essential
to resolve issues around land use and allow ground mounted systems to be deployed on a
much wider scale to support New Jersey’s renewable energy goals.

CCSA does not oppose the idea of technical assistance grants but questions how these would
affect a program which is heavily focused on staying under the cost cap and keeping costs
down for ratepayers. A potentially more cost-effective way for the Board to provide assistance
for municipalities or organizations looking to engage in the community solar program would be
to maintain a database of developers whom they can connect to for help and further information.
If technical assistance grants are needed for specific infrastructure upgrades that are necessary
to proceed with approved projects (such as replacing roofs or upgrading electrical
infrastructure), we support the Board providing them to eligible entities.
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Question 23: How can Staff otherwise support community solar developers and subscribers to
ensure success?

We appreciate the Board and especially the hard work that Staff is doing to make the program a
success. More than anything else, we recommend that Staff reach out to us more! As
mentioned in an earlier comment, there is a diverse and robust group of stakeholders eager to
engage and help move New Jersey community solar efforts forward, so please rely on our
expertise to help design the most efficient program possible. Further in that regard, we
recommend that Staff conduct more sit-down meetings and/or working group sessions in order
to foster more vigorous discussion which is much more difficult to have during stakeholder
comment sessions.

Question 24: Please provide comments on issues associated with the Pilot Program not
specifically addressed in the questions above.

There are three topics that CCSA would like to use this section to address or flush out previous
topics that only touched on in other sections.

1. Ground Mount Solar:
As mentioned in Topic 2, question 13, CCSA respectfully encourages the Board to lay the
groundwork now for a constructive discussion on land use in Pilot Year 2 and the permanent
program. CCSA applauds New Jersey in the establishment of impressive clean energy goals
and the Board'’s strong commitments to achieve them. Furthermore, CCSA thanks the Board
and its staff for highlighting community solar as a key to achieving them.

In recognition of the dense population of New Jersey and the state’s commitment to
conservation, CCSA and our members are committed to developing ground mounted projects in
a manner that will compliment that state commitment. Based on the targetsset forth in the EMP,
ground mounted solar projects will be required to achieve these goals. In the spirit of
accomplishing the state’s conservation commitments, the ambitious clean energy goals, and
responsible buildout of the Community Solar Program, we urge the Board to begin to
incorporate dual-use and other beneficial ground mounted projects as a preferred siting
category in the scoring rubric. The Board could consider awarding points to projects that are
dual-use on new or existing farmland for Pilot Year 2 and beneficial ground mounted projects on
marginialized agricultural land in the permanent program. CCSA would encourage the Board to
consider the ecological benefits including, but not limited to, native and pollinator attracting
plantings, carbon sequestration, water retention, reduction in use of fertilizers and pesticides,
water use and stormwater runoff reduction, deer protection fencing, and promoting biodiversity.

CCSA'’s experience in other markets such as Massachusetts and New York, solar generation
sited on marginal farmland can provide much-needed revenue for landowners and farmers to
continue farming on other land, passing agricultural land on to future generations. It is an
industry best practice to ensure all ground mounted projects are built to be removed at the end
of life and are often required to leave the soil and site ecologically the same, or better, prior to
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construction. Furthermore, it has become clear that ground mounted solar is a great way to
improve land quality and preserve open space.

2. Capacity Recycling:

The Board has previously indicated that capacity from PY1 projects that fail to move forward will
not be recycled. CCSA believes this is a mistake and urges the Board to either create a waitlist
or award capacity on a rolling basis as it becomes available. Capacity from a previous year can
be added to capacity allocations in subsequent years. Given that the overall program is already
capacity constrained, the success of the program will hinge upon the ability to implement the full
capacity of community solar allotted in each program year. . New Jersey has ambitious, clean
energy goals, and capacity recycling will contribute towards their timely achievement.

3. COVID-19:
There is no doubt that COVID-19 has created additional hardships and delays in the entire
development process. It is harder to meet with local officials, business owners and landowners
to originate projects, it is harder to coordinate with community groups and environmental justice
organizations on development opportunities, it is harder to permit projects with local agencies,
and it is harder to outreach with the community and sign up subscribers. All of this adds further
uncertainty to an already uncertain program. While we recognize that the Board and Staff
cannot alleviate issues related to COVID, this is a strong opportunity for the Board to alleviate
the other uncertainties within the program which are under their control. To that end, we again
request that the Board allow for PY2 projects to qualify under the TREC program, begin the
process to establish the permanent community solar program and ensure its alignment with the
successor REC program, and remove barriers to efficient solar development which will boost the
ability for community solar to provide the much needed post COVID-19 economic development
and investment that will benefit all of New Jersey.
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State of New Jersey

Board of Public Utilities

44 South Clinton Avenue, 9th Floor
Post Office Box 350

Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0350

RE: Comments on New Jersey Community Solar Energy Pilot Program
Dear Commissioners,

Ameresco hereby submits comments New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (“BPU or Board”) “Request for
Comments and Stakeholder Meeting Notice (“Notice) on the New Jersey Community Solar Energy Pilot
Program issued on July 9, 2020. Thank you for the opportunity to file comments.

