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July 31, 2018 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 
rule.comments@bpu.nj.gov 
 
Aida Camacho-Welch 
Secretary of the Board 
Board of Public Utilities 
44 South Clinton Avenue, 3rd Floor, Suite 314 
P.O. Box 350 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0350 
 
 RE: In re New Jersey Community Solar Energy Pilot Program 
             BPU Docket No. QO18060646 
 
Dear Secretary Camacho-Welch: 
 
 Atlantic City Electric Company (“ACE” or the “Company”) appreciates the opportunity 
to submit comments to the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (“BPU”) on the Community 
Solar Energy Pilot Program.  The Company reserves the right to modify or supplement these 
responses as the proceeding develops. 
 

Request for Comments 

Stakeholders are invited to submit general comments on the issues below. Staff requests 
detailed input on the following specific areas and questions1: 
 

I. Siting and Project Size 
 

1) What should the annual Pilot Program capacity limit be? Please justify your answer 
both qualitatively and quantitatively. 

 
Response: 

 The maximum size of each permissible community solar facility should be set at the level 

                                                           
1 All answers should provide precise qualitative and quantitative justification (where appropriate), and 
specifically comply with the provisions in P.L.2016, c.17. 
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established by the legislation or 5 megawatts (“MW”).  It should be noted, however, that 
smaller sized systems can be more readily accommodated on a greater number of 
locations on the electric distribution system.  ACE currently restricts the generation size 
for large distributed generation (greater than 250 kW in size) to 3 MW on 12 kV feeders, 
6 MW on 25 kV feeders, and 10 MW on 34 kV feeders.  These restrictions help to 
reserve distribution system hosting capacity for smaller sized distributed generation on 
these feeders. 

 
2) How should the annual Pilot Program capacity be allocated between Electric 

Distribution Companies ("EDCs")? How should excess annual capacity be 
reallocated if not used? 

 
Response: 

 The available annual pilot program capacity should be allocated on a MW capacity basis. 
The allocation for each EDC should be based upon the relative New Jersey share of each 
EDC’s PJM established capacity obligation for PJM Delivery Year 2018/2019.  Any 
excess annual allocated capacity availability should not be transferred to other New 
Jersey utility service territories to avoid the potential for unintended cost transfers to 
other electric distribution customers within each utility service territory. 

 
3) How should the Pilot Program annual capacity limit be divided among different 

project categories? What should those categories be (e.g., "small," "brownfield, 
landfill, historic fill," and "LMI" project types)? Please propose a breakdown of 
categories, with respective percentages of the annual capacity limit. 

 
 Response:  
 The Company does not have a position on the allocation of capacity across project 

categories.  This is a matter for State and local policy makers. 
 
4) Should co-location of solar projects be allowed?  What conditions or limits should 

apply? 
 

Response:  
 Yes, co-location should be allowed.  However, each community solar facility should have 

an ACE electric distribution account and each co-located facility must comply with the 
Company’s interconnection requirements. 

 
5) What should the geographic limitations for community solar pilot projects and 

subscribers be (i.e., how far from the project can subscribers reside)?  Please justify 
how your proposal maintains the community link between project and subscribers, 
without compromising the feasibility of community solar pilot projects. 

 
Response:  

 ACE recommends that the only geographic limitation that should be established is that 
the community solar facility be located within the same utility service territory as the 
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utility customer subscribers.  This approach offers several advantages: 
  

1) this will increase the likelihood that community solar facilities can be located near the 
optimal distribution system interconnection point; 2) that community solar facilities are 
more likely to be able to be located on preferred sites; and 3) that the development of 
community solar facilities will be less likely to be restricted due to the absence of feasible 
hosting sites.   There is no need for customer subscribers to be physically near 
community solar facilities.  The “community link” can be maintained by the community 
solar subscriber organization through its communications materials.   

 
6) What land use restrictions and limitations, if any, should apply to siting community 

solar pilot projects? Should siting of community solar pilot projects be restricted to 
certain areas? Your answer should include a specific discussion of community solar 
on farmland and open space. Land use restrictions will be consistent with current 
New Jersey statutes and regulations. 

 
Response: 

 Community solar installations should be sited at locations that are optimal for the electric 
distribution network and avoid, to the greatest extent possible, distribution infrastructure 
upgrade expense.  ACE does not have a position regarding land use issues; this is a 
matter for State and local governments. 

 
7) Provide recommendations on alternative siting and creative land use in sites 

other than “brownfields, landfills, areas designated in need of redevelopment, in 
underserved communities, or on commercial rooftops." For instance, are 
parking lots, road rights-of- way, multifamily buildings, or schools appropriate 
locations for community solar? Please provide both qualitative and quantitative 
responses, including what specific policies may be required to facilitate 
development of these types of projects. 

 
Response: 

 The Company does not have a recommendation on location siting issues other than a 
preference for optimal locations on the electric distribution system.  This is a matter for 
State and local policymakers. 

 
8) What liability, provisions, and exemptions should apply to community solar 

developers and subscribers for projects located on landfills and/or contaminated 
land? 

 
Response: 

 Liability provisions and any possible exemptions should be guided by existing New 
Jersey law and regulations. 
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II. Low-and Moderate-Income (“LMI”) Access 
 

9) Provide recommendations on the definition of LMI community solar pilot 
projects, with appropriate justification. 

 
 Response: 
 LMI community solar projects should be defined as those projects that reserve 50 percent 

or more of their energy production for low and moderate income customers.  In this way 
LMI community solar project will have the flexibility to recruit both LMI and non-LMI 
customers as subscribers to financially fund their project over its life. 

 
10) Provide recommendations on what LMI eligibility criteria should be accepted to 

qualify a subscriber and/or a project as LMI. Include consideration of how 
many times or how often LMI subscribers should be required to submit proof of 
eligibility. 

 
 Response: 
 The LMI eligibility criteria should relate to the income thresholds established for the 

LIHEAP and Comfort Partners Programs.  LMI eligibility should be verified at the time a 
customer becomes a subscriber to the community solar facility.  All income verification 
should be the responsibility of state and local governments or through their designated 
third party entities. 

 
11) The BPU is considering a number of different approaches to encourage 

development of LMI community solar pilot projects, including, but not limited 
to: 

 
1. Dedicated capacity: e.g., a certain percentage of overall capacity for the Pilot 

Program would be reserved for LMI projects. 
 

 2.  Procedural: e.g., LMI projects would receive preference in the solar 
interconnection queue. 

 
 3.  Financial: e.g., incentives would be provided to LMI community solar 

pilot projects, potentially as an adder to the bill credit. 
 
 Which approach, or combination of approaches, should the BPU implement in 

order to most effectively support LMI access to community solar pilot projects, in 
conformance with the Clean Energy Act? Please be specific in recommending 
qualitative and quantitative incentives, and proposals for implementation. 
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 Response:  
 Part 1:  Program Targets 
 A certain percentage of community solar capacity could be reserved for LMI subscribers 

and/or projects.  However, this restriction might prevent New Jersey from attaining it 
capacity goal for community solar projects due to financing constraints and/or challenges 
with the recruitment of LMI subscribers.  The established LMI requirement should be 
structured to work in combination with other low income assistance and energy 
efficiency programs to achieve the goal of lower electricity bills for participating LMI 
customers.   

 Part 2:  Preference in the Interconnection Queue 
 The BPU should determine the order of any community solar interconnection queue 

based on its preferred characteristics of proposed projects, including LMI participation.  
Utilities should be informed of the queue order prior to conducting detailed engineering 
planning and cost estimation work for any proposed community solar interconnection. 

 Part 3:  Financial Incentives  
 Successful programs targeted to LMI customers, which motivate high levels of 

participation, have no upfront cost, no on-going payments, and offer significant bill 
savings.  Since these customers face the highest financial and market barriers, they 
should receive the highest incentives.  This may require a coordinated policy approach 
including on bill credits, energy efficiency programs, and general low-income assistance 
incentives offered at the Federal, state and local levels. 

III. Value of the Credit 

12) Please define the following terms: "value of solar," "retail rate," and "avoided cost 
of wholesale power." Please discuss applicability and impacts on the Pilot Program. 

 
 Response: 
 ACE offers the following definitions: 
 
 “Value of Solar” – the economic value of solar in New Jersey, includes energy, capacity, 

and avoided energy/capacity values.  New Jersey policymakers have established a 
community solar program based on their perception of the value of solar. 

 
 “Retail Rate” – the rate that New Jersey electricity customers are charged for distribution, 

transmission, and generation services.  Regulated rates are available through published 
and BPU approved tariffs.  Competitive third party suppliers offer generation services 
through retail rates that are typically not publicly disclosed.  If utility retail rates serve as 
a basis for community solar subscriber credits, the following decisions must be made: 

 
• Will the credit include the generation (“G”), transmission (“T”), distribution (“D”), 

and applicable surcharge components or only G? 
• If the G credit exceeds the PJM wholesale market value, the subsidy offered to 

community solar subscribers must be socialized across non-participating electricity 
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customers, including many low income customers and economically challenged 
businesses. 

• If T is included, the full cost of T will have to be socialized across other electricity 
customers. 

• If D is included, the full cost of D will have to be socialized across other distribution 
customers.  Note that in the absence of distribution services, the community solar 
facility would not be feasible. 

• If surcharges are included, the unrecovered costs of applicable surcharges would have 
to be socialized across all other distribution customers. 

 
 “Avoided Cost of Wholesale Power” – the New Jersey PJM wholesale electricity market 

value of energy and capacity.  PJM based market prices provide a method of valuing 
community solar within the PJM wholesale electricity market.  Relying on wholesale 
market prices as the basis of community subscriber credits will help to eliminate the need 
for other customers to subsidize credit payments.  Reliance on wholesale market prices 
will also allow state policy makers to avoid encouraging non-economic participation in 
community solar projects.  

 
13) The BPU is currently working to determine an appropriate value of the credit 

on each participating subscriber's bill. The BPU requests that stakeholders 
provide indicative financial data and analysis in response to the scenarios 
described below.2  Please ensure responses include quantitative and qualitative 
assessments. Responses may also include quantitative and qualitative assessments 
for alternative variations to these scenarios that you believe to be relevant and 
representative of the New Jersey market (e.g., variations on project size, location, 
type of off takers etc.). 

 
 Scenario 1: 5MW ground-mount system on a rural landfill. Assume that the 

landfill is owned by a municipality, who has agreed to lease the land for 
$6,000/year. 

 
 Scenario 2: 400kW rooftop system on a high-school roof. Please include 

assumptions regarding lease payments to the school board. 
 
 Scenario 3: 1MW canopy system in an urban parking lot. 
 

Scenario 4: 200kW rooftop system on an affordable housing multi-family 
building. Please assume that, of the 200kW system, 1OOkW will be directly net 
metered to offset common load, and 100kW will be used for community solar 
subscriptions for LMI tenants of the building. 

 

                                                           
2 Stakeholders must identify any sensitive and confidential trade secret information by submitting them in 
accordance with N.J.A.C. 14:1-12.1; however, this information will be used as guidance for public policy only. 
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 For each of these scenarios, please provide your best estimates for: 
 

• Site acquisition, including lease or purchase, cost of applicable studies and 
time, and cost of negotiating land document. 

• Pre-development, defined as all of the overhead costs from the day of site 
control to the Day 1 of construction. 

• Development, defined as all construction costs and investments, both 
hard (e.g., panels, balance of system, interconnection, etc.) and soft (e.g., 
labor, permits). 

• Customer acquisition, including number of customers, churn, cost of 
acquisition. Please provide differentiated estimates for higher-income versus 
LMI customer acquisition. 

• Total project cost per kWh. Estimated time from project approval by BPU to 
Day 1of operation. 

 
 Please submit the quantitative assessments in unlocked Microsoft Excel 

spreadsheets.3 
 
 Response:  
 ACE is unable to provide an accurate and detailed response to this question.  Community 

solar costs are site specific, vendor dependent, and subject to negotiation.  Existing New 
Jersey solar developers can more appropriately answer these questions. 

 
14) How should the community bill credit be administered? Should an annualized 

period mechanism be used for community solar? If yes, should the annualized 
period be set once per Pilot Project, or once for each individual community solar 
subscriber? 

 
 Response: 
 The subscriber organization should be responsible for maintaining a list of subscribers 

and the subscribed percentage of energy production.  The utility should be responsible for 
calculating and crediting EDC account monthly bills with the applicable credit amount. 

 
 The only annualized mechanism that should be established relates to the timing of any 

requested subscriber payment of excess annual electric bill credits.  
  

                                                           
3 If a spreadsheet is confidential, or contains confidential information, it is sufficient to identify it as 
confidential in a header or footer, rather than identifying the confidentiality of individual cells. 
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15) Identify best practices in EDC administration of community solar billing in other 
states and explain how they can and should apply specifically to the New Jersey 
Pilot Program. EDCs specifically should identify issues relating to changes in the 
Data Exchange and Protocol Process Flows (or subsequent versions} and how they 
will administer the billing and crediting process in the Electronic Data Interchange 
(“EDI") process. 

 
 Response: 
 There are community solar programs operating in the ACE utility affiliate jurisdictions 

that include the District of Columbia, Delaware, and Maryland.  To date, no changes have 
been identified to the existing EDI process in these jurisdictions.  Assuming that the final 
community solar requirements will be similar in New Jersey, no EDI changes are 
expected.  Note that, in each of the Company’s utility affiliate jurisdictions, the utility is 
responsible for calculating and providing the credit to customers in each jurisdiction.  

 
 The District of Columbia has simplified the calculation of community solar credits for 

generation by specifying that all classes of customers receive a generation related credit 
based upon the utility standard offer service rate applicable to small commercial 
customers regardless of subscriber class of service.   

 
16) What should happen to excess credits on a subscriber's bill at the end of a year? 
 
 Response: 
 Excess bill credits should be carried over to the next billing cycle unless the subscriber 

requests that the utility issue a check for any excess credit amounts.  Any request for a 
utility payment should be limited to once per a 12 month period. 

 
17) Are there charges on subscribers' utility bills towards which the community solar 

bill credit should not be able to be applied? 

 Response: 
 Bill credits should be applied in the same hierarchy that is used for partial payments. 
 
18) Should unsubscribed energy be purchased by the EDCs at avoided cost or area 

locational marginal pricing ("LMP")? Or should the community solar pilot project 
bear the loss of unsubscribed energy? 

 
 Response: 
 Unsubscribed energy should be valued based on real time hourly PJM Locational Margin 

Price of electric energy.  A monthly bill credit for this unsubscribed energy should be 
applied to the community solar subscriber organization’s ACE monthly electricity bill.  
The subscriber organization should be permitted to request a utility payment for any 
credits that are in excess of billed amounts over a twelve month period. 
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19) Should Pilot Projects be eligible for solar renewable energy certificates 

("SRECs")? If yes, should the SREC be given to the subscriber or to the 
community solar project owners? 

 
 Response: 
 Yes, the community solar owner/subscriber organization should be eligible to receive 

all applicable SRECs for the project subject to existing New Jersey rules and 
regulations. 

 
20) What components of the Community Solar Energy Pilot Program should be eligible 

for rate recovery by the EDCs? Include specific reference to what costs should be 
included to implement and comply with the Pilot Program. What should be the 
process for determining eligible costs? What should the process be for reviewing 
eligible costs and the proposed mechanism for recovery? 

 
 Response: 
 All EDC incremental costs associated with implementing the Community Solar Pilot 

Program should be recoverable.  This includes, but is not limited to, the following: 1) 
billing changes – software and process changes; 2) additional monthly billing costs; 2) 
utility staff training; 3) utility reporting expense; 4) any required customer education 
expense; 5) any distribution related subscriber credit expense or other credit expense 
assigned to the utility; and 6) any unscribed energy payments to the subscriber 
organization or host.  All costs related to interconnection should be recovered through 
any project applicable interconnection costs. 

 
 Each EDC should track its incremental costs that are not recovered through 

interconnection fees.  These costs should be accrued in a regulatory asset and recovered 
though a base distribution rate proceeding.  Any unrecovered dollar amounts should be 
eligible for earnings at the utility’s authorized rate of return. 

 
IV. Applications and Interconnection 

 
21) Please provide specific comments on how the Pilot Program application process 

should be organized, including:  
  
 1) what items should be included in the application, and  
 2) what specific criteria should the BPU use to rank applications. 
 
 Response: 
 Part 1 
 Each potential Community Solar should complete an application form that is submitted to 

the BPU for its consideration.  The application form should include the following 
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information:  
• Name/Address/Contact Information for Applicant (Owner) 
• Name/Address/Contact Information for Developer 
• Name/Address/Contact Information for Designated Community Solar Subscriber 

Organization 
• Identified Community Group 
• Planned Number of Subscribers 

o LMI Participation 
o Participation by Utility Rate Class 

• Planned PV Size – Capacity and Forecast Annual Energy Production 
• PV Location 

o Utility Distribution Interconnection Location 
o Geographic Location of PV Array and Space Required 

• Timing of Planned Community Solar Installation and Operation 
• Source of Project Financing 
• Planned Installation and Operation Dates 
• Identification of Potential Barriers to Project Completion 

 
 Part 2 
 The BPU should include the following criteria in its ranking of applications: 1) 

distribution interconnection feasibility and distribution system benefit (if any); 2) land 
use issues; 3) project timing; 4) number and type of expected subscribers (including 
expected LMI participation); and 5) financial feasibility.  

 
22) What specific measures should be implemented to ensure an effective and 

streamlined interconnection process for community solar pilot projects? 
 
 Response: 
 The utility should have a specified number of working days, based on project size, to 

analyze and provide a high level estimate (±50%) to the customer.  The increased 
complexity of larger sized distributed generation will require additional utility review 
time than the interconnection of smaller distributed generation. If the customer wants to 
move forward, the customer will have to pay 15% of the high level estimate to the utility.  
The utility will then complete the engineering/design for the job and provide a final 
estimate.  If the customer decides to move forward with the project, the money already 
paid will go towards the final estimate.  Once the customer pays the remaining estimated 
costs, the utility will provide the customer with a construction schedule.  If the customer 
decides to not move forward after the customer receives final estimate, the utility will 
reimburse the customer for any portion of unused funds previously provided.  If the 
project moves forward and the final costs differ from the estimated costs, ACE will 
invoice or credit the entity for the difference. 
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23) What measures can be implemented to minimize negative impacts and 
maximize grid benefits to the distribution system of an EDC? 

 
 Response: 
 ACE has created a distribution map that identifies feeder locations which could 

accommodate additional distribution generation without incurring significant additional 
interconnection costs.  Any final interconntion costs will be subject to site specific 
review. 

 
24) Should existing solar projects be allowed to reclassify as community solar pilot 

projects? 
 
 Response: 
 Yes, provided the solar project meets each of the requirements established for a 

community solar project.  An entity requesting reclassification should be approved by the 
BPU and a minimum of 90 days notice provided to the utility to accommodate changes to 
the required EDC billing. 

 
25) How can community solar subscription organizations most efficiently submit all 

required information regarding individual subscriptions to both the BPU and 
the relevant EDC? In the case of a replacement subscriber in an existing 
community solar project, should the subscriber organization be allowed to 
provisionally accept a new subscriber, subject to BPU review and right to 
disapprove within 30 days? What should that required information be? 

 
 Response:  
 The subscriber organization should provide an electronic spreadsheet to the utility 

containing each subscriber’s name, EDC account number, premise address, and 
subscription percentage.  Each subscriber should purchase a percentage of the expected 
output that does not exceed their previous calendar year annual electricity consumption.  
The EDC should have the opportunity to challenge the eligibility of the subscriber to 
purchase its specified share.  

 
 Subscriptions should be submitted electronically through Excel spread sheet containing 

the subscriber’s name, account number, service address and the percentage to be 
allocated to the subscriber’s bill.  The subscriber organization should verify the 
participation eligibility of the subscriber, including the maximum subscriber subscription 
percentage – not to exceed the total annual energy consumption over the prior calendar 
year. The subscriber organization should be permitted to accept a new subscriber, subject 
to review by the BPU and an active EDC account number.  The EDC should be notified 
90 days in advance of any subscriber changes to manage required billing changes. 
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26) What reporting requirements should apply to EDCs with respect to the Pilot 
Program? 

 
 Response:  
 Each EDC should prepare semi-annual reports providing the following information: 

1. the name and location of the Community Solar Facility; 
2. the capacity size of the Community Solar Facility; 
3. the quantity of energy produced quarterly; 
4. the dollar value of solar credits issued; and 
5. the incremental EDC cost related to the Community Solar Pilot. 

 
 The subscriber organization should be responsible for providing all information related to 

the subscriber characteristics. 
 
27) What specific measures, if any, should apply to multi-family buildings? 
 
 Response: 
 Individually metered residents of a multi-family building should be permitted to 

participate in the program.  The owners of any master metered buildings should also 
be eligible to participate on behalf of their residents. 

 
28) What specific measures, if any, should apply to master-metered buildings in terms 

of eligibility for a Pilot Project? Please discuss specifically how to ensure that 
benefits of a community solar subscription are passed through to tenants. 

 
 Response: 
 As noted in response to question 27, the owners of any master metered buildings should 

be eligible to participate on behalf of their residents.  The quantity of subscribed energy 
should not be permitted to exceed the annual electricity consumption of the building 
during the prior calendar year.  For compliance purposes, the master metered building 
subscriber would be subject to an annual audit by the BPU. 

 
29) What information regarding community solar pilot projects should be made 

available on the BPU website? Should website publication be automatic upon 
approval of the project by the Board, or only upon request from community solar 
project owners? 

 
 Response:  
 The BPU website should maintain a list of Community Solar Facilities and contact 

information for the subscriber organization.  This list should be automatically updated by 
the BPU at the time Community Solar Facilities are approved. 
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30) What specific elements should the BPU consider to ensure a smooth transition from 
the Pilot Program to a full-scale Community Solar Program? 

 
 Response:  
 The BPU should establish rules setting for the responsibilities of the sponsors of 

Community Solar facilities, subscriber organization, subscribers, EDCs, and the BPU 
review process. 

 
V. Customer Subscriptions. Customer Protection 

 
31) Should there be a minimum number of subscribers per community solar pilot 

project? If so, what should it be?  Please provide specific support for this number. 
 
 Response: 
 Yes, the minimum number of subscribers should be two.  This is a similar requirement to  

the rules in Maryland and the District of Columbia.  The subscriber shares should be 
similar in size for each participating customer for a Community Solar Facility. 

 
32) What should be the maximum subscription size for each subscriber? Should specific 

limits be placed on residential versus commercial subscribers? 

 Response: 
 Each subscriber should be required to have a minimum subscription size of one percent 

and all subscriptions should be based on a whole number.  Therefore, the maximum 
number of subscribers should not exceed 100.  There should be no difference between the 
limits applied to residential versus commercial subscribers. 

 
33) What specific measures should be enacted for both community solar subscription 

organizations and the BPU to manage subscriptions effectively? Please provide 
specific churn rate assumptions. 

  
 Response:  
 The BPU should establish a subscription organization reporting form that can be filed 

with the BPU and submitted to each EDC on a monthly basis.  The churn rate will not 
impact this tracking requirement. 

34) Should subscriptions be portable?  If yes, under what conditions? 
 
 Response:  
 Yes, but only through reenrollment through the subscriber organization. ACE is not 

opposed to a customer re-subscribing to a community solar project if the customer moves 
within the ACE service territory. However, this should require an action and 
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communication between the Subscriber and the Subscriber Organization, and the 
Subscriber Organization should notify ACE of this change. 

 The Subscription, however, should not be automatically transferrable to a new occupant 
of a premise, since there needs to be an agreement between the Subscriber and the 
Subscriber Organization, which may include a monthly fee.  ACE does not expect to be a 
party in those transactions. 

35) Please identify what specific limits, if any, should be placed on the 
transferability of subscriptions, in accordance with applicable statutes, rules, 
and regulations. If the BPU were to determine that transcriptions are fully 
transferable (i.e., able to be brokered and sold), what consumer protections 
should be established? Please include consideration of, among other things, 
necessary approvals and certificates, to ensure that if a community solar 
subscription market, including through third parties, were to develop, that said 
market is fair and transparent? 

 
 Response: 
 All subscriptions should be managed and tracked by the subscriber organization.  No 

subscribers should be permitted to transfer their subscription directly to another ACE 
customer. 

 
36) Please provide comments on consumer protection measures, including ideas and 

language for consumer protection rules, and a proposed customer disclosure 
form. 

 
 Response: 
 The BPU should establish consumer protection rules that are similar to the rules currently 

applied to third-party competitive energy suppliers. 
 
37) Besides NJ building codes and standards, what specific technical standards should 

the BPU cite in its rules and regulations for the community solar pilot projects? 
 
 Response: 
 The technical standards should be similar to those that are required for existing Net 

Energy Metering participants. 
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38) Please provide general comments on any issues not specifically addressed in the 
questions above. Please do not reiterate previously made comments, keep these 
comments succinct, and make specific reference to their applicability in the New 
Jersey context. 

 
 Response: 
 The installation of battery storage facilities adjacent to community solar facilities should 

be studied and may help to mitigate the negative distribution system effects of 
interconnecting these facilities.  Furthermore, the use of battery storage in these settings 
would be consistent with the legislative mandate to achieve a storage goal of 600 MW by 
2021 and 2,000 MW by 2030. 

 
 ACE’s installation of an Advanced Metering Infrastructure (“AMI”) would enable the 

Company to gather the community solar facility hourly energy production data and 
hourly subscriber energy consumption remotely. This could support additional flexibility 
related to PJM wholesale market transactions and distribution engineering load analysis. 

 
 To achieve greater quantities of distributed generation within New Jersey, policy makers 

may need to examine the question of who pays for distribution system upgrades.  At this 
time, the distributed generator pays for the costs of necessary distribution system 
improvements, but a socialization of these costs across all distribution customers could 
facilitate the interconnection of additional renewable generators.  As part of any such 
consideration, alternative rate recovery methods and rate designs should be examined. 

 
ACE appreciates this opportunity to provide its Comments to the BPU and would welcome the 

opportunity to further elaborate in future proceedings related to this docket.    
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
             /jpr 
        Philip J. Passanante 
        An Attorney at Law of the 
          State of New Jersey 
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VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 

 

Aida Camacho-Welch 

Secretary of the Board 

New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 

44 South Clinton Avenue, 3rd Floor, Suite 314 

Trenton, NJ 08625-0350 

 

RE:  DOCKET NO. QO18060646 - New Jersey Community Solar Energy  Pilot Program  

 

Dear Secretary Camacho-Welch:  

 

In response to the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities’ Request for Comments1, Ampion 

hereby submits the following comments on the development of the Community Solar Energy 

Pilot Program. 

 

We appreciate the opportunity to contribute to the implementation of New Jersey’s Pilot 

Program.  

 

Respectfully submitted,  

 

 
 

Emily Cosbar 

Market Policy Analyst, Ampion 

 

  

                                                      
1 As part of New Jersey Community Solar Energy Pilot Program Notice of Stakeholder Meeting and Request for Comments, 

published 24 Jul 2018 in Docket No. QO18060646 



 

 

BEFORE THE NEW JERSEY BOARD OF PUBLIC UTILITIES 

Docket No. QO18060646 – New Jersey Community Solar Energy Pilot Program 

Notice & Request for Comments 

 

Introduction 

 

Ampion is a Software and Service provider supporting distributed generation developers across 

the US. Ampion is actively involved in similar proceedings, such as the Value of Distributed 

Resources (“VDER”) proceeding in New York, the Solar Massachusetts Renewable Target 

(“SMART”) program in Massachusetts, the Community Solar Pilot Program in Oregon, the 

Community Solar Energy Garden Pilot Program in Maryland, and others. Based on our 

experience supporting distributed renewable projects in these states and elsewhere, and in 

anticipation of supporting developers in the New Jersey Pilot Program, Ampion respectfully 

submits the following responses.  

 

III. Value of the Credit 

 

(14) How should the community bill credit be administered? Should an annualized period 
mechanism be used for community solar? If yes, should the annualized period be set once per 
Pilot Project, or once for each individual community solar subscriber? 
 

Community solar bill credits should be administered with one goal in mind: to ensure savings 

for the customer. An annualized period mechanism (understood here to be a means by which 

credits expire if not allocated) is an appropriate tool to ensure the generating customer allocates 

all credit benefits to the customer. There are numerous methods of executing an annualized 

period mechanism while also protecting against “gaming” (i.e., where the generating customer 

profits from credits without distribution of any benefit to customers). These methods include:  

● Allowing credits that are not otherwise allocated to customers to roll over at the 

generating meter, with no limits on how many credits can roll over on any given 

month;  

● Allocating revenue to low- and moderate-income customers if credits that roll over at 

the generating meter are not redistributed within an annualized period, where an 

annualized period is understood to be: 

o A fixed date (such as the “anniversary” date of site interconnection). For 

example, if the annualized period date is April 1st, and credits roll over after the 

conclusion of the generating meter’s October billing cycle, the generating 

customer would have until April 1st to re-distribute excess credits.    

● Ensuring any roll-over credits at the generating meter do not receive less value due to 

the fact that they are rolled over/unallocated (within the given annualized period); 



 

 

● Ensure the process for distributing roll-over credits at the host meter is as simple and 

straightforward as possible (for example, allowing generating customers to submit 

redistribution forms at any time); 

● Allowing credits to rollover indefinitely at the customer level (without, however, 

allowing for cash out of these credits);  

● In order to facilitate administration and mitigate confusion for all participants, the 

annualized period should be established once for the generating meter.  

 

All of these provisions, when implemented in tandem, will ensure that customers never lose 

out on the benefits of credits associated with customer drop-off, under-allocation of a site, or 

any other instance of credit roll over at the generating meter. At the same time, these 

provisions will also incentivize generating customers to maintain full or nearly full allocation 

lists.  

 

(15) Identify best practices in EDC administration of community solar billing in other states 
and explain how they can and should apply specifically to the New Jersey Pilot Program. EDCs 
specifically should identify issues relating to changes in the Data Exchange and Protocol 
Process flows (or subsequent versions) and how they will administer the billing and crediting 
process in the Electronic Data Interchange (“EDI”) process. 
 

To date, no utility company administers a community solar program where participation could 

be considered streamlined, easy, or otherwise straightforward. 

 

The timing of asset production and bill credits appearing on off-taking customer bills remains 

one of the most crucial elements of program administration across existing programs. 

However, EDCs have historically faced challenges reconciling different billing cycles of off-

taking customers with the billing cycle (and subsequently production of credits) associated 

with the generating meter. This, in combination with often manual internal utility processes, 

has resulted in anywhere from one- to three-month delays between asset production and 

application of the associated credits on off-taking customers’ bills.  

 

D.C.-area utility PEPCO has implemented a successful solution to this issue as part of its 

Community Renewable Energy Facilities (“CREF”) Program2. Namely, PEPCO accomplishes 

this by assigning all generating facilities to the same billing cycle, which allows the utility to 

email project developers a spreadsheet every month indicating all credits transferred from the 

generating meter to off-taking meters. The benefits of this are twofold: in addition to the 

increase in efficiency and transparency of monthly emails over paper-based procedures, the 

                                                      
2 PEPCO Procedural Manual for Implementation and Administration of Community Renewable Energy Facilities, 

Published 22 Jun 2015 

https://edocket.dcpsc.org/apis/pdf_files/6c8e6eba-1164-464d-906c-ed62ee8b8ab8.pdf


 

 

uniform meter reads for generating facilities also eliminates uncertainty as to when the utility 

will allocate credits.  

 

While Ampion strongly recommends the single billing cycle method for the benefit of both 

utilities, project developers, and subscribers, we acknowledge that this is not always feasible 

in legacy billing systems. Therefore, at the very least, Ampion encourages the BPU to require:  

 

● All generating meters be moved to the same billing cycle;  

● All utilities allocate credits by a specific date every month, similar to the practice in 

place for PEPCO’s CREF Program3 Xcel’s Solar*Rewards Community program4; AND  

● Utilities furnish project developers with generating meter production and credit 

allocation data in the form of an email Excel spreadsheet on the same date every month, 

preferably within 1-5 days after the end of the generating meter billing cycle. 

 

This way, if a subscriber’s billing cycle ends prior to the cut-off date, they know they will 

receive credits that month; meanwhile, if the subscriber’s billing cycle ends after the cut-off 

date, they know they will receive their credits with a month delay. While this solution is still 

built upon the principle of delays in credit application, Ampion opines that consistency in 

application of bill credits must be achieved at the very least in order to mitigate customer 

confusion.  

 

In terms of implementing EDI-related solutions, Ampion recommends that the BPU schedule 

another stakeholder meeting solely concerning data exchange with project developers in order 

to ensure all stakeholder comments, suggestions, and experience is adequately accommodated 

and recorded. 

 

(16) What should happen to excess credits on a subscriber’s bill at the end of the year? 
 

As mentioned in our response to Question 14, excess or roll over credits on subscriber bills 

should not expire or be able to be cashed out. In order to avoid rolling over significant volumes 

of excess credits from month to month such that customers are never able to fully use up 

banked credits, the BPU should consider implementing a limit on the number of credits 

subscribers can receive.  

 

However, the Board should not set limits that would preclude the ability to offset most or all 

of a subscriber’s monthly bill. Ampion recommends a limit of 150% of residential subscriber 

historical kilowatt-hour usage, measured over the previous 12-24 months of account activity. 

                                                      
3 PEPCO Procedural Manual for Implementation and Administration of Community Renewable Energy Facilities, Published 

22 Jun 2015 
4 Bill Credit Timing for Solar*Rewards Community Subscribers 

https://edocket.dcpsc.org/apis/pdf_files/6c8e6eba-1164-464d-906c-ed62ee8b8ab8.pdf
https://www.xcelenergy.com/staticfiles/xe/Marketing/Files/MN-SRC-Bill-Credit-Timing.pdf


 

 

If less than 12 months of historical usage records exist for a given subscriber, historical usage 

should be sized according to whatever data is available. For more details regarding commercial 

allocation limits, as well as why they should differ from residential allocation limits, please 

refer to our answer to Question 32.  

 

(17) Are there charges on subscribers’ utility bills towards which the community solar bill 
credit should not be able to be applied? 
 

No. Credits should apply towards all charges on a subscriber’s utility bill to ensure maximum 

savings and benefits to participating customers.  

 

(18) Should unsubscribed energy be purchased by the EDCs at the avoided cost or area location 
marginal pricing (“LMP”)? Or should the community solar pilot project bear the loss of 
unsubscribed energy? 
 

Ampion recommends that the BPU structure the pilot in order to minimize the “loss” of 

unsubscribed energy however possible. This will ensure that no benefits to subscribers are lost 

due to customer attrition or other unexpected events. As suggested in our response to questions 

14, unsubscribed energy should be rolled over at the generating meter under the stipulation 

that any banked credits a) do not lose any value due to the fact that they are unallocated and 

b) must be re-allocated to participating customers within an annualized period. 

 

V. Customer Subscriptions, Customer Protection 

 

(31) Should there be a minimum number of subscribers per community solar pilot project? If 
so, what should it be? Please provide specific support for this number. 
 

Ampion acknowledges that establishing a minimum number of subscribers--and requiring 

developers to demonstrate that they have met this minimum--ensures project viability and 

safeguards against “speculation” or “gaming.” However, Ampion also asserts that overly 

stringent subscribership minimums and/or deadlines place unnecessary strain on project 

developers who must reconcile uncertain project construction timelines with customer 

acquisition efforts.  

 

Ampion therefore recommends that the Board consider existing community solar customer 

minimums in states such as Massachusetts and New York, which are as follows: 

 

New York - 10 subscriber minimum; no more than 40% of the site can be allocated to 

subscribers with more than 25 kW of demand 

 



 

 

Massachusetts - 3 subscriber minimum; no more than 2 subscribers can have a 

subscription greater than 25 kW, and those two subscriptions combined cannot 

constitute more than 50% of the site’s nameplate capacity 

 

The most important discrepancy between these two definitions is in the size of the customer’s 

usage versus the size of the allocation. For New York, projects cannot be allocated to customers 

with high demand usage; in Massachusetts, the customer’s consumption does no matter so long 

as no more than two subscribers receive a disproportionate share of the site’s output. 

 

Ampion recommends that the Board limit subscription sizes based on site capacity, not on 

individual customer demand and/or consumption. This will prevent burdening project 

developers with assessing individual customer demand, as well as avoid creating a process that 

involves considerable knowledge and cooperation on behalf of both the utility and the 

customer. To reduce severe delays in customer acquisition efforts, Ampion urges the Board to 

allow the size limit of the allocations to dictate what type (i.e. based on load profile) of 

subscribers will benefit from the site.  

 

(32) What should be the maximum subscription size for each subscriber? Should specific limits 
be placed on residential versus commercial subscribers? 

 

Please refer to Ampion’s answer to Question 16 for details on the suggested subscription limits 

for residential customers. For commercial subscribers, Ampion strongly recommends the 

Board consider incident demand/kilowatt usage as well as kilowatt-hour consumption, given 

that kilowatt-hour consumption alone is not always an accurate metric for estimating the total 

bill amount commercial accounts pay, and would therefore prove an inaccurate mechanism 

for sizing an allocation and dollar savings.  

 

Conclusion 

 

Ampion commends the Board’s leadership and thanks the Board for the opportunity to provide 

feedback on the Community Solar Energy Pilot Program. Please contact Emily Cosbar with 

any questions regarding this filing.  

 

Respectfully submitted,  

 

 
 

Emily Cosbar  

Market Policy Analyst, Ampion  



 

 

31 St. James Ave, Suite 355  

Boston, MA 02116  

Ph: (617) 202-3142  

ecosbar@ampion.net 

mailto:ecosbar@ampion.net


 

 

 

July 30, 2018 

Aida Camacho  
Secretary, New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 
44 South Clinton Ave 
3rd Floor, Suite 314 CN 350  
Trenton, NJ 08625 
 

Subject:  Community Solar Energy Pilot Program 
 
 The Atlantic County Utilities Authority wishes to add the following comments to the 
record for stakeholder input on the Community Solar Energy Pilot Program. With regards to 
project siting the ACUA strongly advocates for the use of landfills and brownfields to host 
community solar projects. Landfills and brownfield sites should be high priority locations for 
potential projects for multiple reasons. 
 As contaminated sites these locations have few other redevelopment possibilities, siting 
solar on these properties would allow for beneficial use of the sites while also limiting public 
access to lands which may contain toxins or other public health concerns. Secondly these sites 
often have little or no “on-site” energy demand that would make them suitable for a traditional 
net-meter solar project that could take advantage of all the available land. If New Jersey is to 
meet its renewable generation goals the available land at brownfields and landfills should be 
capturing the maximum generation capacity and not limited to the size of on-site demand. 
Lastly, many brownfields and landfills are located in close proximity to low and moderate 
income neighborhoods, as well as areas with other environmental justice concerns. Providing 
access to community solar to these neighborhoods, from projects at nearby hazardous sites, 
would meet additional objectives of this program. 
 The ACUA strongly encourages the Board to craft this program to take full advantage of 
landfills and brownfields as host sites for community solar projects. Additionally, the ACUA 
would suggest the Board work closely with the NJ Department of Environmental Protection as 
well as the municipalities, counties, and authorities that own many of these sites to further 
develop best practices for siting community solar. 
 
Sincerely,  

 
Richard S. Dovey 
President 



Members of the Board of Public Utilities, 
 
Subject: Docket #QO18060646 
 
 Black Bear Energy Background: Black Bear Energy represents a number of large real 
estate property owners as well as commercial and industrial customers in various states as they 
pursue renewable energy opportunities whether it be onsite solar, hosting solar that supplies the 
GRID, hosting solar systems for community solar projects, and even being potential off-takers of 
community solar electricity. 
 

In order to maximize the chances of success for New Jersey’s Community Solar Energy 
Pilot Program, we would encourage the Board of Public Utilities (The Board) to review and 
evaluate other state community solar programs to from a best practices perspective. Roughly 16 
states as well as the District of Columbia have enacted some form of community solar with 
additional states, such as NJ, considering such legislation. These programs vary widely and over 
time some strategies and policies have been more successful than others. Based on the Notice for 
Comments issued by the BPU on July 6, 2018, the intent of this letter is to address the specific 
areas the Board requested is investigating through the lens of past successes and failures in other 
states.  
 The first area the Board was concerned with is siting and project size. With regard to 
project size, as was demonstrated in the first iteration of Minnesota’s community solar program, 
the ability to co-locate projects was an objective mistake. Solar developers used that flexibility to 
get control of very large swaths of land, usually located far away from urban centers and the 
largest electrical loads, and essentially attempted to build utility-scale solar arrays of 20 MWs or 
greater that they could then sell through the community solar program. This structure was not the 
intent of the community solar program, developing large tracts of useable agricultural land and 
creating a serious interconnection burden. As a result of this miscalculation, Minnesota had to 
undergo extensive legislative and legal proceedings to correct the program such that it would 
support the development of “community” projects instead of utility scale arrays being sold as 
community solar.  
 For example, the Massachusetts new SMART program set a new standard by offering 
different financial incentives based on the type of site. Minnesota’s updated program also 
attempted to do this through a value-of-solar rate calculation that paid a premium for projects 
that were located in areas that would benefit the grid (i.e. close to the load, areas of high 
congestion). Massachusetts looked at siting of projects through the lens of efficient land use, 
which will be critical in a densely populated state like NJ. Massachusetts offered significant 
incentives for rooftop, carport, and landfill solar arrays as well as a rate reduction for greenfield 
developments. The result was to encourage solar to be deployed on already developed property 
and preserve open land. A secondary benefit was that the most economically attractive solar was 
located close to the load in areas that benefited the grid.  
 In regards to project size, 2-5 MWs has proven to be an effective size for meeting the 
intent of a community solar program. As outlined in the Minnesota example above, however, co-
location should be disallowed. We saw the impact of unintended consequences of that 
experiment. Our proposed definition of co-location would not mean installations on a single site 
that may include both roof mounted solar and carport solar. There should be no limit on the size 



of rooftop and/or carport solar again, to further the goal of putting solar on previously developed 
land instead of developing greenfield projects.  
 One last issue is the overall size of the program. Minnesota represents an interesting case 
study in regards to program size. The reason being that by using a value-of-solar credit and 
having an uncapped program, Minnesota has found an ideal path to maximize the useful and 
valuable solar that can be installed without compromising utility economics or grid reliability. 
Essentially, Minnesota structured its rate such that the financial viability of projects acts as a 
natural limit to the amount of solar to be installed. By making the rate associated with a project 
based on its location and benefit to the grid, it forced to developers to put the solar where it was 
financially viable. As these opportunities reached capacity, the projects with less locational and 
grid value got built less frequently because of the less attractive economics. In short, while some 
states have elected to put a quantifiable limit on the amount of solar, financial constraints applied 
on a project-by-project basis allows a high volume of beneficial projects to be constructed while 
minimizing the projects that present a lesser benefit. Unlike a quantifiable limit, this structure 
avoids less beneficial projects potentially taking capacity that would have otherwise been 
allocated to the more beneficial ones.  
 The Board also requested comments on Low and Moderate Income (LMI) Access. There 
are a few main strategies to achieve sufficient LMI access. As seen in Massachusetts and Illinois, 
there is a significant financial incentive for subscribing such customers. However, financial 
incentives are often not enough standing along. The two main challenges related to LMI access 
include customer acquisition and creditworthiness of such customers. While no such program 
currently exists, there have been pilot programs aimed at addressing these issues.  