Ameresco is a renewable energy developer based in the Northeast with over 368 MW of solar projects
completed and in construction across North America, including several projects in New Jersey. We
develop solar projects with a range of customers including commercial, utilities, Federal, State and Local
governments, as well as community solar projects. We are interested in commenting on this program in
effort to better address the challenges of low to moderate income (LMI) offtake and access in these
programs.

Comments on Questions

Question 1: How can the Board ease the process by which developers validate LMI status when
enrolling subscribers?

We recommend that New Jersey adopt a process by which developers can either partner with Municipal
Aggregators and cities and towns to manage the subscription of LMI offtakers, as they are better apt to
handle this task and often have access to the lists of LMI ratepayers, or alternatively work with the electric
distribution companies (EDCs) to export the power and pass the discount bill credit to the LMI offtaker;
the EDC can also manage the subscriptions through opt-in or opt-out to the LMI offtakers. This proposal
would also de-risk the LMI offtake for developers, which will reduce overall costs and allow for a larger bill
savings to the LMI offtakers. Please see the Low Income Community Shared Solar (LICSS) proposal
under the MA SMART Program or the CT Shared Clean Energy Facility (SCEF) program for best practice

to successfully subscribe LMI offtake and solve many of the access barriers for LMI offtake for clean
energy. These two state programs have addressed the two biggest barriers to LMI community shared
solar: financing solar that has LMI off-takers and finding LMI subscribers (whose qualified income status
as LMI can change overtime). By enabling solar developers to instead pass a portion of the solar
incentive to Municipal Aggregators and/or EDCs, who can then distribute the discount to their LMI
customers directly on their electricity bills, these barriers are addressed. We are happy to provide further
information to the BPU on these programs if interested.
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Question 5: What are the challenges specific to ensuring that low- and moderate-income
households in master-meter buildings can become community solar subscribers?.
d) What measures should the Board consider to alleviate these challenges?

See Q1; These issues can be alleviated by working with municipal aggregators and host Public Entities
that can allocate bill credits to these buildings’ subscribers or working directly with EDCs to offer bill
savings to LMI ratepayers.

Topic 3: Program Year 2 Application Process

Question 14: The PY1 capacity was 75 MW(dc). Pursuant to N.J.A.C. 14:8-9.4(b), the PY2 capacity
must be at least 75 MW(dc), but could be more. Staff is considering recommending that the Board
increase capacity in PY2 to 100 MW(dc), and to 125 MW(dc) for PY3, with the intention of soliciting
annually for 150 MW(dc) in the permanent program. Please comment on this proposed plan.

We recommend expanding the procurement to 150 MW per year or more based on the number of
qualified applicants in the past — if the program procures a larger capacity, this gives developers more
certainty to develop sites to bid in. We also recommend that the New Jersey BPU transitions this PILOT
program into a permanent program to give certainty to developers to invest in solar development in the
State of New Jersey.

Question 15: The 45 applications granted conditional approval in PY1 represented 17 unique
applicants. Should the Board consider limiting the number of applications that are submitted by a
single developer, or limit the number of applications by a single developer that will be
conditionally approved?

We recommend limiting the number of unique applications per developer to 2-3 projects per developer to
allow for a greater diversity in applicants, offtakers and locations across the State of New Jersey to
participate in the program

Question 17: The PY1 Application Form made certain sections optional for government entities.
Did this facilitate applications by government entities? Should the Board consider a fully separate
carve-out and application process for government entities?

As government entities are required to go through procurements to develop solar, this adds longer
timelines to award a project to a developer before this project can be ready to bid into the community
solar program; this puts a government entity at a disadvantage in the community solar procurement.
Therefore, we recommend adding additional capacity for a carve out specifically for government entities.
Additionally, we recommend that government entities act as hosts and subscriber organizations for LMI
offtakers through a municipal aggregator for instance (see Question 1 and MA SMART LICSS for
example).
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Additional comments on siting preferences:

We recommend that you consider other types of previously developed sites for preferred siting, including
industrial sites such as inactive quarries or sand and gravel pits. This will allow a greater diversity of sites,
in addition to greenfields and agricultural dual use.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Please don’t hesitate to contact us with any
questions.