In Illinois for example, Elevate Energy is a non-governmental organization that 
aggregates LMI customers interested in solar. They then charge solar developers a small fee to 
place them in the community solar gardens. As a result, this greatly reduces the cost of customer 
acquisition for the solar developer. Greenbank in New York piloted a program whereby they 
would backstop LMI customers as a form of “credit-enhancement” addressing the most difficult 
aspect of LMI customers. Often, it can be difficult to finance projects with a high percentage of 
LMI customers because the credit risk is challenging to underwrite. Lastly, Massachusetts 
offered incentives for solar garden that increased based on the percentage of LMI customers. 
This allowed solar developers to find an appropriate mix of LMI and non-LMI customers 
whereby the project was financeable, but still offered incentives to include LMI. Achieving 
adequate levels of LMI participation is perhaps the most ambiguous question surrounding 
community solar and will likely require some creative thinking outside of the suggestions listed 
in this letter.  

The next area the Board wanted to analyze was the value of the solar credit. It goes 
without saying that the larger the credit, the more financially attractive the market will be for 
solar development. As discussed earlier, the credit should be variable based on a variety of 
factors (type of off-taker, location, benefits to the grid, etc.). In Colorado for example, the 
incumbent utility runs an RFP for capacity allocations under their community solar program. The 
RFP is based on solar providers bidding a renewable energy credit price which the utility then 
purchases to meet their RPS requirements. This has been somewhat successful though there have 
been some legislative and financial challenges, in addition to the fact it does not encourage 
efficient land use decisions or address any grid constraints. On the other end of the spectrum is 
Massachusetts, whereby the rates and incentives are set, and decline based on how early a project 
receives its capacity award. In practice, a hybrid approach whereby the rates and incentives are 



fixed like in Massachusetts, but are awarded based on project criteria instead of merely time 
would present an ideal environment for utilities, solar developers, and customers to recognize 
beneficial results.  

In terms of applications and interconnection, the main takeaway point here comes from 
New York. When the New York program opened, there were very little requirements to enter the 
program, essentially requiring nothing more than an option on land. The result was that projects 
with little or no chance of success got submitted, received valuable awards, but could not 
progress to commercial operation. As a result, viable projects were delayed and/or cancelled and 
projects that were never going to succeed sat idle in the queue for years. New York ultimately 
had to revise the program to clear out the queue and establish a system that rewarded projects 
with a higher likelihood of success.  

Illinois is a good example of how to ensure only projects with a strong likelihood of 
success receive capacity under the program. In order to apply for capacity under the IL program, 
the project essentially needs to be ready for construction (site control, interconnection, and all 
required permits), as well as have a certain amount of customers. The one issue with this 
structure is that with limited capacity, developers are asked to spend a significant amount of time 
and resources on projects that may not ultimately be awarded capacity. In order to address this, 
developers need to be given some degree of certainty around these projects. This can be achieved 
by making firm timelines for utilities to review interconnection applications, permitting the use 
of options to demonstrate site control, creating a public, transparent, and up-to-date 
interconnection queue, and publishing a map of areas of the grid where solar would be 
beneficial. If solar developers had access to this level of information, they could make an 
informed decision about the viability of the project prior to dedicating resources to it. 
 Lastly, in terms of customer subscriptions and customer protection, any documents 
should be standardized and approved by the state itself. Illinois and Massachusetts have 
standardized documents that have been approved by state regulators to minimize confusion and 
avoid any consumer protection issues. This is also a benefit to the solar project owners as it 
facilitates their legal and customer acquisition processes.  
 As a company that has been involved in community solar around the country, Black Bear 
Energy believes that using the lessons learned from other states developing Community Solar 
Programs, NJ has the potential to be the most successful community solar program in the nation. 
It could potentially set the standard and form the framework for additional states to follow by 
emphasizing efficient land use, appropriate financial incentives, and an expeditious and 
transparent interconnection and application process. We appreciate the opportunity to comment 
and please do not hesitate to contact the company with additional questions. 
 
Respectfully, 
 

 
Zachary Friedman 
Black Bear Energy 
Vice President of Renewable Transactions and Regulation 
1216 Pearl Street Boulder, CO 80301 
303.357.3885 
zfriedman@blackbearenergy.com 
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Via electronic submission to rule.comments@bpu.nj.gov 

 
TO: 
Aida Camacho 
Secretary 
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 
44 South Clinton Avenue, 3rd Floor, Suite 314, CN 350,  
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 
 
FROM: 
Brandon Smithwood 
Policy Director 
Coalition for Community Solar Access (CCSA) 
Ph: 978-869-6845 
Email: brandon@communitysolaraccess.org 
 
  
July 31st, 2018 
 
 
 
RE: Development of a community solar pilot program, BPU Docket No. Q018060646 
  
Dear Secretary Camacho, 
 
Enclosed please find the comments of the Coalition for Community Solar Access pursuant to 
the notice released by the BPU’s Office of Clean Energy on July 6th, 2018. 
 
 
 
                                                                     /s/ Brandon Smithwood 
                                                                     Policy Director 
                                                                     Coalition for Community Solar Access (CCSA) 
  
  
 
  
  
 
 
 

mailto:brandon@communitysolaraccess.org
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Introduction 
The Coalition for Community Solar Access (CCSA) appreciates the opportunity to participate in 
the June 24, 2018 stakeholder meeting and provide these comments in response to the Board 
of Public Utilities’ (Board or BPU) July 6, 2018 Notice in Docket No. QO18060646. 
 
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. Our 
mission is to empower every American energy consumer with the option to choose local, clean, 
and affordable community solar. We work with customers, utilities, local stakeholders, and 
policymakers to develop and implement policies and best practices that ensure community solar 
programs provide a win for all, starting with the customer. 
 
In our answers below CCSA outlines the elements for a successful program, based on current 
dynamics in the New Jersey renewable energy market and based on best practices developed 
in other states with community solar programs. CCSA recommends a 450MW program over 
three years, with load apportioned among the distribution utilities and reserving 15% of the 
program for low- and moderate-income projects. Customers should receive a full retail rate 
credit and projects should have access to Class I RECs, as it is unlikely that SREC capacity will 
be available for the pilot program given the pipeline of SREC-eligible projects currently in place 
in the state. In order to ensure cost effective projects, and in recognition of the constraints on 
the availability of sites able to host a community solar system, the program should allow for 
projects to be sited on locations outside of already developed properties, particularly given the 
best practices in land stewardship that have been developed elsewhere and could be used in 
this program. 

Siting and Project Size 
Summary:  New Jersey will benefit from a robust community solar pilot program that makes 
meaningful progress toward access to solar for all New Jerseyans. CCSA suggests that a three 
year pilot with a capacity of at least 450 MWac, or just under 1% of New Jersey’s annual 

electricity consumption. This would enable a successful pilot, respond to the significant amount 
of customer interest, and provide New Jerseyans with expanded clean energy opportunities in 
the near term and cost-effective progress towards the state’s clean energy goals. Indeed, this 

capacity would constitute less than 20% of the existing behind the meter solar and only 4% of 
the additional solar the state needs to reach its 50% by 2030 target. This program is also equal 
to- or smaller than- similar programs in other leading Northeastern states where solar markets 
are not nearly as mature as New Jersey’s. Finally, and critically, an initial program of this size - 
when paired with our compensation and sitting recommendations - would not have a significant 
rate impact to NJ customers or utilities.  
 
Regarding program structure, CCSA believes that capacity limits should be prescribed to each 
EDC based roughly on percentage of state load. Given that capacity available in the pilot 
program will already be divided by utility service territory, CCSA suggests keeping the program 
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simple and project categories to a minimum during the pilot phase to avoid over-segmentation 
of the program, which would disrupt investment.   
 
Additionally, CCSA outlines why it is critical that there be flexibility in: 1) the types of locations 
where projects can be sited, and 2) where projects can be sited vis-à-vis subscribers and 
suggests ways that comfort letters, changes to technical requirements, and adders- as adopted 
in other states- can be used to incentivize projects on brownfields, landfills, rooftops, and other 
more difficult and expensive locations. 
 
1) What should the annual Pilot Program capacity be? Please justify your answer both 
qualitatively and quantitatively. 
 
CCSA proposes a 450 megawatt program over the three year term of the pilot. 
 
C.48:3-87.11 b. (2) directs BPU to establish “an annual capacity limit for all solar energy 

projects under the pilot program”. A minimum pilot program size of 450 MW alternating current 
(AC) over the three-year period is necessary to enable and drive investment for a successful 
pilot, provide expanded access to clean energy to New Jersey residents and businesses, and 
lay a foundation for the permanent program to reach its market potential by 2030.  
 
A 450MWac pilot program represents about 20% of the current behind the meter installations 
and is comparable to the capacity currently being deployed for rooftop projects.1 In setting a 
target Program size, it is important to consider that community solar will be the only option for a 
majority of customers to participate directly in solar programs. In order to truly level the playing 
field and create equitable opportunities for all customers, the state would need to launch a 
community solar program of at least 2GW in the near term.2 However, recognizing the practical 
limitations of designing and implementing a new program in a short period of time, CCSA is 
recommending 450MW as a pragmatic, easily implementable size for this three-year pilot.3  
 
All available data demonstrate that New Jersey residents and businesses face numerous 
obstacles in accessing clean energy and that community solar can be a solution.   

● Research has shown that approximately at least 50%-75% of U.S. consumers cannot 
access traditional rooftop solar, either because they do not own their roof or 
because of technical restrictions4.  

● Census data reveal that of the 3.19 million occupied housing units in New Jersey, 1.62 
million or 51% of New Jersey residents lack access to solar simply because they 

                                                 
1 New Jersey Clean Energy Program, Solar Activity Reports, Accessed July 30, 2018, 
http://njcleanenergy.com/renewable-energy/project-activity-reports/project-activity-reports  
2 GTM Research, The Vision for U.S. Community Solar: A Roadmap for 2030, 
https://votesolar.org/policy/policy-guides/shared-renewables-policy/csvisionstudy/#reportdownload  
3 450 MW is less than 1% of New Jersey’s annual electricity consumption and would have a minimal 

impact on the dynamics of the New Jersey electric market.  See: New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, NJ 
Switching Data, Accessed July 30, 2018, https://www.nj.gov/bpu/pdf/energy/edc07.pdf 
4 National Renewable Energy Lab, Shared Solar: Current  Landscape, Market Potential, and the Impact 
of Federal Securities Regulation, https://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy15osti/63892.pdf  

http://njcleanenergy.com/renewable-energy/project-activity-reports/project-activity-reports
https://votesolar.org/policy/policy-guides/shared-renewables-policy/csvisionstudy/#reportdownload
https://www.nj.gov/bpu/pdf/energy/edc07.pdf
https://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy15osti/63892.pdf
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are renters or live in multifamily buildings.5 This suggests that at maximum 50% of 
New Jersey residential consumers currently have access to solar, but this number does 
not account for other limitations on solar that are more difficult to quantify such as roof 
orientation or architectural type, tree shading, and structural integrity of the roof.  

● According to research firm Wood Mackenzie Power & Renewables, only 10% of 
interested leads are ultimately qualified for a rooftop solar system, with the remainder 
disqualified due to creditworthiness, roof access, shading, and other limitations to 
hosting a solar system. Given the nearly 100,000 customer-sited systems in the state, 
this suggests that the number of customers who have sought to go solar in the state is at 
least nine times those that have succeeded to install a system at their property. Many of 
these customers could be served by community solar projects. 

● The recently completed Wood Mackenzie report The Vision for U.S. Community Solar: A 

Roadmap to 2030 develops a long term vision for community solar in New Jersey.  The 
analysis included a robust evaluation of the total addressable market.  The report 
concluded that by 2030, community solar in New Jersey could serve 219,000 to 
410,000 unique subscribers at a capacity of 2.3 to 3.3 GW.  Thus, the pilot program 
should be of sufficient size to enable rapid scale up under the permanent program, in 
order to achieve this market potential and help meet the state’s goals.  

 
At less than 1% of New Jersey’s annual electricity consumption, 450 MW would have a minimal 

impact on the dynamics of New Jersey’s electricity market.6 This amount is also less than 4% of 
the additional solar New Jersey needs to reach its 50% renewable energy requirement by 
2030.7 Finally and critically, this pilot program, which would be extremely cost effective paired 
with our compensation and sitting recommendations, would not have a significant rate impact to 
NJ customers or utilities.  
 
2) How should the annual Pilot Program capacity be allocated between Electric 
Distribution Companies (“EDCs”)? How should excess annual capacity be reallocated if 
not used? 
 
It is appropriate to divide program capacity proportionally, or near-proportionally, between the 
Electric Distribution Companies. Allocating based on share of state-wide load is an appropriate 
methodology.  The New Jersey Electric Switching Statistics report is one source of load 
information.8 Based on the April report the division by load breaks down according to the 
following table. It may be appropriate to consider a minimum Pilot Program size for utilities with 
under 5% of load.  For example, under CCSA’s proposal Rockland Electric would only have 11 

                                                 
5 US Census Bureau, American Community Survey, Accessed July 30, 2018, 
https://factfinder.census.gov/bkmk/table/1.0/en/ACS/16_1YR/S2504/0400000US34  
6 https://www.eia.gov/electricity/state/newjersey/  
7 This figure is sourced from a draft analysis on “NJ’s Solar Needs for 2030”, which evaluates that 
question preliminarily based on the new 50% RPS, existing RPS compliance through 2017, and the 
planned offshore wind procurements of 3500 MWac.  
8 New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, NJ Switching Data, Accessed July 30, 2018, 
https://www.nj.gov/bpu/pdf/energy/edc07.pdf  

https://factfinder.census.gov/bkmk/table/1.0/en/ACS/16_1YR/S2504/0400000US34
https://www.eia.gov/electricity/state/newjersey/
https://www.nj.gov/bpu/pdf/energy/edc07.pdf
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MW of capacity for the entire program; it may be appropriate to increase this number to ensure 
there are adequate opportunities for projects in that territory.  
 

Utility Utility Load 
(MW) 

% of Load Size of Pilot 
(MWac) 

Atlantic City Electric 2,346  12% 52 

Jersey Central Power & Light 6,440  32% 144 

Public Service Enterprise Group 10,878 54% 243 

Rockland Electric 486 2% 11 

 
Community solar project development can proceed most efficiently when developers can be 
reasonably certain of their project economics upon meeting certain development milestones.  
That means that a program is most efficient when it makes a large amount of capacity available 
for developers to compete for on a first-come, first-served basis. Efficient development results in 
lower costs which results in greater consumer savings.  
 
CCSA has seen allocation issues unfold in existing markets with limited annual capacity, 
underlining the importance of having clear rules around queuing and allocation of program 
capacity from the start. We would like to share some of that experience and work with BPU staff 
to develop queuing and allocation rules for the program that are appropriate to the New Jersey 
market and the Community Solar Program goals. To help minimize allocation issues, BPU 
should ensure each block of program capacity is large enough to support multiple projects; for 
example, if Rockland Electric has only 11 MW of total program capacity, it would be more 
efficient to make that capacity available all at once rather than dividing it into three 3.7-MW 
annual blocks.   
 
If there is excess annual capacity in one utility service territory, it should be reallocated to the 
utility service territories (if any) where demand for the program is exceeding the allocated 
capacity. Reallocating capacity from utility service territories with less demand and/or more 
challenging development constraints to the utility service territories with more demand and/or 
more favorable development conditions is a reasonable way to ensure that the pilot program 
achieves its full capacity allocation.  
 
3) How should the Pilot Program annual capacity limit be divided among different project 
categories? What should those categories be (e.g., “small”, brownfield, landfill, historic 

fill,” and “LMI” project types)? Please propose a breakdown of categories, with 
respective percentages of the annual capacity limit.  
 
Capacity should not be divided into different project categories, aside from a 15% carve-out for 
low-income projects. 
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Given that capacity available in the pilot program will already be divided by utility service 
territory and limited on an annual basis, being overly prescriptive and creating too many project 
categories could present barriers to development and impact the pilot’s uptake and overall 

success.  
 
As an example, in Maryland, with a three-year pilot, four utilities and three project types, the 
pilot program is effectively carved up into 36 mini pilots. For the smallest utility service territory, 
this means only ~1 MW of capacity may be available for certain project types in certain years. 
More importantly, at the close of Year 1, approximately 27% of the overall Year 1 project 
capacity remains uncommitted, reflecting the challenges of developing projects in a balkanized 
pilot program. The very small capacity allocations for each “bucket” results in a high-risk 
scenario for developers, who may expend significant development resources only to find that 
they have not been awarded capacity in a particular bucket. This scenario raises costs for 
developers which are passed on to consumers in the form of higher subscription fees (less 
consumer savings), and limits the pool of developers willing to engage in such a risky market 
environment.  A more predictable business environment supports lower-cost development, 
greater consumer savings and a more diverse marketplace. Over-segmentation of the program 
would also complicate the overall program with implementation challenges regarding what to do 
about allocated but unused annual, program type and utility capacity. 
 
The single exception to specific project categories CCSA suggests is for LMI Community Solar 
Projects. CCSA’s comments in the LMI section will propose how to create a specific program 

category for LMI Community Solar Projects. 
 

4) Should co-location of solar projects be allowed? What conditions or limits should 
apply? 
 
C.48:3-87.11 b.(1) directs the BPU to establish a capacity limit for an individual community solar 
project to a maximum of 5 MW. CCSA supports establishing 5 MW as the maximum project size 
under the program. A 5 MW solar project is large enough to capture some economies of scale 
while remaining a relatively small, distribution-level project. Setting a project capacity size at 5 
MW without co-location is a more effective and cost-efficient policy choice than setting a smaller 
project size capacity limit and allowing co-location since the later results in increased projects 
costs due to separate interconnections, meters, infrastructure and time.    
 
If BPU adopts the 5 MW project size, it would be acceptable to limit projects to one community 
solar project per parcel. If BPU sets a smaller size limit per project, which we do not 
recommend, it may be appropriate to allow some colocation of projects to allow for economies 
of scale needed to make some projects viable. Allowing co-location at the program level would 
allow for more flexibility in land use decisions by local authorities, which could choose to allow 
or limit co-location based on local needs. 
 
5) What should the geographic limitations for community solar pilot projects and 
subscribers be (i.e. how far from the project can subscribers reside)? Please justify how 
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your proposal maintains the community link between project and subscribers, without 
compromising the feasibility of community solar pilot projects. 
 
Projects and subscribers should be required to be within the same utility service territory, with 
no further limitations on proximity. This is necessary for reasonable project economics, to 
accommodate for interconnection constraints, to enable subscriptions to be portable, and to 
accommodate different types of communities. 
 
C.48:3-87.11 a. provides clear direction to BPU to “permit customers of an electric public utility 

to participate in a solar energy project that is remotely located from their properties but is within 
their electric public utility service territory.” BPU is directed in C 48:3-87.11 b. (3) to establish 
“geographic limitations for solar energy projects and participating customers.” CCSA supports a 

requirement that subscribers must be located in the same utility service territory as the 
community solar pilot project to which they are subscribed as provided in C.48:3-87.11 a. CCSA 
does not believe the BPU needs to identify any additional geographic limitations.  
 
Geographic boundaries that are smaller than the utility service territory will increase program 
cost and limit project availability for some subscribers. Setting the geographic limitation to the 
utility service territory would be the least restrictive for the purposes of the pilot, the least 
administratively burdensome to the EDCs and community solar developers, and would enable 
greater consumer savings. 
 
The “community link” between a community solar project and subscribers is not dependent on 

the precise geographic location of the project in relation to the subscriber. The fact that the 
participant is subscribing to a specific project in his/her geographic region already (i.e. the utility 
service territory) creates an emotional tie and community link. While some subscribers may 
have preferences for projects that are closer to their home or business, others will base their 
choice on the broader subscription terms and conditions rather than on the location. For 
example, some projects may utilize a school as an anchor tenant, and market subscriptions to 
families of students attending the school; or a church may work with its parishioners to 
encourage them to sign up for a particular project. In such cases, geography is not the 
determining element of “community”. 
 
There is no evidence from existing programs across the country that narrower geographic 
restrictions than a utility service territory provide a stronger community link or a more successful 
project; indeed, experience suggests the opposite. A prime example of the challenges of 
geographic limitations comes from California. California’s Enhanced Community Renewables 
program has failed to yield any operating projects five years after legislation was passed. 
Developers frequently cite the requirement that projects be within the same city, county, or 
within 10 miles of the subscriber as a key limitation9. Setting the geographic limitation as the 

                                                 
9 Orion, Brian, A rough start, poissible reforms for California’s community solar program, 
Greentech Media April 18, 2017, https://www.greentechmedia.com/articles/read/a-rough-start-
possible-reforms-for-californias-community-solar-program#gs.aGF32Zg  

https://www.greentechmedia.com/articles/read/a-rough-start-possible-reforms-for-californias-community-solar-program#gs.aGF32Zg
https://www.greentechmedia.com/articles/read/a-rough-start-possible-reforms-for-californias-community-solar-program#gs.aGF32Zg
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utility service territory is the common best practice in other neighboring states including New 
York and Massachusetts.  
 
At the July 24th Stakeholder Meeting, several parties noted the importance of siting flexibility. 
These included Power52’s CEO, Rob Wallace, as well as the representative for Atlantic City 

Electric (ACE). In supporting a service-territory-wide allowance for project siting, the ACE 
representative noted that the limited hosting capacity on many circuits, in addition to the typical 
challenges of identifying hosts cites, will itself do much to limit where, as a practical matter, 
projects can be sited. Rob Wallace noted both the economic benefits of serving urban 
communities with projects located out of the urban center as well as the job training benefits that 
can come from having trainees work on multiple project site locations outside of the city. This is 
not to say that projects couldn’t or won’t be sited within communities and have customers in 
close proximity, but the pilot program should not dictate these locations beyond the requirement 
of being in the same service territory. 

 
6) What land use restrictions and limitations, if any, should apply to siting community 
solar pilot projects? Should siting of community solar pilot projects be restricted to 
certain areas? Your answer should include a specific discussion of community solar on 
farmland and open space. Land use restrictions will be consistent with current New 
Jersey statutes and regulations. 
 
Projects should not be restricted to certain areas and it is important that opportunities to develop 
on open space are allowed, with reasonable limitations to ensure the use of best practices in 
land management and to exclude environmentally-sensitive and preserved lands. 
 
It is important that New Jersey take a meaningful step towards responsible siting diversity with 
this initial community solar program. In order for this program to be done cost effectively for New 
Jerseyans projects should be allowed on additional lands beyond the currently permitted 
rooftops, parking lots, brownfields, and landfills. Not only is the volume of available and usable 
rooftops, parking lots, brownfields, and landfills more constrained than it first appears when you 
consider usable space, landowner interest and property values, excessive contamination or 
unclosed sites, but most importantly development of these sites can add between $0.05-
0.08/kWh of cost to projects to deal with additional equipment costs, installation work, and 
financing costs.10,11 
                                                 
10 While some previous reports like the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection Solar Siting 

Analysis Update (December 2017) have implied that NJ could site all needed solar in urban and suburban 
areas, this conclusion was reached without proper analysis of costs due to usable space constraints, site 
control limitations, interconnection technical feasibility etc, and also didn’t address the additional cost. 
11 Standard additional costs for landfills and brownfields include physical constraints that require ballasted 
systems instead of driving piles, raised non-trenched electrical conduit and wire runs, more expensive 
stormwater requirements, and increased financing costs due to project complexity and risk. For rooftops, 
the additional costs are primarily replacing roofing, usable space constraints, and increased financing 
costs due to risk and complexity of site shading, access, maintenance, and building owner needs. For 
parking lot structures, costs are usable space constraints, additional significant structural costs for raised 
panels and additional snow/wind loading, and increased costs for non-trenched electrical conduit and wire 
runs. 
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In order to decrease program and participation costs for New Jersey residents and businesses, 
and to better understand the benefits of diverse siting for solar in coming years, the New Jersey 
community solar pilot program should allow projects to be sited at a variety of different types of 
locations across the state, including rooftops, brownfields, landfills, and parking lots when it is 
economically and technically feasible to do so. Additionally, development should be allowed on 
certain agricultural and other vacant land when it is consistent with current New Jersey and 
federal regulations (i.e. respecting and avoiding wetlands, conservation areas and parks) and as 
long as the projects follow a set of mandatory best practices for construction, decommissioning, 
and complementary use that have been successful in other states.  
 
These mandatory best practices include requirements for site preparation and installation, 
decommissioning requirements to return sites to their original or better conditions and the 
requirement for decommissioning bonds to ensure the project’s decommissioning requirements 

are met.12,13 These requirements can be coupled with requirements for complementary uses like 
pollinator friendly design and plantings when on or near agricultural land. With these best 
practices, solar development can be done in a responsible manner with no harm and in fact 
often benefit to soil health, and become a land preservation tool, allowing low impact 
development in comparison to the many more intensive types of development that are common 
as farms and other conservation lands transition from older generations. 
 
In addition, siting on agricultural and other open land extends the economic benefits of solar 
development to a wider class of landowners, especially farmers or other rural landowners for 
whom land lease payments from solar development provide a steady, reliable source of income 
that can mitigate some of the inherent risk associated with agriculture and stabilize a farm’s 

finances, critically allowing cultivation on other parts of a landowners’ property to remain 

financially viable and thus for farms to continue operations. 
  
Thus based on all of the above, we request that an “additional allowed lands” category be 

added to the 4 categories referenced in BPU’s question (i.e. alongside the brownfields, landfills, 
parking lots, and rooftops) and this category should include former or existing agricultural lands, 
scrublands, etc. which are often uneconomic and/or underutilized and require best practices for 
development. In addition, and given the below compensation proposal, we also recommend 
using adders as part of SREC successor program to encourage continued siting on landfills, 
brownfields, parking lots, and roofs. 
 

                                                 
12 For example, mandatory best practices for site preparation and installation are often in regards to 
minimizing soil disruption and hydrological impact, ensuring proper spacing of the solar and minimization 
of concrete to allow most of the land to remain completely pervious, and minimizing tree removal and 
pairing this with tree planting etc. 
13 Such best practices include limitations on concrete and soil disruption, minimal trenching and easily 
removable conduit and wire design, avoiding wildlife and other critical habitat such as connected wildlife 
corridors, and decommissioning requirements that also address site-specific land use concerns  
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CCSA has begun a discussion with relevant land use groups in the state and we plan to put 
forward joint proposals to the BPU. 
 
7) Provider recommendations on alternative siting and creative land use in sites other 
than “brownfields, landfills, areas designated in need of redevelopment, in underserved 
communities, or on commercial rooftops.” For instance, are parking lots, road rights-of-
way, multifamily buildings, or schools appropriate locations for community solar?  
Please provide both qualitative and quantitative responses, including what specific 
policies may be required to facilitate development of these types of projects. 
 
The pilot program needs to allow for siting flexibility. As part of the SREC successor program, 
the BPU could establish adders, as other states have, to help incentivize development on 
certain types of sites, such as brownfields and landfills. 
 
As described above, in order to meet New Jersey’s needs at the lowest cost to residents, 

projects in the New Jersey community solar pilot program should be allowed at a variety of 
different types of locations across the state, including rooftops, brownfields, landfills, and 
parking lots when it is economically and technically feasible to do so, and also on agricultural 
land, former agricultural land, forested land, and other open land when it is also both consistent 
with current New Jersey and federal statutes and regulations, and projects follow a set of 
mandatory best practices for construction, decommissioning, and complementary use.  
 
At minimum, an “additional allowed lands” category should be added to the land use categories 

referenced in this question and described above. 
 
In addition to these best practice requirements to regulate development, we also recommend 
that New Jersey consider, as part of the development of the SREC successor program, 
establishing positive compensation adders for siting on rooftops (including schools, commercial, 
and multi-family buildings), brownfields, landfills, and parking lots to proactively encourage a 
diversity of project siting by recognizing that some forms of siting inherently involve more risk 
and expense given their often limited and challenging physical limitations, history, and 
interconnection constraints, but are in the public good and thus should be encouraged. 
Massachusetts, for example, has compensation adders for projects that are sited on 
brownfields, landfills, parking lots, and rooftops, and also for floating projects and dual use 
agricultural projects.14 New York has recently adopted its first adder system focused on 
brownfields, landfills, and parking lots.15 The adders range from $0.02-0.06/kWh/year and 
$0.10-.30/Wdc respectively.  
 
8) What liability provisions, and exemptions should apply to community solar developers 
and subscribers for projects located on landfills and/or contaminated land? 

                                                 
14 Final MA SMART program regulations, MA DOER, September 2017, 
https://www.mass.gov/files/documents/2017/10/16/225cmr20.pdf 
15  New NY MW Block Design, NYSERDA, June 2018, https://www.nyserda.ny.gov/All-
Programs/Programs/NY-Sun/Contractors/-/media/EA9ED9525B744FFCB3D59AE83FFF85A2.ashx 
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Comfort letters for brownfield and landfill sites and amendments to N.J.A.C. 7:26E-3.12 and 4.7 
(Technical Requirements for Site Remediation) would facilitate development on landfills and 
contaminated lands. 
 
In addition to the above best practice requirements to regulate development and adders to 
encourage siting on location types with more risk and expense such as rooftops, parking lots, 
brownfields, and landfills, there are also policy improvements regarding liability and other risk 
factors, that would encourage more development on these locations. First, concerning landfills 
and brownfields, the State should, through the NJDEP, have in place a clear, definable path for 
developers to gain comfort letters at brownfield sites for which full closure has yet to be gained 
through the NJDEP Site Remediation Program (SRP).  This proposal is well warranted for sites 
which have already begun the process and where solar is expected to be part of any final 
closure.  
  
The State, through the Solar Act (L. 2012, c. 24) under Subsection t, already directs developers 
towards brownfields and landfills, but it is not clear as to how developers can help facilitate the 
closure of open brownfield sites and landfills without taking on the level of liability for which 
investors often refuse to finance.  Having comfort letters ahead of No Further Action (NFA) 
letters indicating that the State will hold harmless the developer with respect to future liability 
concerns based on previous contamination will help facilitate financing that will be needed to 
develop underutilized land for solar. 
  
The State could also look to amend the Technical Requirements for Site Remediation 
(Technical Requirements), N.J.A.C. 7:26E-3.12 and 4.7) and more specifically the Historic Fill 
Material Technical Guidance to allow for solar to be sited on sites that are assumed to be 
underlain by historic fill without the need for drawn out investigation and remedial action by 
simply utilizing the site design itself as the engineering and institutional controls required as part 
of the remedial action pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:26E-5.4 and to N.J.A.C. 7:26C7 and placing a 
deed restriction on the property. 

Low and Moderate-Income Access 
Summary: CCSA supports 15% of program capacity being dedicated (or carved out) to projects 
that meet the definition of a LMI Community Solar Project.  

9) Provide recommendations on the definition of LMI community solar pilot projects, with 
appropriate justification.  

CCSA recommends that the BPU reserve 15% of the program capacity for Low and Moderate 
Income (LMI) Community Solar Projects. Allocating this capacity across the utility service 
territories in the same way as the broader pilot program is an appropriate way to distribute 
projects across the state during the pilot program.  To allow for orderly project development and 
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avoid artificially constraining development of a much-needed type of project, this capacity 
should be available in its entirety when the program opens.  
 

Utility Utility Load 
(MW) 

% of Load Size of Pilot 
(MWac) 

Reserved for 
LMI Projects 
(MWac) 

Atlantic City Electric 2,346 12% 52 8 

Jersey Central Power & Light 6,440 32% 144 22 

Public Service Enterprise Group 10,878  54% 243 36 

Rockland Electric 486  2% 11 2 

 
 
LMI Community Solar Projects should be defined in rules as a project that serves by capacity at 
least 20% Low-income residential subscribers, at maximum 80% affordable housing facilities or 
low-income service organizations, and at maximum 40% any other subscriber. 

 
10) Provide recommendations on what LMI eligibility criteria should be accepted to 
qualify a subscriber and/or projects as LMI.  Include consideration of how many times or 
how often subscribers should be required to submit proof of eligibility. 
 
Low-Income Subscriber would be defined as an in-state retail end user whose income does not 
exceed 80% of the area median income (AMI) defined by the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, adjusted for family size or a customer who is enrolled in Federal or state 
income qualified programs with an equivalent income requirement. BPU may also allow for 
qualification for households whose income is at or below 200% of the federal poverty level, to 
ensure households participating in New Jersey’s Low-Income Home Energy Assistance 
Program qualify for the program. CCSA recommends that BPU develop a list of service 
providers and services or programs that are pre-approved for verification purposes16 , with an 
approval process for additional service providers or programs to apply to receive pre-approval. 
This process has enabled innovative partnerships and existing services to reduce subscriber 
acquisition costs for LMI customers in community solar programs in other states.  
  
Affordable Housing Facility would be defined as a facility that provides housing services through 
programs developed by Department of Housing and Urban Development and U.S. Department 
of Agriculture and Rural Development including but not limited to LIHTC, Section 8, HOME, 
Public Housing, USDA Programs. The BPU would develop a list of programs that are pre-
approved for verification purposes.  
 

                                                 
16 As has been implemented in Colorado and other states See: 
https://www.xcelenergy.com/staticfiles/xe/Marketing/Files/co-sr-community-Low-Income-Verification-
Form.pdf 

https://www.xcelenergy.com/staticfiles/xe/Marketing/Files/co-sr-community-Low-Income-Verification-Form.pdf
https://www.xcelenergy.com/staticfiles/xe/Marketing/Files/co-sr-community-Low-Income-Verification-Form.pdf
https://www.xcelenergy.com/staticfiles/xe/Marketing/Files/co-sr-community-Low-Income-Verification-Form.pdf
https://www.xcelenergy.com/staticfiles/xe/Marketing/Files/co-sr-community-Low-Income-Verification-Form.pdf
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Low-Income Service Organization would be defined as an organization that provides service or 
assistance to low-income individuals. Additionally, BPU could consider allowing other entities to 
apply to qualify as a “low-income service organization” if they can demonstrate a clear avenue 

for passing benefits to low-income customers.  
 
Verification should take place at the time the subscriber is first enrolled in a LMI Community 
Solar Project.  A residential subscriber should be able to continue to be considered an eligible 
participant as long as their subscription does not change; neither LMI individuals nor project 
developers should be penalized or disqualified simply because of an improvement in a 
customer’s income level over the course of their subscription. An eligible housing authority or 

low-income service organization should be considered an eligible participant so long as there is 
no substantial change to their mission.  
 
BPU should not limit consideration of eligibility to just income levels. BPU should also work with 
NJDEP to reinstate the Cumulative Impacts Tool or a similar tool to identify environmental 
justice communities that will benefit the most from community solar. Equipped with this 
information, BPU could incentivize projects that benefit these communities.   
 
11) The BPU is considering a number of different approaches to encourage development 
of LMI community solar pilot projects, including, but not limited to: 

1. Dedicated capacity: e.g. a certain percentage of overall capacity for the pilot 
program would be reserved for LMI projects.  
CCSA agrees this is an efficient way to encourage development of LMI community solar 
projects. As detailed above, LMI Community Solar Projects would be defined in rules as 
a project that serves by capacity at least 20% Low-income residential subscribers, at 
maximum 80% affordable housing facilities or low-income service organizations, at 
maximum 40% any other subscriber. 

 
2. Procedural: e.g. LMI projects would receive preference in the solar 
interconnection queue.  

 
CCSA supports allowing LMI Community Solar Projects to receive discounted 
interconnection study fees. However, CCSA is very concerned about an approach which 
creates preferences in the interconnection process. 
 
CCSA strongly recommends keeping interconnection policies separate from 
considerations of specific subscriber arrangements.  Interconnection is a complex, high 
cost, and highly technical process that applies to all distributed generation projects, and 
it is difficult enough to implement effective queue management procedures without 
introducing the complexity of subscriber considerations. We believe there are much 
more effective ways to support LMI community solar projects, without complicating the 
interconnection process for the distribution companies or the many distributed 
generation projects in the interconnection queues.  
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The relationship between the interconnection queue and the community solar program 
must be a close and well-integrated and in CCSA’s experience, it is essential that 

interconnection queue management is effective and transparent. Because LMI projects 
typically take longer to develop, providing preference to these projects in the 
interconnection queue could essentially backlog the queue in general and make 
managing the interconnection queue difficult. And, in the event that an LMI project does 
not reach completion, or it switches from LMI to non-LMI at some point in the 
development process, providing preference or holding a place for a LMI project that 
might not be built weakens the overall pilot. 
 
This approach has been attempted in other jurisdictions, notably New York; the 
experiment yielded zero projects. CCSA believes that the potential program-wide issues 
that providing interconnection preference for LMI Community Solar Projects would 
create are not justified by any potential benefits.  
 

 
3.  Financial: e.g. incentives would be provided to LMI community solar pilot 
projects, potentially as an adder to the bill credit.  
 
There are a number of barriers that make it more difficult for community solar programs 
to reach low-income customers, and supplemental policy mechanisms are generally 
required to achieve equitable opportunities for Low-Income Customers to participate.  
 
Financing is currently the most significant barrier to inclusion of low-income customers: 
Low-income customers face financial barriers to program participation, and third party-
owned projects are typically required to identify subscribers with good credit in order to 
access financing at a reasonable cost. For this reason, policy mechanisms that make 
low-income subscriptions financeable and affordable – such as a loan loss reserve, 
having a public agency act as the counterparty for subscription agreements and 
reducing subscription costs through incentives – are the most important. It is also 
possible that the utility could take on the role of collections, derisking the subscriptions of 
these customers which are otherwise often viewed conservatively by financiers as zero-
dollar sources of project revenue.  
 
Incentive resources are likely available through several current and pending sources of 
funding in the state. These sources include:  

- the BPU Clean Energy Program where funds could be reallocated from funds 
currently reserved for low-income funding; 

- BPU RGGI funding: the Economic Development Authority gets 60% of RGGI 
funding which it may use for incentives or a green bank; and 

- The SREC successor program could also provide for differentiated incentives for 
low income projects. 
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Other mechanisms such as program goals, and education and outreach can also 
promote program accessibility for low-income customers. For more examples and 
guidance, see 1. Low-Income Solar Policy Guide developed by GRID Alternatives and 
Vote Solar, 2. Shared Renewable Energy for Low- to Moderate-Income Consumers: 
Policy Guidelines and Model Provisions developed by the Interstate Renewable Energy 
Council, 3. A Directory of State Clean Energy Programs and Policies for Low-Income 
Residents developed by Clean Energy States Alliance. 

 
Which approach, or combination of approaches, should the BPU implement in order to 
most effectively support LMI access to community solar pilot projects, in conformance 
with the Clean Energy Act? Please be specific in recommending qualitative and 
quantitative incentives, and proposals for implementation. 
 
Best practices in low-income solar programs demonstrate that a combination of targeted 
programmatic support and incentives, and consumer protection measures will ensure that low-
income customers have access to community solar programs from the outset and that markets 
will develop to support their robust, long-term participation and benefit. Long-term funding to 
support low-income participation, and ensure that benefits for low-income customers are 
maximized under the program, is essential. 

Value of the Credit 

Summary: CCSA recommends a retail rate bill credit. The bill credit is one of the most critical 
components of a successful community solar program, as its value drives project economic 
feasibility and is the mechanism by which subscribers see the benefit of their subscription on 
their utility bills. It is critical that both the value of the bill credit and the standards for the 
application of bill credits are set thoughtfully and consistently applied across EDC service 
territories. Given the condensed time frame for the program to be designed, that retail rate 
credits are used for on-site distributed solar of all scales across the state, and that extensive 
analysis and regulatory work in the Northeast region has shown that retail rate is a reasonable 
proxy for the minimum value of solar-generated electricity to the grid and society, we strongly 
recommend that the bill credit itself be equal to the full retail rate. Given that retail rate designs 
vary across utility service territories and have design elements that don’t lend themselves to a 

clear credit amount (c/kWh), CCSA will provide the Board with a specific bill credit proposal 
based on the EDC’s default retail rates. Additionally, CCSA outlines specific administrative 
actions that should be required of EDCs and subscriber organizations.     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.lowincomesolar.org/
https://irecusa.org/publications/shared-renewable-energy-for-low-to-moderate-income-consumers-policy-guidelines-and-model-provisions/
https://irecusa.org/publications/shared-renewable-energy-for-low-to-moderate-income-consumers-policy-guidelines-and-model-provisions/
https://www.cesa.org/resource-library/resource/directory-of-state-clean-energy-programs-and-policies-for-low-income-residents
https://www.cesa.org/resource-library/resource/directory-of-state-clean-energy-programs-and-policies-for-low-income-residents
https://www.cesa.org/resource-library/resource/directory-of-state-clean-energy-programs-and-policies-for-low-income-residents
https://www.cesa.org/resource-library/resource/directory-of-state-clean-energy-programs-and-policies-for-low-income-residents
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12) Please define the following terms: 

● Please discuss applicability and impacts on the Pilot Program 
 
Key to this program’s success are adequate compensation for customers and project owners. 

CCSA proposes a full retail rate credit in conjunction with projects qualifying as Class I REC 
generators. With this compensation structure in mind, we provide the following definitions below 
and their implications for a successful program: 
 

○ Value of Solar 
■ “Value of Solar” is a monetary value placed on solar energy that is placed 

on the distribution grid. The value can be used as compensation on a 
kWh basis through a tariff (Value of Solar Rate or VOS Rate). The 
National Renewable Energy Laboratory notes that “The VOS Rate is 

determined by: 1) identifying the categories in which solar provides both 
benefit and cost to the utility and society, 2) calculating values of each of 
these categories, and 3) combining these components into a single rate.” 
17 There are two value-based variants on what is still an emerging method 
for crediting projects: 1) a simple method by which a single value is 
derived and credited based on a fixed cents-per-kilowatt-hour basis, such 
as in Minnesota; 2) a time-and-location-variant credit for energy injections 
into the grid, such as the Value of Distributed Energy Resources tariff 
being developed in New York.  