Sincerely,
Kathryn Chelminski

Senior Manager, New Market Development
kchelminski@ameresco.com
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New Jersey Community Solar Energy Pilot Program
gabel associates BPU Docket No. Q018060646
Additional Comment from Gabel Associates in response to the BPU Notice of July 9, 2020

Dear Secretary Camacho-Welch:

Please accept this additional comment, which was inadvertently left out of the comments filed by Gabel
Associates on August 9, 2020. My sincere apologies for the late submittal.

Question 13: Please provide feedback on Appendix C: Evaluation Criteria from the
PY1 Application Form. In particular, please discuss:

¢) Are there criteria that were not considered in PY1 that should be considered in PY2? If
yes, how would the Board evaluate, score, and verify these criteria?

Response: The Board should add de-commissioned mining sites to the preferred siting evaluation criteria
and score Applications accordingly. Just as landfills/brownfields are considered unique, so is the
opportunity to bring useful-ness back to mining sites that are currently wasted space. A major benefit of
siting on former mining operation is the location is already zoned for industrial use and have existing
interconnection and electrical infrastructure. Furthermore, former mining sites are mainly located in rural
South Jersey — offering the opportunity to bring Community Solar to the rural LMI without imposing on
preserved lands, wetlands, forested areas, farmland. Or other open space. In sum, the application should
1) recognize the category of mining sites and 2) award them materially higher “preference” points.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Belle Gabel, Associate

Gabel Associates
belle@gabelassociates.com
732-589-3057
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New Jersey Community Solar Energy Pilot Program
BPU Docket No. 0018060646
Comments from Gabel Associates in response to the BPU Notice of July 9, 2020

Dear Secretary Camacho-Welch:

The purpose of this letter is to provide comments from Gabel Associates on the above matter pursuant to
the BPU’s notice of July 9, 2020.

Gabel Associates appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments, and greatly appreciates the care
with which BPU staff has engaged with parties on this matter. Gabel Associates is a New Jersey based
energy consulting firm located in Highland Park New Jersey. We have a deep interest in developing
community solar projects for LMI customers and want to help New Jersey establish itself as a national
leader on LMI-based projects.

We have extensive experience and understanding of the various issues that affect community solar,
including:

- Wide experience in developing energy aggregation programs in New Jersey, including over
twenty years of administering the energy aggregation program of the New Jersey School Boards
Association (the largest aggregation program in New Jersey), and operating aggregation programs
for more than 200 municipalities as well as several counties and sewage authorities.

- Experience in developing community energy aggregation programs under the BPU’s Government
Energy Aggregation (GEA) regulations for more than twenty programs including the first in New
Jersey (the Plumsted Program); as well as renewable GEA programs for numerous municipalities.

- Forty years of experience in utility ratemaking in New Jersey.

- Direct involvement in solar policy in New Jersey since the passage of EDECA in 1999.

- Extensive work at PJM including interconnection and market design issues.

- Support for development of over 250 solar projects in New Jersey.

We are endeavoring to put this expertise to use to help the BPU develop a nation-leading community
solar program focused on Low- and Moderate-Income Customer (LMI) participation.

Introduction

Throughout these comments we refer to the “Municipal LMI Approach”; this is an alternate structure to
Community Solar whereby:

1. The Applicant is a municipality or public entity;

2. The community solar developer and site will be selected by the Applicant via RFP, after being
awarded a position by the Board into the Community Solar Program;

3. The project serves 100% LMI customers; and

4. The subscribers are enrolled on an opt-out basis.
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This unique and innovative model harnesses a municipality’s commitment to its community by using a
program structure that is “customer-centric”, with a host of engagement, communication, procurement,
contractual, technical, and economic elements and protections. By having the municipality take on
responsibility for leading the project, the BPU can be assured that participating customers are well-served
and their interests are fully represented and protected.

The Municipal LMI Approach will serve as a model for the BPU to use in the Round 2 and future pilot
solicitations and in designing the permanent Community Solar Program as it moves beyond the pilot
phase.

Importantly, the municipality, as the project lead, has established “peer-to-peer” relationships with
institutions and groups in the community that foster trust and can assure project success. These
established relationships with community based not-for-profit organizations, including housing groups,
will be an asset with respect to customer outreach.

An important and key design element of the Municipal LMI Approach is that rather than designate a solar
project in the application, the municipal applicant will use a competitive procurement process to select a
solar project and developer in their utility territory that best meets the needs of its residents - including
extensive outreach to both the municipality where the solar project will be located and the subscribers’
community. The rigorous and tested protections under public contract law will allow the municipality to
designate the solar vendor who offers the best comprehensive terms and pricing for its participating
customers based on a careful review of all economic and technical factors.

The Municipal LMI Approach includes strong customer protections, based on the BPU’s success in
administering GEA Programs, which provide revenue stability to the solar vendors offering to provide
service, so that solar pricing does not contain significant risk premiums that would unnecessarily increase
the solar energy price paid by customers. Cost effective projects are of increasing importance as the state
is in the process of transitioning the solar market to deliver solar at a lower cost to reduce the burden on
ratepayers.