■ A full value of solar study depends on utility-specific analysis of marginal 
avoided costs as well as other values for which there may be market-
referent values of for which values would otherwise need to be derived 
(e.g., long-run carbon values and avoided transmission values). While a 
value-based crediting scheme may be appropriate for the permanent 
program there simply isn’t time in the pilot program to develop a value-
based credit. Indeed, leading community-solar markets have followed this 
path, including Minnesota which transitioned from a retail rate credit to a 
value-based credit approximately three years after the creation of the 
community solar program. New York has transitioned solar compensation 
for community solar and large on-site solar projects from retail rate credits 
to an interim (“phase 1”) value-based tariff, but provides a “market 

transition credit” that serves as a placeholder for yet-to-be-defined-and-
calculated values that brings credits closer to retail rates in initial 
tranches. Developing value-based credits is an evolving area only 
implemented in a handful of jurisdictions. Advanced efforts are being 
conducted as part of a reinvention of how utilities plan and invest in their 

                                                 
17 National Renewable Energy Lab, Value of Solar: Program Design and Implementation Considerations, 
p.11. https://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy15osti/62361.pdf  

https://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy15osti/62361.pdf
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distribution systems. In light of these complexities, a bottom-up, precise 
value-based credit is not feasible for the initial pilot phase of the 
community solar program. Instead, BPU should utilize retail rates as a 
proxy for the value of solar in this initial phase.  

 
○ “Retail Rate” 

■ Retail rates are designed first and foremost to collect the revenue needed 
to recover costs within the utilities’ ratebase and operating costs. Rates 

are not designed to reflect the value of solar to the grid. However, meta-
analyses of the “value-of-solar” have shown retail rate bill credits to be a 

fair proxy for value.  
■ Analysis of Value-of-Solar studies done both by industry and regulators in 

the Northeastern United States find that the value of solar exceeds 
residential retail rates in New Jersey. Below is a table taken from the 
recent report The Vision for U.S. Community Solar: A Roadmap to 203018, 
which is based on limited elements of eight (VOS) studies in the 
Northeast and Mid Atlantic suggesting that the value is likely understated. 

 

                                                 
18 GTM Research, The Vision for U.S. Community Solar: A Roadmap for 2030, 
https://votesolar.org/policy/policy-guides/shared-renewables-policy/csvisionstudy/#reportdownload  

https://votesolar.org/policy/policy-guides/shared-renewables-policy/csvisionstudy/#reportdownload
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A retail-rate based bill credit should be provided to community solar 
customers. Since community solar projects will have their value conveyed 
to numerous customers, potentially on different rate schedules, work is 
needed to translate the various utilities’ rate schedules into a simple bill 

credit that properly compensates customers for the benefits these 
projects provide, including avoided generation, transmission, and 
distribution cost. CCSA plans to follow up with analysis on how to 
translate these rate schedules into a bill credit which will support project 
financing, enable consumer savings, and be administratively 
manageable. 

 
○ “Avoided cost of wholesale power”  

■ Statute defines the avoided cost of wholesale power as the average 
locational marginal price of energy in the applicable utility’s transmission 

zone. N.J.A.C 14:8-4.2. By deploying new capacity on the distribution 
grid, not only are energy and generation capacity avoided but needs for 
distribution and transmission capacity are reduced as well. A wholesale 
credit would therefore be inappropriate for compensating customers as 
well as insufficient to make projects viable. 

 
13) The BPU is currently working to determine an appropriate value of the credit on each 
participating subscriber’s bill. The BPU request that stakeholders provide indicative 

financial data and analysis in response to the scenarios described below. Please ensure 
responses include quantitative and qualitative assessments for alternative variations to 
these scenarios that you believe to be relevant and representative of the New Jersey 
market (e.g. variations on project size, location, type of off takers etc.) 
 
As a practical matter it is difficult, if not impossible, for a trade association to provide proprietary 
cost figures to the Board. However, in our response to Question 38 we use publicly available 
figures to suggest modifications to the cost variables in the model being developed by Rutgers 
model. 
 
CCSA believes it is not prudent to develop a bill credit value (or values) based on a cost model. 
From a resource planning perspective, distributed energy resources should be compensated for 
their full value rather than their assumed costs plus a margin based on an issued internal rate of 
return. In addition, there is wide variation in costs for different types of projects; it is not possible 
to capture all possible cost structures in a single financial model. As the Rutgers presentation at 
the July 24th Stakeholder meeting showed there is wide variation within project types; this 
reflects the site-specific costs of deploying projects. We appreciate that the Rutgers model is 
being built to examine the viability of different compensation models on a scenario basis rather 
than generate a cents/kWh value.  
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A cost-based approach to developing a bill credit is likely to yield sub-optimal outcomes, 
particularly in a pilot phase when the market is nascent and the state is seeking 
experimentation. In addition to the inability to derive “a number” based on project costs that will 

broadly support project economics, credit values designed to barely support modeled project 
economics will limit the types of community solar projects that can be built and community solar 
product offerings with developers limited to building the lowest-cost project types, seeking out 
lower-risk (higher FICO score) customers, and offering lower savings to customers.  
 
One extremely important element of project financeability is the tariff term.  Distributed solar 
systems last for 35+ years at high performance. CCSA therefore recommends that community 
solar customers be compensated at the BPU-determined program credit rate for the operational 
lifetime of the project, or a minimum of 30 years.  As a general rule, shorter tariff terms 
necessitate higher credit rates in order to generate adequate return projections to support 
project financing.  
 
 
14) How should the community bill credit be administered? Should an annualized period 
mechanism be used for community solar? If yes, should the annualized period be set 
once per Pilot Project, or once for each individual community solar subscriber? 
 
The EDCs should administer bill credits to customers to simplify and enhance the customer 
experience. The EDCs should apply bill credits to the accounts of subscribers on a monthly 
basis based on the proportional output of the community solar facility attributable to that 
subscriber. The monthly value of the bill credit for the subscriber should be calculated by 
multiplying the subscriber’s portion of the kilowatt-hour electricity production from the community 
solar facility by the bill credit value.  Any amount of the bill credit that exceeds the subscriber’s 
monthly bill shall be carried over and applied to the next month’s bill in perpetuity. 
 
 
15) Identify best practices in EDC administration of community solar billing in other 
states and explain how they can and should apply specifically to the New Jersey Pilot 
Program. EDCs specifically should identify issues relating to changes in the Data 
Exchange and Protocol Process Flows (or subsequent versions) and how they will 
administer the billing and crediting process in the Electronic Data Interchange (“EDI”) 

process. 
 
Rules for administering community solar bill credits should be in place for both the EDCs and 
subscriber organizations.  Ensuring consistent, accurate, and timely administration of bill credits 
is essential to ensuring a good experience for community solar subscribers.  

 
Subscriber organizations should be required to submit to the EDCs in a standardized electronic 
format, ideally through a secure online portal, a list of subscribers participating in each 
community solar facility and the percentage  of generation from the community solar facility 
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attributable to each subscriber. Subscriber organizations should be able to update these lists at 
least monthly to reflect any cancelling subscribers or new subscribers.   

 
Timely application of bills credits by the EDC’s to a subscriber bill is essential to a good 

experience for community solar subscribers.  EDC’s should apply the bill credits to the 

subscribers’ bills within one billing cycle following the cycle during which the energy was 
generated by the community solar facility. It allows subscribers to closely track the value they 
are receiving from their subscription. If any discrepancies were to arise, ensuring credits are 
applied to the subsequent monthly bill will allow those issues to be addressed in a timely and 
efficient manner.  

 
In addition to the application of bill credits to a subscriber’s bill each month, the EDCs should be 
required to report to each subscriber organization a report indicating the total value of bill credits 
generated by each subscriber organizations community solar facility in the prior month as well 
as the amount of the bill credit applied to each subscriber.  This will allow a reconciliation to 
allow subscriber organizations to ensure the all bill credits have been properly applied.  
 
Clear processes should prevent billing issues from arising. However, the BPU may want to 
consider establishing a working group between utility and company billing professionals to 
address any challenges if and as they arise.  
 
16) What should happen to excess credits on a subscriber’s bill at the end of a year? 
 
Ideally, the program is designed to minimize excess bill credits for any individual subscriber at 
the end of a year. In general, subscription should be sized so customers may fully offset their 
expected usage. In the event that there are excess credits on subscriber account at the end of 
the year, they should roll over to the next month in perpetuity (unless/until the customer account 
is closed). (See our response to Q 32 for information regarding maximum subscription size 
limits.) 

 
17) Are there charges on subscribers’ utility bills toward with the community solar bill 

credit should not be able to be applied? 
 
CCSA supports allowing customers to offset 100% of their electricity utility bills.  

 
18) Should unsubscribed energy be purchased by the EDCs at avoided cost or area 
locational marginal pricing (“LMP”)? Or should the community solar pilot project bear 

the loss of unsubscribed energy? 
 
Subscriber organizations should be allowed to sell unsubscribed energy to the utility at the 
utility’s avoided cost. Additionally, subscriber organizations should have the option to 

accumulate unallocated credits at the full bill credit value as long as they are then allocated to 
subscribers within one year.  This will allow subscriber organizations price certainty and with the 
ability to replace subscribers in a timely period. It is important to remember that both of these 
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are “backstop” approaches. As long as the compensation for unsubscribed energy is lower than 
the compensation for subscribed energy, subscriber organizations will have a strong financial 
incentive to keep projects fully subscribed. Experience from existing markets bears this out; 
results from a survey conducted in 2017 by the Smart Electric Power Alliance and CCSA 
demonstrates that overall community solar subscription rates are extremely high with projects 
developed by third-party providers achieving between 96.5% and 97.5% of their capacity 
subscribed. 
 
 
 
 
 SEPA/CCSA 2017 Program Administrator Survey: Percent of Subscribed Energy 

 
Requiring community solar projects to bear the loss of unsubscribed energy, even if that 
percentage is relatively low, is inappropriate.  The interconnecting utility will be receiving the 
benefit of the unsubscribed energy and should pay at least an avoided cost rate for that energy. 
Additionally, providing no compensation for unsubscribed energy would increase financing 
costs, which may make some marginal projects unworkable and ultimately reduce options for 
potential community solar participants in New Jersey.       

 
19) Should pilot Projects be eligible for solar renewable energy certificates (“SRECs”) If 

yes, should the SREC be given to the subscriber or to the subscriber organization? 
 
CCSA believes that community solar projects should be eligible for SRECS, but as a practical 
matter that SREC’s will not be available by the time the pilot program launches. SRECs should 

go to the solar project and may be assigned to customers at their discretion. 
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Environmental attributes such as SRECs or Class I RECs should be retained by the subscriber 
organization so that they may be either distributed to subscribers or monetized to enable greater 
customer savings. 
 
SRECs and Class I RECs represent environmental attributes of renewable energy generation. 
Selling these credits for compliance purposes can help lower the cost of subscriptions to 
community solar customers, thereby making community solar more affordable for a greater 
number of customers while ensuring that new, incremental renewable energy capacity is 
deployed. Some customers may want to retain the particular claims from having the 
RECs/SRECs retired on their behalf, and subscriber organizations would still be able to provide 
that option as a product offering. 
 
As a matter of policy, community solar projects should be eligible for SRECs. It is clear that the 
General Assembly envisioned community solar to be incentivized and considered as a similar 
resources to other behind the meter projects receiving SRECs.  C.48:3-87 d. (3) directs the BPU 
to complete a study evaluating how to modify or replace the SREC program “to encourage the 

continued efficient and orderly development of solar renewable energy generating sources 
throughout the state.” Specifically, the legislature directs the BPU to “develop megawatt targets 

for grid connected and distribution systems, including residential and small commercial 

rooftop systems, community solar systems, and large scale behind the meter systems as 
a share of the overall solar energy requirement.”  Further, the same section of legislation directs 

BPU to “establish and update market-based maximum incentive payment caps periodically” for 

the previously mentioned specific types of projects. 
 

While we believe these projects in the pilot program and permanent program are eligible for 
SRECs and any successor program, we believe, the SREC program will be closed prior to full 
implementation of the pilot program and therefore unavailable.  
 
According to the latest New Jersey Clean Energy Office Solar Activity Report, as of June 30, 
2018, there were 2,583.6 MW of SREC eligible projects installed in New Jersey.  Meeting the 
5.1% SREC requirement requires approximately 3,188.8 MW.19 This leaves approximately 605 
MW remaining to be installed before reaching the statutory requirement to close the SREC 
program to new projects. The June 30, 2018 Solar Activity Report also reports a pipeline of 
SREC applications of 573.7 MW, assuming that 80% of applications successfully install, there 
would remain only 145 MW of capacity available for new projects that have not yet submitted an 
SREC application.  
 
Given that community solar projects take 18 to 24 months to develop and interconnect and final 
rules establishing a program are not expected until at least December, it is reasonable to 
assume that even the earliest community solar projects in the pilot program would not be 
installed until the fourth quarter of 2020.  If the BPU chooses to close the program based on 
installations, rather than applications, then we anticipate the SREC program to close in March 

                                                 
19 Assuming retail sales of 75,359,371 MWhs and a SREC generation rate of 1200 SRECs/MW/year.  
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2020, making it unlikely many, if any, community solar projects would be installed before the 
program closes. 
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Using the same assumptions outlined above, we estimate that it would be impossible for 
community solar projects to be able to participate in the SREC market if the BPU were to close 
the program upon receipt of applications rather than installed capacity.  Our analysis, below, 
suggest that there will be sufficient application to necessitate a program closure in November of 
2018.  
 

 
 
CCSA has taken no position on how the BPU should develop regulations to close the SREC 
program. Regardless of the approach BPU ultimately takes, the effect will be that projects with 
an 18 to 24 month development cycles, like community solar projects, will not be able to take 
advantage of the current SREC program. CCSA however, does believe that to ensure a 
continual and successful pilot, the BPU should establish a process to ensure community solar 
pilot projects have access to Class 1 RECs in the event that SRECs are unavailable and a full 
retail rate credit necessary to ensure a stable pilot for a full three years.  CCSA will continue to 
work with the BPU and Legislature to ensure that community solar projects are properly 
incentivized in the development of an SREC successor program.  
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20) What components of the Community Solar Energy Pilot Program should be eligible 
for rate recovery by the EDCs? Include specific reference to what cost should be 
included to implement and comply with the Pilot Program. What should be the process 
for determining eligible costs? What should the process be for reviewing eligible cost 
and the proposed mechanism for recovery? 
 
Uncollected revenue from bill credits, administrated costs, and costs related to billing in the pilot 
program should be recovered through a nonbypassable charge. 
 
There are some components of the Community Solar Energy Pilot that should be eligible for 
rate recovery.  Because the Community Solar Energy Pilot will be available to all customers, it is 
appropriate that certain cost be allowed rate recovery.  Appropriate costs eligible for rate 
recover include costs associated with the administration of the program and cost for the 
development of any billing solutions needed to distribute bill credits.  
 
Additionally, CCSA proposes that lost revenue from bill credits should be recovered by the 
EDCs. Going forward, New Jersey should work to ensure that the utility capital expenditures are 
avoided by capturing the benefits of distributed energy resources, including solar, storage, and 
energy efficiency in utility rate cases; this is a process currently being developed by New 
Jersey’s fellow leading clean energy states. In parallel, current discussions about decoupling 
could ensure there is no undercollection of EDC revenues. However, for the simplicity of 
implementing this pilot program without resulting in undercollection of EDC revenues, CCSA 
suggests the utility have the ability to collect, through a nonbypassable charge, the delta 
between the community solar bill credit and the EDC’s BPU approved avoided cost.  

Applications and Interconnection 
Summary: The Community Solar Pilot Program should be designed and administered to run in a 
transparent and efficient manner. CCSA believes each utility should administer a BPU-approved 
Pilot Program based on the capacity approved by BPU. The program should be designed as a 
tariff-based first-come, first-served interconnection queue with high project maturity 
requirements for entry into the program queue.  
 
21) Please provide specific comments on how the Pilot Program application process 
should be organized, including: 1) what items should be included in the application, and 
2) what specific criteria should the BPU use to rank applications. 
 
The “application process” should be managed in conjunction with a community solar pilot 

program specific interconnection queue at each EDC. A first-come, first-served tariff based 
process with high project maturity requirements will ensure a level playing field for a diversity of 
project types.   
 
In developing this process, it is important to set project maturity requirements and require 
projects to meet ongoing development milestones.  These requirements should be balanced to 
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ensure that only viable, active projects are counted toward available capacity, without requiring 
an unreasonable level of at-risk investment by developers. CCSA suggest that for acceptance 
into the interconnection queue projects must have: 1) control of the specific site where the 
community solar project will be constructed, 2) a completed Level 3 Interconnection Review, 
and 3) approval of all non-ministerial permits needed to commence construction.20  

 
22) What specific measures should be implemented to ensure an effective and 
streamlined interconnection process for community solar pilot projects? 
 
The above recommendations of using the interconnection process to queue projects 
notwithstanding, the distributed generation interconnection process should continue to be 
completely separate from the community solar program administration. This is essential 
because the interconnection process is a neutral, technical state standard that should continue 
to function and be improved independently of any individual program, as it needs to function on 
its own best practices and must treat all forms of solar and other DER equally. 
 
The state should continue to modify and improve its distributed generation interconnection 
standards to keep up with modern standards, volume and type of deployment project 
deployment. Outdated standards and processes have caused issues in other states and 
therefore interconnection processes are an avoidable problem. 
 
To this end, simultaneously to the community solar program development, BPU should work 
with stakeholders to ensure that New Jersey’s distributed generation interconnection standards 

include the following: 
1. First come first serve approach 
2. Sequential study 
3. Pre-application reports available before hosting capacity is on-line so developers can get 

basic technical information on substation and feeder capacity without having to enter the 
queue 

4. Maturity requirements to enter the queue 
5. Reasonable timelines for both developers and utilities 
6. Updated modern technical screens and standards for project study 
7. Clear communication of the application of those standards and study outcomes 
8. Non 100% payment structure - 25% to show commitment and 75% after a certain period 

of time 
 
 
23) What measures can be implemented to minimize negative impacts and maximize grid 
benefits to the distribution system of an EDC? 
 

                                                 
20 Non-ministerial permits are permits in which one or more officials consider(s) various factors and 
exercise(s) some discretion in deciding whether to issue or deny permits. They are distinct from 
ministerial permits such as building permits.  
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CCSA recommends that community solar projects be subject to the same measures that are 
otherwise in place for similarly sized non-community solar projects. It does not make sense to 
only consider the impacts of community solar projects on the distribution system in isolation. 
There are many types of distributed energy resources on the system and the impacts should be 
considered holistically.  
 
With this in mind, the state is about to embark on a deployment of energy storage pursuant to 
A3723. As this bill is implemented, community solar projects could be part of an effort to use 
storage to better integrate solar into the grid. 

 
24) Should existing solar projects be allowed to reclassify as community solar pilot 
projects? 
 
No. One important component of a Community Solar Program is it stimulates new clean energy 
development through voluntary customer subscriptions.   
 
25) How can community solar subscription organizations most efficiently submit all 
required information regarding individual subscriptions to both the BPU and the relevant 
EDC? In the case of a replacement subscriber in an existing community solar project, 
should the subscriber organization be allowed to provisionally accept a new subscriber, 
subject to BPU review and right to disapprove within 30 days? What should that required 
information be? 
 
This question requires clarification, it seems to imply that the BPU intends to review and 
approve/disapprove individual subscribers to the program. That is unworkable and unnecessary, 
particularly given the ultimate scale of the pilot and permanent program. 
 
The Subscriber Organization and EDC should establish electronic exchanges of information, by 
which subscriber lists are electronically submitted. Ideally, a secure online portal would be 
developed which allows subscriber organizations the ability to receive confirmation of a 
successful submission and to see the status of the submissions at any given time. An online 
process removes the burden of relying on email to submit documents and improve efficiency. A 
long-term goal would be to create a system that can communicate directly with the utility billing 
systems. 
 
And, because subscribers are not static, New Jersey should allow at least monthly updates to 
subscriber allocation lists, although more frequent updates are achievable. Maryland and New 
York allow for subscriber allocation updates at least on a monthly basis, while Minnesota and 
Colorado allow updates to be made at any time through an easy-to-use electronic subscription 
management portal. Commonwealth Edison and Ameren Illinois are currently developing similar 
subscription management portals to allow providers in Illinois to manage subscriptions and 
allocations at any time.  

 
26) What reporting requirements should apply to EDCs with respect to the pilot program? 
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Accurate and up-to-date information regarding the queue and amount of capacity available in 
the pilot program is essential. Each EDC should post weekly updates to an easily accessible 
part of their websites regarding the status of the queue and remaining pilot program capacity. 
The information must include: 

● Date updated 
● Pilot program size 
● Capacity reserved, capacity in-service, and a total capacity allocated 
● Capacity remaining 

 
On a monthly or quarterly basis, the EDCs should submit a report with the following information 
(this is modeled off of the Xcel monthly report21 in Minnesota): 

● Overall queue status 
○ Status of Applications, including those that are active, in commercial operation, 

or withdrawn 
○ Of the active applications, additional information regarding the progress, 

including application phase, study phase, design & construction phase 
● Design and Construction status 
● Number of projects and total generating capacity (MW) of projects in commercial 

operation, projects by county, number of subscribers 
 
 
27) What specific measures, if any, should apply to multi-family buildings? 
 
CCSA has no comments at this time. 

 
28) What specific measures, if any, should apply to master-metered buildings in terms of 
eligibility for a Pilot Project? Please discuss specifically how to ensure that benefits of a 
community solar subscription are passed through to tenants.  
 
CCSA recognizes that many customers reside in master metered buildings, and it is important 
to consider how such customers might participate in community solar and be correctly 
recognized as residential customers. We would like to work further with BPU to establish how 
best to categorize and compensate master-metered buildings that wish to participate in 
community solar, as well as how to ensure savings are passed through to tenants. We also 
recommend BPU look to New York’s experience in addressing these questions.   

 
29) What information regarding community solar pilot projects should be made available 
on the BPU website? Should website publication be automatic upon approval of the 
project by the Board, or only upon request from community solar project owners? 

                                                 
21 See docket 13-867 



 

29 

CCSA suggest that the BPU create a page within the NJCleanEnergy website that would be 
available, at a subscriber organization’s request, to post contact information for community solar 
projects accepting subscribers.  

 
30) What specific elements should the BPU consider to ensure a smooth transition from 
the Pilot Program to a full-scale Community Solar Program? 
Project developers (and the ecosystem of lenders and financial partners that supports project 
development) must have adequate certainty on project economics at various stages in the 
development process in order to proceed with the next step.  For example, in order to proceed 
with the often-significant costs associated with interconnection upgrades, developers need to 
have high confidence in the revenue their project will ultimately generate.  Thus, in order to 
ensure a smooth transition from the pilot to a permanent community solar program, BPU should 
carefully consider at what milestones projects can be confident they will qualify for either the 
pilot or permanent program.  While there are many details that will need to be determined as the 
SREC successor program and the full scale community solar program are designed, it is likely 
that projects that do not qualify for the pilot program should be queued and made eligible for the 
permanent program, and that BPU should seek to establish at least rough parameters for the 
permanent program as early as possible, so that developers can make informed decisions 
regarding further investment. 

Customer Subscriptions, Customer Protection 
Summary: CCSA recommends that minimum subscriber levels be three unique customers, that 
market dynamics should effectively self-limit subscription sizing to approximately match a 
customers ability to offset the electric portion of their bill, that subscriptions be managed purely 
by the subscriber organization, and that those subscriptions be transferable and portable within 
the same utility service territory. Additionally, CCSA believes that customer protection and 
education is an important element of a successful community solar program and believes that 
other states, such as Maryland, have examples of simple, yet effective disclosure policies that 
New Jersey can implement to ensure customers are educated and protected when subscribing 
to a community solar project. 
 
31) Should there be a minimum number of subscribers per community solar pilot 
project? If so, what should it be? Please provide specific support for this number. 
 
Yes, CCSA recommends a minimum of three subscribers per community solar project. Setting 
the minimum number of subscribers at this level will precipitate a variety of different project 
sizes and compositions. This will can ensure that community solar projects are shared 
resources as intended rather than simply remote net-metered system.  
 
Additionally, CCSA suggests that limiting a single subscriber to a certain maximum percentage 
of the project can also be effective.  CCSA suggests that in addition to the minimum of three 
subscribers that no single subscriber’s subscription may total more than 50% of the nameplate 
capacity of an individual community solar project.  
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32) What should be the maximum subscription size for each subscriber? Should specific 
limits be placed on residential versus commercial customers? 
 
CCSA recommends that subscriptions be sized to allow a customer to offset 100% of their 
electric utility bill. Ideally, allowing for subscriptions to be sized to offset up to 120% of their 
electric bill would allow important flexibility in the event that a customer’s electrical usage 
increases, such as the additional of an electric vehicle. Depending on how subscription terms 
are defined by the subscriber organization, a capacity subscription may be converted to kWh 
units to demonstrate compliance.  
 
Please see CCSA’s response to Question 38 fora more detailed discussion of the issue of 
ensuring participation by small customers in the community solar program. 

  
33) What specific measures should be enacted for both community solar subscription 
organizations and the BPU to manage subscriptions effectively? Please provide specific 
churn rate assumptions. 
 
Subscriptions should be managed by the Subscriber Organizations.  Subscriptions are private 
contracts between two willing parties in a voluntary program.  Once rules for consumer 
protections are finalized, the management of subscriptions should be left to the subscriber 
organizations.  It’s unclear what role the BPU would take in managing the subscription 

agreements between subscribers and subscriber organizations.   
 

34) Should subscriptions be portable? If yes, under what conditions? 
 
Yes, subscriptions should be portable and transferable.  Individual subscribers should be able to 
take their subscription with them if they move within the same EDC service territory.  
Subscriptions from one EDC service territory cannot be transferred to another EDC service 
territory. If a subscriber moves outside of an EDC service territory, their subscription should be 
transferable to another customer who resides in the same EDC service territory as the 
community solar facility and meets the requirements of the subscriber organization. The specific 
terms and conditions that apply to subscription portability and transferability should be provided 
to the customer in their subscription agreement.  

 
35) Please identify what specific limits, if any should be placed on the transferability of 
subscriptions, in accordance with applicable statutes, rules, and regulations. If the BPU 
were to determine that subscriptions are fully transferable, what consumer protections 
should be established? Please include consideration of, among other things, necessary 
approvals and certificates, to ensure that if a community solar subscription market, 
including to third parties, were to develop, that said market is fair and transparent? 
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CCSA needs more information to fully respond to this question.  It’s unclear what is meant by 

“fully transferable” and whether the BPU is asking about the ability of an individual customer or 

subscriber to transfer their subscription to another individual customer or subscriber or whether 
the BPU is seeking information about the sale of subscription agreements from one subscriber 
organization to another subscriber organization.  

 
36) Please provide comments on consumer protection measures, including ideas and 
language for consumer protection rules, and a proposed customer disclosure form.   
 
Consumer education and engagement is absolutely critical to building a successful community 
solar market.  CCSA member companies have a vested interest in consumer protection.  As a 
condition of membership, each CCSA member company has agreed to adhere to a set of nine 
Core Principles for developing effective community solar policies and programs.22,23 Of those 
nine Core Principles three focus on consumer protection: 

● Ensure that community solar projects are operated and maintained well to protect 
customers and developers’ investment. 

● Ensure full and accurate disclosure of customer benefits and risk in a standard, 
comparable manner that presents customers with performance and cost transparency. 

● Comply with applicable securities, tac, and consumer protection laws to reduce 
customer risk and protect the customer.  

 
CCSA supports consumer protection measures that are right-sized to foster a healthy, 
competitive and reliable market. Particularly given that CCSA is not aware of any major 
consumer protection problems in other states related to community solar, the most logical 
approach is one focused on customer education and disclosure. 
 
To assist with education, CCSA in collaboration with SEIA developed the Residential Consumer 

Guide to Community Solar.24 This guide builds upon SEIA’s existing Residential Consumer 

Guide to Solar Power and provides guidelines to help community solar consumers become as 
informed as possible.  It provides a list of key questions that consumers should ask prior to 
entering a community solar agreement and includes a robust list of additional resources 
available.  
 
In other markets, consumer disclosure documents have been adopted by utility commissions as 
part of their community solar programs. Maryland’s Community Solar Contract Summary, which 

is included as part of every community solar agreement (subscription) has emerged as a best 

                                                 
22 Coalition for Community Solar Access, Core Principles, Accessed July 30, 2018, 
http://www.communitysolaraccess.org/about-us/ccsa-core-principles/.  
23 Many CCSA members are also members of the Solar Energy Industries Association and adhere to the 
SEIA Solar Business Code: https://www.seia.org/initiatives/seia-solar-business-code.  
24 Solar Energy Industries Assocition and Coalition for Community Solar Access, Residential Consumer 
Guide to Community Solar, July 2016, 
https://www.seia.org/sites/default/files/Residential%20Consumer%20Guide%20to%20Community%20Sol
ar%20-%20FINAL.pdf.  

http://www.communitysolaraccess.org/about-us/ccsa-core-principles/
https://www.seia.org/initiatives/seia-solar-business-code
https://www.seia.org/sites/default/files/Residential%20Consumer%20Guide%20to%20Community%20Solar%20-%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.seia.org/sites/default/files/Residential%20Consumer%20Guide%20to%20Community%20Solar%20-%20FINAL.pdf
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practice to ensure clear and consistent disclosure across the industry. 25 CCSA believes 
Maryland’s robust regulatory process vetted these issues appropriately and supports the 

adoption of a similar Contract Summary for use in the New Jersey Community Solar Pilot 
Program.  

 
37) Besides NJ building codes and standards, what specific technical standards should 
the BPU cite in its rules and regulations for the community solar pilot projects? 
 
CCSA recommends that community solar projects be subject to the same technical standards of 
other similarly sized solar projects for purposes of interconnection to the distribution grid and 
local building codes.  There is no need for additional technical standards for community solar 
pilot projects.  

 
38) Please provide general comments on any issues not specifically addressed in the 
questions above. Please do not reiterate previously made comments, keep these 
comments succinct, and make specific reference to their applicability in the New Jersey 
context.  
  
Comments on Rutgers University’s New Jersey Community Solar Financing Model 
As CCSA understands the work being done by the Edward J. Bloustein School of Planning and 
Public Policy, the goal is not to establish a bill credit value for community solar, rather to test a 
range of assumptions to test boundary scenarios to generally understand if revenues available 
to developers of community solar projects, or lack thereof, could result in a financial shortfall for 
developers.  CCSA supports the use of thoughtful analysis to ensure that community solar can 
thrive in New Jersey creating good clean energy jobs, help the state meet its climate and clean 
energy goals, and provide subscribers of community solar projects a fair value for the clean 
energy their subscriptions place on the the local distribution grid.   
 
CCSA notes that cost assumptions in particular are driven both by program size and program 
maturity.  In particular, the cost of customer acquisition, land, and O&M can be higher in smaller 
markets.  Developers gain experience with each project that must operate under a standard set 
of program rules, therefore it is important to consider that the first community solar projects may 
have slightly higher cost, however these cost can come down over time as developers gain 
experience with the program.  Additionally, if the program size is adequate (450 MW or more) 
community solar companies will make investments specific to the New Jersey program, allowing 
for specialization around task such as customer acquisition, permitting, and O&M; this could 
help offset some of the increased cost associated with a new program offering to consumers. 
 
CCSA offers the following to answer specific questions posed by Rutgers and additional 
comments. 

● Slide 5:  
                                                 
25 Maryland Public Service Commission, Maryland Comunity Solar Contract Summary, 
https://www.psc.state.md.us/wp-content/uploads/Community-Solar-Contract-Disclosure-Form-and-
Instructions_04162018.pdf  

https://www.psc.state.md.us/wp-content/uploads/Community-Solar-Contract-Disclosure-Form-and-Instructions_04162018.pdf
https://www.psc.state.md.us/wp-content/uploads/Community-Solar-Contract-Disclosure-Form-and-Instructions_04162018.pdf


 

33 

○ As noted in CCSA’s response to Question 19, CCSA believes the legislature is 
clear that community solar projects are eligible for SRECs and any successor 
incentive program implemented by the BPU.  However, CCSA’s analysis 

concludes that SRECs will certainly not be available for the full pilot program and 
will very likely not be available by the time the pilot program launches, therefore 
CCSA suggest that modeling assume only Class 1 RECs.    

○ We note that interconnection costs are not specifically listed as a cost input, but 
should be included more explicitly. Interconnection costs to the distribution grid 
can be much more significant for community solar projects as compared to on-
site projects serving commercial load and we have seen these costs be on 
average $0.20-0.25/Wac in neighboring states with similar development and 
density. These costs are also not eligible for the ITC. 

○  
● Slide 8:  

○ CCSA agrees that solar canopies have significantly higher installation costs than 
ground mounted systems.  CCSA notes that installation cost are only one item 
that make solar canopies more expensive; O&M and insurance are also more 
expensive for these projects. In the example of a solar canopy which might be 
used to cover parking, consider: 

■ Companies not only must add additional cost to cover design details to 
protect electrical equipment, these systems are vulnerable to both 
intentional and accidental tampering causing developers to add additional 
insurance cost.  

■ The ongoing maintenance cost are more expensive.  These systems 
must be inspected more often to proactively monitor for any tampering, 
guttering systems may need to be installed to manage water flows, and 
snow removal and abatement is essential to protect individuals who may 
be walking nearby. 

■ Additionally, these systems require additional racking and mounting 
hardware which is increasing in price due to tariffs (see below). 

● Slide 9: 
○ CCSA agrees that the impacts of the 30% tariff on solar imports will have a 

material impact on the price of solar panels for the entire community solar pilot 
program.  CCSA also notes that the Trump administration has levied 25% and 
10%  tariffs on steel and aluminum respectively.  The impact of these tariffs on 
the solar industry is significant as steel and aluminum are key components in the 
cost of panels, racking, and mounting. GTM Research has estimates that these 
tariffs could add 2 to 4 cent per watt to the price of racking.26 

● Slide 10: 
○ CCSA agrees that the developer should be able to take advantage of the ITC, 

however, due to the annual capacity limits that BPU is required to establish, 
                                                 
26 Pyper, Julia,”Steel and aluminum tariffs could add 2 cents per watt to utility scale solar projects”, 

Greentech Media, March 1, 2018, https://www.greentechmedia.com/articles/read/steel-aluminum-tariffs-
could-add-2-cents-per-watt-to-utility-scale-solar#gs.2t5_kKI  

https://www.greentechmedia.com/articles/read/steel-aluminum-tariffs-could-add-2-cents-per-watt-to-utility-scale-solar#gs.2t5_kKI
https://www.greentechmedia.com/articles/read/steel-aluminum-tariffs-could-add-2-cents-per-watt-to-utility-scale-solar#gs.2t5_kKI
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community solar projects will be able to take advantage of varying ITC rates.  
CCSA believes that depending on a number of variables including the date that 
the rules for community solar projects are finalized will determine the ITC rate for 
each project.  It is important to understand that community solar projects have a 
18-24 month development timeline.  Therefore CCSA suggest that Rutgers 
consider capacity secured for purpose of the program in 2019, would begin 
construction in 2020; projects that secure capacity in the program in 2020, would 
begin construction in 2021; and projects that secure capacity in the program in 
2021, would begin construction in 2022.   

● Slide 11: 
○ It is widely recognized that projects serving higher proportions of residential 

customers incur higher cost associated with customer acquisition and 
management.  

○ CCSA recommends that Rutgers review analysis by Sustainable Energy 
Advantage in consultancy for the Rhode Island Office of Energy Resources on 
one time and ongoing customer acquisition cost assumptions for community 
solar.27  SEA surveyed the industry to ascertain customer acquisition cost 
associated with projects that serve at least 50% of their capacity to subscriptions 
of 25 kW or less.  They found that the upfront (one time) customer acquisition 
cost associated with these projects are about $0.25/W, the ongoing (annual) cost 
associated with customer replacement is $0.02/W/year, and the ongoing (annual) 
cost of customer management and billing is about $0.01/W/year.28   

● Slide 14: 
○ CCSA is not aware of a statewide property tax abatement for community solar 

projects. P.L. 2008, C.90 does exempt some Renewable Energy Systems from 
real property taxation, however, the definition included in the statute likely would 
not apply to community solar systems.  The statute states:  

“Renewable energy system” means any equipment that is part of, or 

added to , a residential, commercial, industrial, or mixed use building as 

an accessory use, and that produces renewable energy onsite to provide 

all or a portion of the electrical, heating, cooling, or general energy needs 

of that building. 
Because community solar facilities place there energy on the distribution grid, they are 
not providing for on-site energy needs. CCSA does not believes tax abatements would 
apply to community solar facilities without specific direction from either the BPU or the 
New Jersey Department of Taxation and suggest absent clarification that any analysis 
assume community solar projects would be taxed as if they were independently owned 
facilities that supply energy to the electrical grid.  

 
Small Customer Participation 

                                                 
27 Sustainable Energy Advantage, LLC et. al, Rhode Island Renewable Energy Growth Program, 
September 2016, http://sos.ri.gov/documents/publicinfo/omdocs/minutes/6154/2016/49211.pdf  
28 All Rhode Island cost references for capacity are direct current (DC). 

http://sos.ri.gov/documents/publicinfo/omdocs/minutes/6154/2016/49211.pdf
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C.48:3-87.11 b. (8) directs the Board to establish “standards to ensure the ability of residential 

and commercial customers to participate in solar energy projects, including residential 
customers in multifamily housing.” CCSA believes it is essential that community solar programs 

provide opportunities for all customers classes to participate.  To meet this statutory directive, it 
is essential that the overall program is designed to ensure small customers (residential and 
small commercial subscriptions under 25 kW) participate in the program.   
 
Developers incur higher customer acquisition costs when serving high proportions of small 
customers.  Without providing special considerations for this customer segment, other states 
have proven that the developers will likely gravitate to larger customers which can be 
subscribed and managed at a lower cost.29  It is imperative that small customers be able to 
participate in community solar, as they represent approximately 50% of New Jersey’s energy 

load. Moreover, because utilities will be able to recover many costs associated with 
implementing a community solar program, it is important that one segment of the market is not 
overly represented among community solar subscribers.  
 
There are four general program design approaches to ensure small customers have the ability 
to participate in community solar programs. Some approaches impose a requirement for 
projects to serve small customers, while others use financial incentives to encourage subscriber 
organizations to serve small customers.   

● Requirements: 
○ Per-Project Requirement: The Per-Project Requirement approach works by 

requiring every community solar project to serve a certain percentage of small 
customers.  This approach uses a firm requirement at the project level to ensure 
small customer participation. 

○ Program Categorization: The Program Categorization approach would carve out 
a portion of the program for projects that are required to serve a high proportion 
of small customers. As noted in CCSA’s response to Question 3, we do not 

support efforts that divide the program further than by EDC and a special 
category for LMI Community Solar Projects. 

● Incentives: 
○ Rate Differential: Under this approach, customers of different customer classes 

receive different bill credits for participation in projects, with residential and small 
commercial customers receiving higher bill credit values. The rate differential 
must be large enough to provide the developer an adequate incentive to serve 
small customers. 

○ Project-Level Incentive: This approach provides a greater monetary incentive to 
projects that allocate a certain percentage of capacity to small subscribers.  

 
States have taken a variety of approaches to this question, some of which are summarized 
below: 

                                                 
29 This has been the case in both the Minnesota and Colorado Community Solar Programs.  These 
programs serve only 10% and approximately 14% residential customers, respectively.   
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● Massachusetts: Community Solar facilities are defined as having at least three 
participants; no more than 2 participants can receive credits from more than 25 kW of 
capacity; Combined share of those subscriptions can not exceed 50% of the total 
capacity.  Projects meeting this definition receive higher incentive values to incentivize 
small customer participation. Remote net metering is also available for all types of 
customers but does not receive the added incentive.  

● Illinois provides varying REC levels to incentivize projects, with differing levels of small 
customer participation (25%-50%, 50%-75%, 75%-100%).  

● Rhode Island: No more than 50% of credits may be allocated to an eligible recipient; at 
least 50% of the credits are allocated to recipients with shares of 25 kW or less.  

● New York: For shared “Community Distributed Generation” facilities, no more than 40% 

of facilities output may go to subscribers with shares sized greater than 25 kW; At least 
60% of facility’s output must got to subscribers with shares sized 25 kW or less. As a 
function of the current Value of Distributed Energy Resources tariff, residential and small 
commercial customers receive more valuable bill credits. Remote net metering is also 
available for non-residential customers, with only one participant per project.  

● Oregon: 50% of the nameplate capacity of every project must be reserved by project 
managers for subscriptions or ownership by small commercial and residential 
participants. This program is not yet operational. 

● Minnesota: A single subscription cannot exceed 40% of the facility’s output. Residential 

and small commercial customers receive more valuable bill credits.  
● Hawaii: Requires at last 40% of project to be subscriptions of 50 kW or less.  

 
As part of CCSA’s retail rate analysis, we will provide proposals on how best to manage small 
customer participation in the context of New Jersey’s community solar pilot program. It is 

important to support a diverse set of community solar projects while yielding a representative 
set of customers participating in projects. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

37 

 
 
 
Appendix : Maryland Consumer Disclosure Form 
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July 31, 2018 
 
Aida Camacho-Welch, Secretary of the Board 
State of New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 
44 South Clinton Avenue 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 
 

Comments of Center for Resource Solutions (CRS) in Response to the July 6th Questions for 
Stakeholder Comment on the New Jersey Community Solar Energy Pilot Program (Docket No. 
QO18060646) 
 
Ms. Camacho-Welch, 
 
CRS appreciates this opportunity to submit comments in response to the questions for stakeholder 
comment contained within the July 6, 2018 Notice regarding the New Jersey Community Solar Energy Pilot 
Program. The intent of these comments is to provide information on industry best practices for consumer 
protection and the treatment of Renewable Energy Certificates (RECs) associated with community solar 
programs. These comments echo much of what CRS stated in its previous comments on the BPU Generic 
Solar Proceeding that were submitted on December 15, 2017. 
 