Under the Municipal LMI Approach, both master-metered and individually metered LMI customer are
included; this is achieved through utilizing an opt-out method of participation for the individually metered
LMI customers - through the BPU’s granting of a waiver - and separately reaching master metered LMI
customers. This dual approach will provide benefits to both types of metered customers in the affordable
housing communities: individually metered customers will realize direct savings on their energy bills,
while the master metered customers will realize tangible benefits through the savings realized by the
affordable housing provider. By addressing both types of customers, the Municipal LMI Approach
achieves an all-inclusive system to comprehensively reach LMI residents - one that does not discriminate
based on their housing situation, and serves as an excellent pilot opportunity for the BPU to review both
approaches as it builds a long term Community Solar Program.

With that context, please see the specific comments to the questions posed in the BPU’s Notice of July 9,
2020 below.
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Question 1.a : Should the Board consider amending the current rules regarding LMI subscriber
verification, as defined at N.J.A.C. 14:8-9.8? If yes, how? For reference, please see Appendix 1
for selected excerpts of the relevant section of the rules.

Response: The Board does not need to change the provisions of N.J.A.C. 14:8-9.8, but rather should
accept waivers to its rule to allow for the Opt-out mechanism to enroll LMI subscribers. Such a waiver
should only be allowed for 100% LMI projects led by a municipality, since the need for the opt-out
mechanism is based on the difficulty of enrolling LMI subscribers, exclusively. The opt-out option
(which, as a waiver, can be evaluated by Staff on a case-by-case basis) addresses LMI subscriber
verification by accessing lists of LMI customers in municipal programs. Municipal staff knows who these
customers are and how to access and communicate with them. Since these residents have already been
“vetted” as LMI by their participation in financial assistance programs, the Community Solar
Administrator can avoid the unnecessary, burdensome, and costly process of verifying customers as LMI
one-by-one.

Question 1. b: Please include a discussion of the following verification metrics, with examples from
other states where applicable:

a. LMI income affidavit;
b. verification by census tract; and
c. other means of encouraging and supporting LMI community solar participation.

Response: While the opt-out mechanism allows easy and successful customer aggregation, it is paired
with the following provisions to encourage and support the LMI Community’s participation in
Community Solar:

e Notice to designated customers that they can opt-out at any time during the program with no
penalties. (Notice will only be provided to potential participants identified by the municipality or
through existing public assistance organizations and municipal services, not to every customer).
This limited notice is intended to prevent customer confusion, effectively manage customer
relationships, and limit the active subscribers to correlate with solar project capacity.;

e A letter to each designated customer explaining the program and advising them of their opt-out
and other rights;

e Customer and constituent support, including the development of educational and marketing
materials as well as holding public informational sessions at community meetings;

e Development of a website (or a dedicated page on the municipality’s website) through which the
public can obtain further information regarding the program;

A dedicated toll-free number to facilitate customer questions or opt-out requests;
Assignment of a designated staff person in the municipal building to address any issues;

A solar contract that is publicly procured and managed by the applicant, and not by a private
vendor, with strong customer protections.

The Board should grant waivers to the opt-in requirement (N.J.A.C. 14:8-9.10(b)) if the applicant serves
100% LMI customers and commits to the above considitions.
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Question 2.c: What would be the advantages and risks of implementing opt-out for community
solar? Is an opt-out model the best approach to facilitating low- and moderate-income subscriber
enrollment?

Response: An “opt-out” approach is needed to secure the LMI customer base because the alternative, the
opt-in approach, creates several highly restrictive “roadblocks” to LMI community participation and will
limit the BPU from creating a program that can reach all types of LMI customers (especially individually-
metered customers).

We urge the Board to consider how their current position of denying the use of the opt-out process will be
practiced: an LMI customer will be required to provide wet or electronic signature, an approach that
requires a highly intensive (and expensive) marketing and sales effort. Enrolling non-LMI customers on
an opt-in basis is extremely daunting; for example, after twenty years of extensive retail marketing, less
than 40% of residential customers have switched to third-party supply. The prospect of engaging and
enrolling LMI customers on an opt-in basis will be even more difficult. The requirements to enroll
customers are unreasonably demanding of the customer. Requiring a wet signature or e-signature will
stunt participation and be extremely detrimental and counter-productive to the Governor’s goal to provide
Community Solar benefits to LMI customers. It is also a cost that ratepayers can avoid by using a much
more efficient method — the opt-out method, with all of the appropriate and proven consumer protections,
to enroll customers.