Background on CRS and Green-e® 
 
CRS is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization that creates policy and market solutions to advance sustainable 
energy. CRS has broad expertise in renewable energy policy design and implementation, electricity 
product disclosures and consumer protection, and greenhouse gas (GHG) reporting and accounting. CRS 
administers the Green-e programs. Green-e is the leading certification program for voluntary renewable 
electricity products in North America. For over 20 years, Green-e staff have worked with independent 
third-party auditors to annually verify renewable energy purchases in the voluntary market and ensure 
purchasers receive full environmental benefits and sole ownership of each megawatt-hour (MWh) of 
renewable energy they purchase. Verification procedures ensure there is no double counting between 
voluntary and compliance markets, and that other renewable energy or carbon policies do not claim any 
of the environmental benefits of certified renewable energy. In 2016, Green-e certified retail sales of over 
48 million MWh, representing over 1.3% of the total U.S. electricity mix. In 2016, there were over 963,000 
retail purchasers of Green-e certified renewable energy, including 53,000 businesses. 
 

Treatment of RECs from Community Solar Pilot Projects 
 
Under Request for Comments, item 19 asks, “Should Pilot Projects be eligible for solar renewable energy 
certificates (‘SRECs’)? If yes, should the SREC be given to the subscriber or to the community solar project 
owners?” 
 
One REC represents the environmental attributes associated with one MWh of renewable energy, and 
because electrons generated by a grid-connected photovoltaic system are not directly transmitted to 
specific customers, RECs are used to track and account for the specified consumption of this solar energy. 

https://resource-solutions.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/CRS-Comments_NJ-BPU-Generic-Solar-Proceeding_12.15.17.pdf
https://resource-solutions.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/CRS-Comments_NJ-BPU-Generic-Solar-Proceeding_12.15.17.pdf
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RECs are essential to properly substantiate renewable energy usage claims. For this reason, community 
solar projects in New Jersey should be eligible to generate RECs, or more specifically, SRECs. Furthermore, 
if these programs are actively marketed as “community solar,” and customers believe they are enrolling 
to receive and consume solar energy, then the subscribers are entitled to have the SRECs retired on their 
behalves. If a customer enrolls in a program that does not retire SRECs on behalf of the end-users, then 
they do not have a valid claim to be consuming this solar energy. For example, if electricity from a solar 
facility is sold to one customer, but the SRECs are delivered to another, then only the customer who 
receives the SRECs may claim to be using the solar energy generated at this site. If SRECs are unbundled 
and sold separately, then the underlying electricity can no longer be associated with the environmental 
attributes of solar generation. 
 
Similarly, if SRECs from community solar projects are used for compliance with New Jersey’s Renewable 
Portfolio Standard (RPS), then subscribers cannot specifically claim to be consuming the solar energy 
generated by these facilities. Furthermore, in this scenario, the impact of these subscriptions on the 
growth of renewable energy would not be surplus to what is required by regulation. In other words, 
voluntarily enrolling in a community solar program that supports RPS compliance would simply subsidize 
the electricity service provider’s compliance obligations. If these community solar projects are used for 
RPS compliance, then the end-use customers would not be contributing to solar energy development 
beyond what is already required by regulation in New Jersey. 
 

Consumer Protection Relating to Renewable Energy Usage and Claims 
 
Item 36 asks stakeholders to, “Please provide comments on consumer protection measures, including 
ideas and language for consumer protection rules, and a proposed customers disclosure form.” 
 
Because a customer who enrolls in a community solar program may reasonably assume that they are 
purchasing and consuming renewable energy, customer retention of the retired SRECs associated with 
this electricity is a matter of consumer protection. If customers do not have SRECs retired on their 
behalves, then there must be clear disclosures clarifying that the end-use customers are not legally 
entitled to claim the consumption of this solar energy. Misleading marketing and failure to implement 
adequate consumer protection measures could result in duplicative claiming of these environmental 
attributes, which undermines the overall integrity of the renewable energy market. 
 
In the United States, both the federal government and solar industry agree that SRECs must be used to 
substantiate solar energy usage claims. If community solar subscribers claim to be using renewable energy 
but do not have SRECs retired on their behalves, this may result in additional risk for both the buyers and 
sellers involved in this program. The Federal Trade Commission states that, “If a business, including a 
home business, has solar panels and sells away all the RECs, it loses the right to tell customers it’s using 
renewable energy. That’s important to keep in mind if you have a home business and want to claim you 
use renewable energy.”1 
 
Furthermore, in its Guide to Making Claims About Your Solar Power Use, the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency states, 
 

                                                      
1 United States Federal Trade Commission. Solar Power for Your Home. June 2015. Available at: 

https://www.consumer.ftc.gov/articles/0532-solar-power-your-home 

https://www.consumer.ftc.gov/articles/0532-solar-power-your-home
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“Without REC ownership, making claims about using solar power can result in a number of risks to 
your organization as well as violate state and Federal law and guidance, including the following:  
 

• Legal risks—Possible scrutiny by the Federal Trade Commission (FTC) and/or your state’s 
attorney general’s office for false or deceptive marketing claims. This is not only true of 
electricity consumers but also third-party suppliers who develop solar projects through PPA 
contracts. A PPA developer can’t claim to be selling solar energy if the PPA doesn’t convey the 
RECs to the off taker of the electricity.  
 

• Contractual and financial risks—Potential for breach of contract by conveying the same 
environmental attributes to multiple users. 

 
• Brand and reputation risks—Possible requirement to issue a clarifying statement regarding 

the claims about your solar power project, use of solar energy or carbon footprint reductions.  
 

An organization that claims to be using solar power but does not own the RECs associated with their 
solar generator’s output, may be double counting or claiming the renewable attributes of the 
electricity. Double counting RECs between multiple parties undermines the renewable electricity 
market by overestimating the amount of renewable electricity generated/used relative to the number 
of megawatt-hours produced.”2  

 
Similarly, in its Residential Consumer Guide to Solar Power, the Solar Energy Industries Association states 
that consumers should, 
 

“Understand Renewable Energy Certificates (RECs). RECs or SRECs (Solar Renewable Energy 
Certificates) are tradeable tags representing the renewable qualities of the electricity your solar 
system generates and are used to track the use of renewable energy from solar systems. If you 
own RECs or the RECs are retired on your behalf, you can claim you use ‘solar’ or ‘renewable’ 
electricity from the system. Selling or transferring your RECs can help lower the cost of your system, 
but you lose the ability to make ‘renewable’ or similar claims about your home. Check your 
contract to see who will own the RECs. It’s a new topic for residential consumers and solar 
companies should explain RECs and REC ownership to you.”3  

 
CRS has also published guidance on consumer protection and solar claims that might be useful to the BPU 
as it considers developing its own set of safeguards. Although written specifically for the higher education 
context, these materials are highly relevant to community solar programs: 
 

• REC Best Practices and Claims. October 17, 2014. Available at: https://resource-
solutions.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/REC-Best-Practices-and-Claims.pdf 

                                                      
2 United States Environmental Protection Agency. Guide to Making Claims About Your Solar Power Use. August 

2017. https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-09/documents/gpp-guidelines-for-making-solar-
claims.pdf  

3 Solar Energy Industries Association. Residential Consumer Guide to Solar Power. July 2017. 
https://www.seia.org/sites/default/files/resources/SEIA%20Consumer%20Guide%20to%20Solar%20Power%20
-%20v3%20-%207.17.2017.pdf 

 

https://resource-solutions.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/REC-Best-Practices-and-Claims.pdf
https://resource-solutions.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/REC-Best-Practices-and-Claims.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-09/documents/gpp-guidelines-for-making-solar-claims.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-09/documents/gpp-guidelines-for-making-solar-claims.pdf
https://www.seia.org/sites/default/files/resources/SEIA%20Consumer%20Guide%20to%20Solar%20Power%20-%20v3%20-%207.17.2017.pdf
https://www.seia.org/sites/default/files/resources/SEIA%20Consumer%20Guide%20to%20Solar%20Power%20-%20v3%20-%207.17.2017.pdf
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• Solar Energy on Campus. Part I: Renewable energy Usage Claims. December 28, 2016. Available 
at: https://resource-solutions.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/Solar-Energy-on-Campus-I.pdf 

• Solar Energy on Campus. Part II: Solar Purchasing Options and Communicating Renewable 
Energy Use. December 28, 2016. Available at: https://resource-solutions.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/09/Solar-Energy-on-Campus-II.pdf 

• Solar Energy on Campus. Part III: Key Considerations for Developers Working with Higher 
Education Institutions. December 28, 2016. Available at: https://resource-solutions.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/12/Solar-Energy-on-Campus-III.pdf 

• Solar Energy on Campus. Part IV: Community Purchasing Campaigns and Renewable Energy 
Usage Claims. December 28, 2016. Available at: https://resource-solutions.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/12/Solar-Energy-on-Campus-IV.pdf 

 
To ensure adequate consumer protection, the BPU may want to consider requiring third-party verification 
and certification for community solar projects in New Jersey. Green-e, a renewable energy certification 
program administered by CRS, ensures that there is no double counting or double claiming of voluntary 
renewable energy purchases, and it furthermore requires that end-use customers receive complete and 
accurate disclosures covering the resource content and pricing of the electricity they are purchasing. 
 

Conclusion 
 
Should the BPU have any additional questions relating to these comments or the suggestions contained 
herein, CRS would be happy to provide clarifying information and participate further as the New Jersey 
Community Solar Energy Pilot Program progresses. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

 
 
Noah Bucon 
Senior Analyst, Policy and Certification Programs 
Center for Resource Solutions 
Noah.Bucon@resource-solutions.org 
415-561-2110 

https://resource-solutions.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/Solar-Energy-on-Campus-I.pdf
https://resource-solutions.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Solar-Energy-on-Campus-II.pdf
https://resource-solutions.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Solar-Energy-on-Campus-II.pdf
https://resource-solutions.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/Solar-Energy-on-Campus-III.pdf
https://resource-solutions.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/Solar-Energy-on-Campus-III.pdf
https://resource-solutions.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/Solar-Energy-on-Campus-IV.pdf
https://resource-solutions.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/Solar-Energy-on-Campus-IV.pdf
mailto:Noah.Bucon@resource-solutions.org


 

 

July 31, 2018 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 
 
Aida Camacho-Welch, Secretary 
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 
44 South Clinton Avenue 
Trenton, NJ 08625 
 
RE:  Edison Energy, LLC Comments on New Jersey’s Community Solar 

Energy Pilot Program (Docket No. QO18060646)  
 
Dear Secretary Camacho-Welch:  
 
Edison Energy, LLC (“Edison Energy”) appreciates the opportunity to comment on New 
Jersey’s community solar pilot program (“Pilot Program”) in the above-named docket. 
Edison Energy, an Edison International Company, provides energy advisory, 
integration, and outsourcing services with a client-centric commitment to enterprise 
clients. Edison Energy’s emphasis is on serving the largest energy users with solutions 
that include distributed generation, energy efficiency and conservation, and power 
marketing management services, including renewable energy procurement. Edison 
Energy employs a multi-talented team of affiliated companies, including Altenex, LLC, 
ENERActive Solutions, LLC and Delta Energy Services, LLC, all of which have 
customers with facilities in New Jersey. Of Edison Energy’s clients, 16 of them alone 
consume more than 530,000 MWh per year in New Jersey. Of these clients, 11 have 
ambitious sustainability and renewable energy goals that could be achieved through the 
addition of community solar to their energy procurement strategies.  
 
Edison Energy’s brief comments will focus on minimum requirements and program 
features that will attract corporate and institutional participation in New Jersey’s 
community solar pilot program. While companies and public entities may have different 
requirements, there a few design considerations that are necessary to spur our client’s 
interest and participation in the program.  

 
I. Program Size 
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The Pilot Program should be sized to accommodate growing demand for community 
solar and attract large energy users to serve as anchor tenants. Creditworthy anchor 
tenants reduce subscriber churn, lower customer acquisition costs and help secure 
project financing for developers, thereby lowering costs and project risk for all 
subscribers. In our experience, smaller programs fail to reach their full potential in both 
widespread participation and cost-effective solar deployment due to both a lack of 
developer investment in the market and lack of customer interest. 
 

II. Geographic Limitations  
 

In addition to having a large program capacity for the three-year Pilot Program, the New 
Jersey Board of Public Utilities (“BPU”) should refrain from imposing geographic 
limitations beyond requiring subscribers to be in the same utility service territory as the 
community solar facility. In our experience, corporate and public entities generally prefer 
to subscribe to community solar projects near their facilities, but their buildings may be 
located in urban areas where access to land that can support community solar 
development is limited. Additional geographic boundaries may therefore limit project 
availability for commercial and institutional subscribers that have large load and could 
increase costs for subscribers if the geographic boundary is too small to encourage 
active and competitive development and efficient siting from the community solar 
industry. 
 
III. Project Aggregation 

 
To attract anchor tenants, Edison Energy recommends that subscribers be allowed to 
purchase multiple subscriptions from multiple community solar projects. In general, 
large energy users are unable to subscribe 100% of their energy usage through an 
individual community solar project. Therefore, to encourage anchor tenants to invest in 
community solar and support the financing of community solar projects, we recommend 
that subscribers be allowed to contract with multiple projects within their service territory 
up to 100% of their historical annual usage.  

 
IV. On-Bill Credit Values 

 
Compensation to subscribers through bill credits should be transparent and predictable 
to encourage customer interest and industry investment. While we understand the 
desire for various market participants to request either bill credit values on the low end, 
at the LMP or QF value, or on the high end, full retail value, Edison Energy believes that 
community solar as a distribution level generation asset located in front of the meter 
should be compensated at a value between these two. In our experience, bill credit 
values too low fall short of attracting valuable C&I customers while bill credits valued too 
high can disorient the incentive and tariff structure underpinning the entire system of 
rate-based cost recovery. We recommend a transparent value with a high degree of 
predictability, indexed not to the specific subscriber but the generating asset itself. 

 
V. Ownership of Solar Renewable Energy Certificates (“SRECs”) 



 

3 
 

 
In order to control the cost of meeting New Jersey’s growing Renewable Portfolio 
Standard (“RPS”), we recommend that the SRECs from a community solar project 
transfer directly to the Electric Distribution Company (“EDC”). In exchange for a low cost 
SREC, as compared to the observed spot market price, the EDC will offer the project a 
contracted price for that SREC. This price can be calculated using the difference 
between a Feed-in Tariff rate and the energy value of some fixed value. At the current 
value of NJ SRECs, most community solar owners would monetize the project SRECs 
so that they can increase the value proposition to the subscriber. For this reason, we 
believe the best way to achieve cost-effective solar deployment, efficient RPS with 
ratepayer dollars and widespread participation amongst creditworthy institutional 
customers, the BPU should consider an irrevocable forward transfer of all SRECs from 
the project to the EDC. This is the most efficient means of controlling RPS cost and 
providing solar developers with the revenue certainty needed to obtain cost-effective 
financing. If the BPU adopts this approach, we recommend strong consumer education, 
product marketing guidelines and disclosure to provide subscribers with clear guidance 
on any environmental claims that can be made in relation to their subscription.  
 
Conclusion 
 
Edison Energy appreciates the opportunity to comment on New Jersey’s community 
solar pilot program and looks forward to continued participation in this proceeding. 
 
Respectfully,  
 

 
Shannon Weigel 
Director of Policy 
Edison Energy, LLC 
Shannon.Weigel@edisonenergy.com  
 

 
Rich DiMatteo  
Strategy, Solar Markets  
Edison Energy, LLC 
Richard.DiMatteo@edisonenergy.com 
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Environmental Defense Fund – New Jersey Audubon – The Nature Conservancy 
New Jersey Conservation Foundation – NJ Highlands Coalition – NJ League of 

Conservation Voters – Pinelands Preservation Alliance 
 
July 31, 2018 
  
Aida Camacho, Secretary 
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 
44 South Clinton Avenue, 3rd Floor, Suite 314, CN 350 
Trenton, NJ 08625 
 
Dear Secretary Camacho: 
 
The undersigned conservation organizations are writing to share our views regarding the 
establishment of a community solar pilot program (docket number QO18060646).  We support 
the continued growth of solar energy as a clean source of electric generation, and 
implementation of the Community Solar Energy Pilot Program to ensure that there is more 
equitable access to solar energy for residents and communities that have not enjoyed the 
benefits of solar energy, including multi-residential dwellings and low and moderate income 
communities. 
 
We would like to focus our comments on appropriate siting for community solar projects to avoid 
impacts to open space, sensitive environmental resources and important agricultural lands.  We 
support a continued prohibition for solar energy development on preserved lands, except as 
currently allowed for personal use.  In general, we support the findings of the NJ Department of 
Environmental Protection’s Solar Siting Analysis 2017 Update, which identified “Preferred” 
locations for solar as areas with existing impervious coverage that are generally urban, 
commercial or residential areas.  Brownfields, landfills and rooftops are the preferred locations 
for solar development as they avoid impacts to open lands.  However, we recognize that 
incentives and/or policy changes may be needed to make these locations more desirable or 
feasible for solar developers, and we support the development of such incentives. 
 
NJ DEP’s Solar Siting Analysis 2017 Update identified “Non-Preferred” locations as including 
forests, wetlands and agricultural lands.  We generally agree, and have identified a list of 
environmentally sensitive areas that should be excluded below: 
 

·  Preserved open space & other parkland 
·  Preserved farmland 
·  Waterbodies and regulated buffers 
·  Natural Heritage Priority Sites 
·  Habitat for federal and state Endangered, Threatened & species of special concern 
·  Regulated freshwater and coastal wetlands and their buffers 
·  Upland forest 
·  Floodplains (100 year flood) 



·  Lands that are priorities for farmland and open space preservation 
 
In the New Jersey Highlands Region, community solar should be prohibited in: 
            1. The Preservation Area delineated in the Highlands Act, except in Highlands/DEP 

approved Redevelopment Areas; 
            2. The Protection Zone delineated by the Highlands Council in the Highlands Regional 

Master Plan (RMP); 
            3. The Environmentally Constrained Conservation Zone, delineated in the RMP; 
            4. The Conservation Priority Area delineated in the RMP; 
            5. The Agricultural Resource Area delineated in the RMP; and 
            6. The Environmentally Constrained Existing Community Zone delineated in the RMP. 
 
In order to achieve solar goals and reduce costs, it may be necessary and appropriate to 
consider some development of community solar projects on sites that fall outside of NJ DEP’s 
“Preferred” locations.  “Non-Preferred” locations should be avoided to prevent damage to critical 
environmental or agricultural resources.  However, it may be possible to identify a limited 
category of marginal, undeveloped lands that are not environmentally sensitive, nor identified 
priorities for land preservation, that may be suitable for community solar projects, as determined 
on a site-by-site basis. 
 
We look forward to working with the Board of Public Utilities and other stakeholders to develop 
an effective Community Solar Energy Pilot Program that will bring the benefits of clean, solar 
energy to more residents and communities, and that is appropriately sited to protect the state’s 
critical environmental and agricultural resources. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mary Barber 
Director, Strategic Alignment and Performance, State Implementation 
Director, New Jersey Clean Energy 
Environmental Defense Fund 
 
Alison Mitchell, Policy Director 
New Jersey Conservation Foundation 
 
Kelly Mooij, Vice President of Government Relations 
New Jersey Audubon 
 
Ed Potosnak, Executive Director 
NJ League of Conservation Voters 
 
Jaclyn Rhoads 
Assistant Executive Director 
Pinelands Preservation Alliance 



 
Julia Somers 
Executive Director 
NJ Highlands Coalition 
 
Tom Wells  
NJ Government Relations Director 
The Nature Conservancy 
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July 31, 2018 
 
 
 
Aida Camacho 
Secretary 
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 
44 South Clinton Avenue 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 
 
Docket # QO18060646, New Jersey Community Solar Energy Pilot Program 
 
Dear Ms. Camacho: 
 
The Environmental Defense Fund (“EDF”) thanks the New Jersey Board of 
Public Utilities (“BPU”) for the opportunity to comment on Docket No. 
QO18060646, New Jersey Community Solar Energy Pilot Program. EDF is a 
national non-profit membership organization engaged in linking science, 
economics and law to create innovative, equitable and cost-effective solutions 
to society’s most urgent environmental problems. New Jersey is home to more 
than 74,000 of EDF’s members and activists.  

A Community Solar program presents a unique opportunity to bring solar 
access to all New Jersey communities and create jobs while ensuring that the 
state’s 50% by 2030 Renewable Portfolio Standard is met and that New Jersey 
is on a trajectory to meet Governor Murphy’s goal of 100% clean energy by 
2050.  
 
EDF offers these comments to complement those developed collaboratively by 
Vote Solar and the Low Income/Equity Working Group to provide detailed 
responses to the questions posed in the docket.  Our comments are meant to 
identify particularly promising solutions and are not intended as 
comprehensive answers to the questions posed by the BPU.  In so doing, we 
draw attention to objective studies that we recommend be considered as part 



 

of this record, notably, but not limited to Solar Gardens in the Garden State: 
Community Solar Recommendations for New Jersey, Woodrow Wilson School, 
Graduate Policy Workshop, January 2017 1, and NREL’s Focusing the Sun: 
State Considerations for Designing Community Solar Policy. 2 
 
In noting the recommendations listed on page 2 of the Princeton Study, EDF 
also provides the following comments that highlight particularly promising 
solutions. 
 