Using the opt-out model for the LMI community (1) provides much greater assurance that adequate
customer load will be purchasing solar energy over the term of the Community Solar power purchase
agreement since customers are aggregated as opposed to gathered one-by-one; and (2) the municipality
leading the Community Solar Project already has knowledge and a relationship within their own LMI
community allowing for easy identification of LMI customers to be included in the program.
Accordingly, the BPU should permit waivers from its rule to allow opt-out in its round 2 application
process for projects serving 100% LMI customers.

The BPU should have confidence in the opt-out mechanism as it has witnessed its success in the GEA
Program. In fact, it is fair to say there would be no GEA Program (with millions of dollars of savings to
customers) without the opt-out mechanism. Gabel hopes to replicate the success of GEA within the
Community Solar program.

Question 2.d: What consumer protection measures would need to be established in order to
implement an opt-out mechanism for community solar?

Response: To apply the opt-out mechanism to Community Solar, the same consumer protection measures
used in GEA programs (N.J.A.C. 14:4-6.) will be utilized, as these measures have already been proven
sufficient by the success of GEA. This would include the mandatory 30-day opt-out period. Consistent
with BPU rules, a mailer can be sent out to every eligible household, notifying households of the
program, the terms of the awarded contract, and instructions for opting out should they choose to do so.
After the 30-day period has ended, a household may still opt out at any time, without penalty.
Furthermore, the procurement process for a developer will be fully aligned with Department of
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Community Affairs (DCA) Guidelines. All aspects of opt-out in Municipal LMI Approach to Community
Solar are based on existing statutes. Finally, extensive customer education and outreach will occur as
described in the answer to Question 1.b provided above.

Question 2.e: In what ways could an opt-out model of community solar subscriber enrollment be
similar to, and different from, the model currently implemented under Government Energy
Aggregation in New Jersey?

Response: As the Board’s GEA program design has been demonstrated in the success of a multitude of
programs throughout New Jersey, an opt-out program operated by a municipality can simultaneously
protect customers, achieve strong pricing, and demonstrate savings and reduce customer sign-up cost. By
using the same BPU-approved structure and protections of the GEA program to conduct an opt-out
mechanism, Community Solar can effectively reach the LMI community.

Question 2.f: Are there examples of other states successfully using an “opt-out” model for
community solar? If so, what makes them successful?

Response: Utilizing opt-out for a Community Solar program has been successful within the State Of New
York Public Service Commission’s “Community Distributed Generation” Program (CDG). (CDG is New
York State’s name for Community Solar.) On March 16, 2018, the State Of New York Public Service
Commission (NYPSC) approved a series of filings to establish Community Choice Aggregation (CCA) —
New York State’s equivalent to New Jersey’s GEA Program — which included the integration of the CDG
Program!.

As part of the filing, Joule submitted a Community Choice Aggregation Master Implementation Plan.
Within this document, Joule explains the value of the opt-out method in relation to energy aggregation
and community solar; this reasoning — which was accepted by NY PSC — stands true to the Municipal
LMI Approach as well: “CCA ensures that low to moderate income (LMI) residents have equal access to
savings from renewable energy programs. As a statewide program, Community Distributed Generation
was established explicitly to ensure equitable access to renewable energy. Unfortunately, due to onerous
credit checks, risk of non-payment for LMI customers is often deemed too high to include LMI
consumers in CDG project membership.”

Clearly this method has proven successful, as Joule's local solar programs to utility customers in the two
regions where CCA programs were launched in 2019 have resulted in communities raising funds for
additional sustainability-focused projects, of their own choosing, in their own communities.

Region / # of Community $$ Raised for

Local Program Sponsor(s) Solar Subscribers | Community

Utility Sustainability Projects
Hudson City of Beacon 183 $9,150

Valley Village of Cold Spring | 41 $2,050

! Note: Joule’s approach differs from the Municipal LMI Approach but is comparable as far as it uses the energy
aggregation opt-out mechanism as applied to community solar.

5



)

o

gabel associates

Town of Fishkill 2 $100
Town of Marbletown 117 $5,850
Town of Philipstown 130 $6,500
City of Poughkeepsie 19 $950
$25,700
Geneva Town of Geneva ~400 $25,000
Community
Power

Furthermore, in order to maximize the benefits of each program, Joule expects to offer community solar
in the following communities, where the company is rolling out new CCA to new communities and/or
launching new CCA programs in 2020.

Aggregation Participating Size
Communities (in # of HHs)

Gateway Village of Victor 1,000
Community Power
Hudson Valley Town of New Paltz 6,500
Community Power Village of New Paltz

Town of Red Hook
Monroe Town of Brighton 60,000
Community Power Town of Irondequoit

Town of Pittsford

Village of Pittsford
Rockland Town of Clarkstown 55,000
Community Power Village of Haverstraw

Town of Orangetown

Village of Nyack

Village of South Nyack

Village of Upper Nyack
TBD-Hudson Valley Town of Clinton 1,500
TBD — Long Island Town of Southampton 40,000
TBD—Rochester Village of Brockport 3,250
Area Village of Lima

Question 4: How can the Board leverage, or partner with, community organizations or others to
facilitate equitable inclusion of community solar subscribers, including education, marketing, and
enrollment?

Response: The Board can leverage community organizations to facilitate LMI Community Solar
subscribers by awarding participation in the Community Solar Program with an increased emphasis on
the relationship between the Applicant and local community organizations during Staff’s evaluation of
applications. This would encourage all applicants to establish a strong relationship with the local
community, which would hold the applicant accountable to act within the interests of the community.

Furthermore, the unique relationship between a municipal applicant, the community organizations which
fall under the municipalities’ authority (e.g. public community centers, recreation centers, residents’
associations within public affordable housing communities, etc.), and the LMI customers should warrant

6
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the highest point value for “Community Engagement” evaluation. This is appropriate as these
government-run community organizations are under the purview of the municipal applicant, ensuring
seamless exchange of information, shared values, and established access/trust with the LMI community.

This deep, natural relationship between a municipal applicant and community organizations makes
education and marketing to the members of the LMI community a cinch.

Question 5.a: What are the challenges specific to ensuring that low- and moderate-income
households in master-meter buildings can become community solar subscribers? How common are
these types of master metered apartments?

Response: Gabel Associates does not have specific data on the number of these apartments. However,
the BPU restricted development of master-metered apartments in the 1980s as the result of one of the
requirements of the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act (PURPA), a federal law enacted in 1978 to
promote more energy efficiency in the United States. One of PURPA’s standards required states to
consider policies relative to master metered apartments. As a result, for the last four decades, New
Jersey’s housing stock has been developed around individually metered apartments with limitations on
permitting master meters in new residential multi-family buildings®. Nonetheless, there are many
apartments and public housing facilities that contain master-metered apartments.

Question 5.b: Please describe the feasibility of reforming rates to ensure customers in master
metered buildings receive community solar credits equivalent to those of single-family households.

Response: Most commercial customers (not only master metered apartment complexes) have demand
charges and capacity charges. These charges enable utilities and suppliers to recover their “peak related”
costs. In on-site solar projects these charges cannot usually be fully avoided as the pattern of solar energy
production is such that KW demand by the customer on the grid is not fully eliminated by the production
of the solar project. It is our experience that usually between 20-30% of demand charge and 40-60% of
capacity obligations can be avoided by an on-site solar project. Changing these rate schedules would
have significant unintended impacts to utilities and other non-participating customers and would require a
significant level of cost-of-service analysis. Instead of undertaking the highly complicated and likely
contentious process of determining relief from demand and capacity charges to make the economics of
community solar work for master-metered customers, then determining who pays these costs,, Gabel
Associates recommends a much simpler alternative approach: simply increase the multiplier applied to
the project’s TRECs (or Successor RECs, as applicable) to a level which is appropriate to address the
financial impact of the low energy based solar credit. By setting a reasonable level for the multiplier for
low income master metered housing complexes the BPU can more directly and efficiently address the
impact of this low bill credit, without having to interfere with utility cost of service, tariffs, and cost
recovery.

Question 5.c: Please address any unintended consequences of this type of rate reform?

2 Note: this issue was shepherded and developed for more than four decades at the BPU by the late, great BPU
regulatory officer, Ed Beslow, RIP.
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Response: See response to Question 5.b above.
Question 5.d: What measures should the Board consider to alleviate these challenges?

Response: This issue is fully addressed in the above response to Question 5.b. As an alternative to
undertaking the substantial rate reform effort that would be required to rework utility tariffs and cost
recovery, the BPU should simply increase the TREC (and Successor REC) for master metered LMI
housing to address this concern.

Question 6: What additional suggestions do you have to facilitate inclusion of LMI households?

Response: BGS Consolidated billing must be made available to Community Solar Projects that have
100% LMI customers. This approach will address a significant gap in the BPU’s current policy of billing
customers on a separate bill since this current approach will not allow community solar to serve LMI
customers beyond master metered facilities with multiple customers. The largest set of LMI customers,
those in apartments and homes on their own meter will not have community solar access under the current
paradigm. By extending BGS Consolidated billing, a highly developed and successful program which the
BPU provides to BGS suppliers, these customers will be able to access community solar.

This issue goes to the heart of building a successful LMI community solar program. Without addressing
this key billing and payment issue, Community Solar to LMI customers cannot move forward in a
significant and comprehensive manner, as credit and payment risks will cause solar providers to avoid or
limit individually metered LMI customer participation. This complex issue is explained further in the
three sub-sections below:

1) The BPU’s current policy requires community solar providers to render a separate bill to LMI
customers. This has the following deficiencies which, taken together, means that serving LMI
customers will be very difficult and limited:

e Customer confusion: Customers will receive a separate bill for community solar energy: they will
see the community solar credit on their utility bill and see the payment for the solar energy on a
separate bill. This makes it very difficult to see, calculate and conclude that community solar will
save money.

e Severe collection issues: Under current BPU policy, community solar providers will render the
bill and will have to collect on these bills from LMI customers. These customers live in an
economic world where paying bills (rent, food, utilities, etc.) is extremely challenging. These
separately rendered community solar bills stand a high likelihood of “going to the bottom of the
pile” and collection will be extraordinarily difficult.

e Severe credit issues that will mar project financing: Due to the high risk of collecting revenues
(either at all, or on a timely basis) financing of projects will be very difficult as capital
commitments will not be made to back projects with unsure revenues.
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e Failure to reach most LMI customers: Besides customers where the building owner can sign a
contract and make payment on behalf of master-metered residents, or other special relationship
situations, these deficiencies add up to a current approach which will prevent community solar
from serving the large majority of LMI customers living in individually metered apartments or
houses.

2) The BPU should allow BGS Consolidated billing to be used for Applicants that propose 100% LMI

Projects in Program Year 2 and beyond.

Given these circumstances, access to community solar for LMI customers can be achieved by using
the BGS consolidated billing approach which the Board has successfully implemented for BGS
Supply for more than twenty years. Adoption of this approach can vault New Jersey to a leadership
position in developing community solar for LMI customers.

For Community Solar to be successfully implemented in LMI communities, electric utilities should
provide consolidated billing to community solar providers serving 100% LMI Projects in the same
manner as they currently provide to Basic Generation Service (BGS) Providers. The utilities already
include the charges levied by default suppliers on their bills and pay their default (BGS) suppliers on
a regular and prompt basis regardless of the customers’ payment patterns or histories. Under BGS,
the electric utilities bill customers, collect revenues, administer collection (or termination) activities,
and pay BGS Providers on a regular and prompt basis. Utilities assume these costs and risk through
the ratemaking provided by the BPU (through working capital and other rate adjustments). By not
having to absorb customer payment risk, BGS suppliers can charge lower rates because they do not
have to add associated risk premiums to their rates.

The BPU should have the utilities provide this same billing and revenue collection for 100% LMI
community solar. Its use would impose no additional collection or payment risk on electric utilities
than is currently the case. In fact, it may improve collections of utility revenues since the participating
Community Solar customers will have lower monthly bills. EDCs should also be able to charge a fee
to reflect its administration and recover its reasonable costs.

This approach will address the limitations to the current billing and payment mechanism discussed
above: creating a financeable and low-cost community solar model that will serve LMI customers.

LMI Community Solar Customers will be billed on their utility bill and pay in accord with the terms
and conditions that they currently have under the utility tariff (with the community solar payments
appearing on this bill in accord with the price of the community solar project in which they are
enrolled). Confusion is eliminated as the customers will be able to see the cost of the solar energy and
the retail credit on the same bill. Financing can move forward as the community solar provider will
have revenue payment certainty in the same manner as BGS suppliers. The result is lower cost
community solar being made feasible to all LMI customers.
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3)

Adoption of this approach by the BPU for 100% LMI community solar applicants in the second year
of the Program will allow community solar to truly reach a wide base of LMI customers, furthering
the Board’s policy goals and making New Jersey a national leader.

It is discriminatory, unfair, and contrary to law to provide this type of consolidated billing and prompt
payment service to BGS suppliers and not to Community Solar providers.

NJSA 48:3-1 provides as follows:

“No public utility shall:

a. Make, impose or exact any unjust or unreasonable, unjustly discriminatory or unduly
preferential individual or joint rate, commutation rate, mileage and other special rate, toll, fare,
charge or schedule for any product or service supplied or rendered by it within this state;

b. Adopt or impose any unjust or unreasonable classification in the making or as the basis of any
individual or joint rate, toll, fare, charge or schedule for any product or service rendered by it
within this state.”

The BPU allows BGS suppliers to (appropriately) have access to a billing and timely payment
mechanism that protects them from retail customer payment and credit risk. This protects the
integrity of the BGS Program and results in lower rates to BGS customers since BGS suppliers do
not have to build risk premiums into their prices. It would contradict NJSA 48:3.1 for this same
quality of service to not be provided to Community Solar serving LMI customers. These two
levels of billing and payment service constitute discriminatory treatment pursuant to NJSA 48:3.1
as it constitutes the imposing of unjust provision of a service. The remedy for this discriminatory,
differential treatment is for utilities to provide the billing and payment service provided to BGS
suppliers to community solar providers.

Moreover, such differential treatment is not only contrary to law, but from a policy perspective it
is in conflict with the very policy aim of the BPU and the Murphy Administration for New Jersey
to strongly address disparities in treatment to LMI customers. In this case, such discrimination
will prevent the vast majority of LMI customers from realizing solar benefits, while other
customer groups (upper middle- and upper-income residential customers, and commercial and
industrial customers) are provided the benefits of solar energy.

It should be noted that the third-party supplier (TPS) consolidated billing model cannot and
should not be used for Community Solar. Under BPU rules, applicable to all TPS transactions, the
utility can refuse to accept for consolidated billing those accounts that have been delinquent for
120 days or more. This would tend to disqualify a significant portion of low-income residents.
Instead, as discussed above, the BGS model of consolidated billing should be used.

In sum, BGS Consolidated Billing can make the BPU’s community solar program a national model in
truly and fully enrolling LMI customers. It should be adopted and made available to applicants in the
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Round 2 application process for 100% LMI Proposals, and thereafter. Without it, LMI participation will
be restricted to master metered buildings with strong credit, and other special situations.

Question 7.b: Should the Board implement a process for submitting an application via an online
application form? If it is not possible to establish an online application process, how can the Board
improve the process for submitting a hard copy application?

Response: The Board should change the method for applying to allow an entirely digital submittal. In
consideration of the COVID crisis, it is an unnecessary safety risk to bring documents in-person. But
COVID crisis aside, requiring multiple hard copies of an application is unnecessary and outdated. A safe
and easy alternative to an online application platform (which is ideal) would be to allow applicants to
submit an encrypted flash-drive containing all application documents.

Question 9.b: Should certain questions in the PY1 Application Form be omitted from the PY2
Application Form? Why would you recommend excluding them?

Response: The Board should make the following questions optional if 1) the applicant is a government
entity (municipal, county, or state), AND 2) the community solar developer will be selected by the
applicant via a Request for Proposals (“RFP”). These exceptions are necessary in order to allow for the
“Municipal LMI Approach” whereby a developer and site for the Community Solar project is selected
post-award:

Section B: III. Community Solar Developer

Section B: IV. Property/Site Owner Information

Section B: VI. Proposed Community Solar Facility Characteristics

Section B: VII. Community Solar Facility Siting

Section B: VIII. Permits

This is consistent with the exemptions provided by the BPU for Sections B.III, B.XIII (3), the "Project
Developer Certification", and "Appendix A".

As a result of a municipality using this extensive public procurement process to designate the best solar
project to serve its residents, the application submitted by municipality cannot at the time of application
provide some of the specific information requested in the application which relates to identifying the
property characteristics and location. The municipality can provide this information to BPU in a timely
fashion after completion of the RFP to be conducted after designation as a pilot project by BPU.

In order to attract the attention of bidders and receive the most attractive bids that maximize savings for
LMI residents (without significant risk premiums embedded in project price offers), it is critical that the
BPU award be in place prior to when the RFP process is conducted by the municipality. Only with a BPU
award in place can the program attract competitive, low cost and financeable projects (including the
developer, facility, and site). This is because a) the BPU award will mitigate risk in several crucial areas
by addressing and solidifying regulatory certainty, customer load, revenue and project and procurement
design features, and b) after the BPU award, the applicant municipality can undertake a procurement
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process that targets proposals that best meet the relative importance of the criteria identified by the BPU
in its application weighting and subsequent award.

Moreover, since in this model the municipality (and not the solar developer) will be acting as the
subscription organization, it is anticipated that proposals through the RFP process conducted by the
municipality will be received from a much wider universe of solar developers (and not just those in the
community solar development community which is a subset of the solar industry) with customer load that
is more secure. This greater competition will yield better terms and pricing for participants. In sum,
running the RFP after a BPU award will give security and certainty to the project and ensure the best
economic responses.

Question 10: Please provide feedback on Section D of the PY1 Application Form (certifications).

Response: Section C: Certifications need to be amended to make the Property Owner Certification
optional if the Applicant is a government entity and the community solar developer will be selected by the
Applicant via RFP. This exception would be in line with optionality of the Project Developer
Certification already distinguished in the PY1 Application.

Question 12: Please provide feedback on Appendix B: Required Attachments Checklist from the
PY1 Application Form.

Response: Appendix B: Required Attachments Checklist needs to be amended to account for an
application using the Municipal LMI Approach, as the following attachments cannot be provided in the
case of a project that will be selecting a solar developer and site post-award:

e Delineated map of the portion of the property on which the community solar facility will be
located.

e For electronic submission only: copy of the delineated map of the portion of the property on
which the community solar facility will be located as a PDF and in drawing fil