Siting and Interconnection: 
 
Community solar should be developed in light of costs and benefits it can 
provide to the grid, rate payers using the grid, and the environment.  In 
conjunction with launching the Community Solar Energy Pilot Program, the 
BPU should institute processes to identify those benefits and costs that can be 
incorporated into the future permanent program.  New York and California 
processes may offer guidance. These analyses should include distribution, 
transmission and generation costs (potentially avoided or incurred), as well 
as rate payer and environmental benefits.   This locational information should 
then be used to inform incentives for community solar so as to encourage 
optimal build out from the perspectives of rate payers, grid needs and the 
environment. 
 
For the pilot program, a transparent and standardized methodology should be 
developed for the utilities to provide data on the distribution system, 
especially constrained areas, such that community solar developers can 
ascertain, quickly and at low cost, where interconnection is available and 
where community solar, if not developed smartly, may trigger the need for 
more distribution system investments.  
 
Value of the Credit: 
 
Fundamentally, community solar options need to be economically attractive 
to participants.  Income-stressed homes should not face a cost premium to 
participate in community solar programs.  This may mean, at least in the near 
term, additional financial support must be provided.  Providing a “value of 
solar credit”, as accomplished with NEM compensation schemes, is a fair and 
appropriate means to compensate distributed energy resources including 
                                                        
1 http://wws.princeton.edu/sites/default/files/content/WWS%20591d%20Solar%20Report%202017.pdf  
2 https://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy18osti/70663.pdf 

http://wws.princeton.edu/sites/default/files/content/WWS%20591d%20Solar%20Report%202017.pdf


 

solar, storage and energy efficiency.  These resources, used in isolation, in 
unison and/or in synchrony, can provide energy, grid and environmental 
values, including capacity values that planners can rely on to keep the lights 
on.  Over time, as NEM participation grows, it may be appropriate to consider 
alternative mechanisms in advance of the end of the 36-month pilot.  
 
Ultimately, the NEM compensation inherently depends on the retail rate itself.  
With this in mind, EDF concurs with the Princeton Study recommendation 
that “Selecting an appropriate and effective rate design is the most important 
element of community solar program design.”  In the interim, the value of 
credit would be most appropriately designed as a mechanism that adjusts 
automatically in response to an exogenous indicator (such as the wholesale 
cost of a solar panel), and that can be adjusted as necessary; ratcheting 
downward if community solar uptake meets or exceeds program goals, or 
increasing the rewards if program goals are not being met (for principally 
financial reasons). 
 
Finance: 
 
While the value of credit provides a power lever to incent community solar 
adoption and to meet program goals, many ratepayers in low and moderate 
income and other underserved communities face capital investment barriers 
that can be addressed, at least in part, by innovative financial solutions.   EDF’s 
report, Financing New Jersey's Clean Energy Economy: Pathways for 
Leadership, analyzes three innovative financial approaches, including a stand-
alone green bank, that leverage public resources to catalyze private 
investment in clean energy technologies including community solar. In order 
to reach the New Jersey RPS goal of 50% by 2030 and Governor Murphy’s goal 
of 100% clean energy by 2050, the state will need innovative solutions that 
will leverage public funds to drive private capital investment in clean energy.  
 
Examples of how existing green banks are engaged in the community solar 
space include the New York Green Bank (NYGB) that has developed a 
community solar program and has provided a bridge loan to a developer of 
community solar projects to support upfront development costs which would 
enable the deployment of 168 MW of solar. Additionally, the NYGB is 
developing financial products to support the NY Solar for All program’s 
investment in low and moderate income projects.  
 

https://www.edf.org/sites/default/files/edf_financing-njs-clean-energy-economy-pathways-for-leadership.pdf
https://www.edf.org/sites/default/files/edf_financing-njs-clean-energy-economy-pathways-for-leadership.pdf


 

As stated in our report, “A New Jersey Green Bank could support community 
solar through credit enhancement, both to get projects built in general, and to 
better enable projects targeted at low- and moderate-income customers. For 
example, in 2017, the Maryland Public Service Commission launched a three-
year community solar pilot program, assigning portions of the 193 MW total 
to the service territories of different utilities in the state. The Commission 
further designated 30% of the program’s total capacity to come from small 
installations or those on brownfield redevelopments, and an additional 30% 
to come from projects with 10% or more electricity generated allocated to 
low-income subscribers and 30% or more allocated overall to either medium- 
or low-income subscribers. However, to date, the LMI category has been 
underpenetrated across the state, largely due to concerns over the credit quality 
of these customers by private lenders for the projects. There is ongoing work to 
evaluate the role of a Green Bank-like mechanism to serve in a credit 
enhancement role to encourage private lenders in LMI community solar 
projects. This includes development of credit enhancement to be used in the 
event that repayment rates for LMI projects fall below those of the program 
overall.” 
 
It was recently reported that the New Jersey Economic Development 
Authority will hire a consultant to conduct an analysis of clean energy finance 
tools including a potential green bank to meet Governor Murphy’s 
environmental goals. We look forward to working with the EDA and the BPU 
in support of the development of innovative clean energy finance mechanisms 
including a green bank.  
 
Thank you, 
 
Mary Barber 
Director, New Jersey Clean Energy 
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Via electronic submission to rule.comments@bpu.nj.gov 
 

To: 
Aida Camacho 

Secretary 
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 

44 South Clinton Avenue, 3rd Floor, Suite 314, CN 350,  
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

 
Submitted by: 

Lena Smith, Policy Advocate  
Food & Water Watch 
lsmith@fwwatch.org  

 

 
The New Jersey Off Fossil Fuels Coalition includes over 50 faith, labor, environmental, 
community, business, and political organizations committed to addressing the urgency of 
climate change. The coalition is convened by Food & Water Watch, a national non-profit that 
champions healthy food and clean water. We stand up to corporations that put profits over 
people and advocate for a democracy that improves peoples’ lives and protects the 

mailto:lsmith@fwwatch.org


environment. Climate scientists warn  that we only have about 20 years to dramatically cut our 
greenhouse gas emissions before we hit major climate tipping points. We must transition to 
100% renewable energy as soon as possible, and a robust and distributed community solar 
program with meaningful low- and moderate- income access will help ensure a swift, just and 
equitable transition to 100% renewable energy. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on 
the New Jersey Community Solar Energy Pilot program. We would like to expand upon the 
verbal comments we offered during the July 24, 2018 stakeholder meeting.  
 
According to the Department of Energy, less than one-third of American rooftop space is 
suitable for solar installation. Further, half of all households cannot install a solar system 
because of issues ranging from ownership,  shade, to lack of adequate roof space. Community 
solar is a way that households that cannot install their own rooftop solar can get the benefits of 
distributed solar. It allows households to buy a share of the solar electricity generated at a 
larger-scale solar garden built in their community. The participants receive a share of utility bill 
credits, tax incentives, and production incentives. When implemented in a way that ensures 
low-income household participation, community solar programs can spread the benefits  of 
renewables into communities that may not otherwise be able to afford distributed renewable 
energy.  
 
I. Siting and Project Size 
 
1. What should the annual Pilot Program capacity Limit be? Please justify your answer both 
qualitatively and quantitatively. 
 
The program should be robust enough to ensure a variety of scenarios are considered for all 
low-income housing types. Efforts should be made to develop community solar programs that 
serve multi-unit apartment buildings, multifamily homes, and single family homes. When 
serving multi-unit apartment buildings, the community solar pilot program should also seek to 
serve those in buildings that are run by housing authorities, privately owned buildings and 
cooperatively owned buildings.  
 
The programs should also be developed in conjunction with institutions that have ties to the 
community where community solar projects are to be sited. This may include community 
development corporations, nonprofit organizations, and/or a municipal or county government. 
 
2. How should annual Pilot Program capacity be allocated between Electric Distribution 
Companies? How should excess annual capacity be allocated if not used? 
 
Excess annual capacity should be utilized to generate electricity, and electricity generated by 
the project should be sold into the grid and credited at the retail rate. The proceeds from these 
sales should be placed into a fund administered by the BPU to support the development of 
clean energy programs in low-income communities. 
 
5. What should the geographic limitations for community solar pilot projects and subscribers 
be (i.e., how far from the project can subscribers reside)? Please justify how your proposal 



maintains the community link between project and subscribers, without compromising the 
feasibility of community solar pilot projects.  
 
Community solar projects should be located primarily in urban areas and be placed in 
underserved areas. The projects should include incentives for projects to be developed in 
Environmental Justice Communities. Preference should be given to projects sited in 
environmental justice communities, indigenous communities, and immigrant communities.  
 
The BPU should work in conjunction with the NJDEP to reinstall the cumulative impacts tool to 
help identify environmental justice communities and prioritize community solar projects in 
NJDEP defined environmental justice communities - typically a census block group where 30% 
or more of the population consists of low income persons who are not institutionalized. 
Furthermore, and more importantly, because it is crucial that New Jersey’s community solar 
pilot program captures as many low-income people of people Of Color, we recommend that the 
community solar pilot program include a ruling to create a stakeholder group to advise the BPU 
on the complicated issue of defining LMI communities.  
 
ii. LMI Access 
 
9. Provide recommendations on the definition of LMI community solar pilot projects, with 
appropriate justification.  
 
A LMI Community Solar Project must serve majority low-and moderate income individuals to 
ensure that the benefits of solar energy are realized at a rate that is at least equivalent to the 
development in non-LMI communities.  
 
Low and moderate income communities have significant barriers to obtaining solar electricity 
through distributed generation. These include lack of access to capital and technical issues such 
as having properties that are not well suited for solar panels. 
 
Due to these barriers, LMI individuals are unable to access credits and benefits that are 
available to those with access to capital and have housing that is appropriate for the installation 
of solar panels.  
 
In a LMI community Solar pilot project, at least 20% of the subscribers should be LMI 
households.  
 
There should also be a requirement that 5% of a developer’s total subscribers be LMI 
households. 
 
LMI projects should also be encouraged to provide jobs in construction and installation to LMI 
workers. Training should also be available leading to certification through organizations with 
experience in job training programs, and trainees would also work on the project in some 
capacity as part of the 20% of workers.  
 



Preference should be given to minority-owned community solar projects.  
 
10. Provide recommendations on what LMI eligibility criteria should be accepted to qualify a 
subscriber and/or a project as LMI. Include consideration of how many times or how often 
LMI subscribers should be required to submit proof of eligibility. 
 
Proof of enrollment or eligibility for enrollment in other low-income programs should be 
enough to qualify someone as a low-income subscriber, and the BPU should facilitate automatic 
enrollment from these programs into any benefits that are provided to support enrollment of 
LMI individuals into a community solar projects. Once enrolled, the individual should be 
allowed to remain in the program until they move or voluntarily leave the program. 
 
At a minimum, low-income and moderate income should be based on area median income, 
using the HUD definition of 80% of area median income to be considered low-income and 120% 
of the area median income to be considered moderate income.  This is preferable to using 
federal poverty guidelines, as median income standards are more reflective of relative income 
in a given county, rather than the national federal poverty line. But the definition should also be 
broad enough to capture as many communities of color as possible.  
 
The percentage of low-income and moderate income people served by a community solar 
project should at a minimum be proportionate to the number of low-income and moderate 
income people in a given service area, and that service area for purposes of this project should 
be a given area of a county served by a utility. The project should be initially developed in 
municipalities that have a higher percentage of low-income people relative to other 
communities in that county.  
 
Targeting outreach to multi-unit apartment buildings can quickly and easily result in a 
community solar program serving low-income residents. However, the benefits of the 
community solar program should be passed on to residents, and landlords should be required 
to document how these benefits are passed on to residents. 
 
11. The BPU is considering a number of different approaches to encouraging development of 
LMI community solar pilot projects, including, but not limited to: 
1. Dedicated capacity: e.g., a certain percentage of overall capacity for the pilot project would 

be reserved for LMI projects.  
Dedicate at least 15% of the program capacity to low- and moderate-income customers, 
for the development of low-income projects, as defined above. This program’s minimum 
target should not preclude incentives or mechanisms to encourage robust low and 
moderate income participation outside of the low-income program. There should be no 
limits on the percentage of overall capacity that can be devoted to LMI community solar 
projects. 

 
2. Procedural: e.g., LMI projects would receive preference in the solar interconnection queue. 
 



Moving LMI projects up in the solar interconnection queue would ensure that these 
projects come on line as quickly as possible. An LMI project could  move up in the 
interconnection queue, ahead of all projects with fewer LMI workers and with fewer 
LMI households. Such a program should set the minimum percentage to move up in the 
queue at 20% LMI subscribers. Jobs with LMI workers should have the highest priority.  

 
3. Financial: e.g., incentives would be provided to the LMI community solar pilot project, 

potentially as an addition to the bill credit. 
 

Financial incentives are important to ensuring LMI participation in community solar 
projects. Utilizing a bill credit could be one such e incentive, as would  a reduction or 
elimination of subscription costs to LMI subscribers. Resources should also go to offset 
capital costs for projects supporting LMI communities, as well as technical assistance 
and training for community organizations that are developing LMI community solar 
projects.  

 
Anyone applying for LIHEAP would be automatically enrolled and given priority for 
enrollment in i a community solar project if such subscription is available.  

 
It is essential that low-income programs have dedicated, long-term sources of funding 
to ensure program goals are achieved and benefits for low-income customers and 
Environmental Justice communities are maximized. Low-income customers pay into 
solar incentive pools as ratepayers and taxpayers, but are typically barred from 
accessing these funds due to additional financing barriers.  

 
III. Value of the Credit 
 
12. Please define the following terms: “Value of solar,” retail rate,” and avoided cost of 
wholesale power.” Please discuss applicability and impacts on the pilot project.  
 
Value of solar programs seek to quantify the value that solar energy provides to the energy 
system to ensure solar is being built as efficiently and effectively as possible. The idea is that a 
solar project built in one area might be more valuable than a project elsewhere, so the owner 
of the project that is more valuable would receive more compensation for their project than a 
less valuable project. 
 
When this valuation of renewable energy was implemented in New York to replace net 
metering, renewable development came to a screeching halt. This policy created uncertainty 
and confusion in the solar industry and amongst consumers, resulting in projects in over 100 
communities being cancelled, representing over 600 MW. Implementing such a policy in New 
Jersey would likely be just as disastrous for solar development. A more effective policy would 
be to extend net metering benefits to community solar projects.  
 
 



Furthermore, New Jersey could consider equitable net metering where ratepayers are credited 
at the retail rate for up to 120% of their annual electricity generation, receiving bill credits with 
the option for annual payments for excess generation up to the 120% cap. If solar owners 
generation exceeds 120% of their usage, the utility that serves them should be required to 
credit a BPU administered fund to support the development of LMI community solar projects, 
at the retail rate for the excess electricity put into the grid.  
 
The bill credit is the means by which customers realize the value of their subscription. Similar to 
rooftop solar, bill credits offset the customer’s bill creating net savings after paying 
subscription. This bill credit should be a full retail-rate that parallels the net metering 
framework. The above-avoided-cost of the bill credit can be recovered by the electric 
distribution utilities (EDCs) through a non-bypassable charge.  
 
The bill crediting process if critical. A clear and timely bill crediting process is essential to 
ensuring customers are credited properly and in a timeline fashion. In Massachusetts, for 
example, customers have been receiving credits on their utility bills months after those credits 
were generated, or sometimes credits are misallocated to the wrong utility customers’ bills. We 
recommend a monthly bill crediting process where community solar providers (subscriber 
organizations), submit electronic reports to EDCs on subscriber’s and generation attributable to 
each subscriber’s subscription. These forms should be updated to reflect customer’s joining or 
leaving the program. Then, the EDCs apply bill credits to the accounts of subscriber’s based on 
the proportional output of the community solar facility attributable to that subscriber. Any 
amount of the bill credit that exceeds the subscriber’s monthly bill shall be carried over and 
applied to the next month’s bill in perpetuity.  
 
16. What should happen to excess credits on a subscribers bill at the end of a year? 
 
Subscribers should have the option of rolling over their credits at the end of the year, or 
receiving a check from the utility.  
 
19. Should Pilot projects be eligible for solar renewable energy certificates? If yes, should the 
SREC be given to the subscriber or to the community solar project owners? 
 
Unbundled SRECS should not be sold to utilities to meet renewable electricity generation 
standards, or sold to electricity consumers as a way to offset their fossil fuel usage, and claim 
renewable energy benefits while actually utilizing fossil fuels or other sources for electricity. 
These credits are used to offset fossil fuel burning elsewhere, and there is no guarantee that 
SRECs will result in more solar energy being built. 
 
Rather than relying on solar renewable energy certificates, community solar projects should be 
eligible for net metering, crediting members for the portion of electricity the generate, up to 
120% of their usage.  If a solar owner’s generation exceeds 120% of their usage, the utility that 
serves them should be required to credit a BPU administered fund to support the development 
of LMI community solar projects, at the retail rate for the excess electricity put into the grid.  
  



However, if unbundled SRECs are used in the state, they should be available to  community 
solar projects and credited to subscribers for the portion of energy available in their 
subscription, up to 120% of their electricity usage. Revenue generated from unbundled RECs 
beyond 120% of their electricity usage should be credited to a BPU administered fund to 
support development of low-income solar projects. 
 
IV. Applications and Interconnections: 
 
 
27. What specific measures, if any, should apply to multifamily buildings?  
 
The benefits of the community solar program should be passed on to residents and landlords 
should be required to document how these benefits are passed on to residents. 
 
28. What specific measures, if any should apply to master metered buildings in terms of 
eligibility for a pilot project? Please discuss specifically how to ensure that benefits of a 
community solar subscription project pass through to tenants. 
 
Benefits should be passed on to residents through rent reduction or rebates issued by the 
landlord to the tenant. 
 
29. What information regarding community solar pilot projects should be made available on 
the BPU website? Should website publication be automatic upon approval of the project by 
the board, or only upon request from the community solar project owners?  
 
Website publication should be automatic on approval of the project. The BPU can serve as a 
way for people to find community solar projects by allowing people to locate community solar 
project in their community. 
 
V. Customer Subscription, Customer Protection 
 
35. Please identify what specific limits, if any should be placed on the transferability of 
subscriptions, in accordance with applicable statutes, rules and regulations. If the BPU were 
to determine that transactions are fully transferable, (i.e., able to be brokered and sold), 
what consumer protections should be established? Please include consideration of, among 
other things, necessary approvals and certificates, to ensure that if a community solar 
subscription market, including through third parties, were to develop, that said market is fair 
and transparent.  
 
The BPU should not establish a community solar subscription market. This will open the 
program up to speculation and other risky financial mechanisms that could drive up cost for 
consumers and limit access to community solar programs, and divert benefits of renewable 
electricity generation to those who are not served by the system. 
 
Other recommendations: 



 
The BPU should develop electricity storage standards for community solar projects to help 
increase stability and reliability of service, while minimizing strain on the electric grid and the 
need to build new transmission lines. 
 
The BPU should provide a mechanism for municipal ownership of community solar projects.  
 
Community solar projects should not be exempt from any environmental regulations. 
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Comments of Gabel Associates on Community Solar 

 

 

INTRODUCTION  

 

Gabel Associates, headquartered in Highland Park, New Jersey, has twenty-

five years of refined experience that includes a deep understanding of 

ratemaking, utility tariffs, regulatory issues, as well as active involvement in 

solar project development, policy formation and government energy 

aggregation policy and programs.  Additionally, the firm has specialized 

knowledge on regional transmission organization (RTO) matters, with a 

refined focus on energy and capacity pricing and the operations and 

interconnection procedures of PJM.   

 

The firm has been a direct participant in renewable energy policy, energy 

aggregation by public entities in New Jersey, regulatory matters, and 

legislation for over two decades and possesses in-depth familiarity with 

community solar, having supported related efforts in New Jersey and New 

York.   

 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide suggestions related to developing 

a program framework that leads to community solar that serves low and 

moderate-income customers, a priority of the Murphy Administration with 

respect to any community solar program that will be developed for New 

Jersey. 

BACKGROUND 

On May 23, 2018, P.L. 2018, Chapter 17 (Assembly, No. 3723) was enacted. 

The new law provides for the establishment of a community solar pilot 

program (CSPP), where no later than 210 days from enactment of the law, 

the BPU shall adopt of rules and regulations establishing the CSPP. The 

statute also provides for a permanent community solar program with rules 

and regulations for the permanent program to be adopted no later than 36 

months after the adoption of the CSPP rules and regulations.  

Rules developed by the Board shall establish “the provision of access to 

solar energy projects for low and moderate-income customers,” and we 
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understand this is a matter of high priority to the Murphy Administration. 

In order to successfully provide low and moderate-income customers with 

access to low cost solar energy through this program, it is recommended 

that the Board consider using key elements of its successful Government 

Energy Aggregation (GEA) Program to create an economic and financing 

environment for Community Solar to be accessible to low and moderate-

income customers. GEA has been demonstrated to be an effective 

mechanism to aggregate residential customers to purchase electricity 

commodity from the competitive power market for up to two-year terms, 

and which, with some modification, can be used as a platform to aggregate 

moderate and low-income customers to purchase solar energy through a 

community solar project.    

This memo provides the outline for such an approach. If the Board Staff and 

other parties are interested it can be further developed.    

PROPOSAL 

Supplement the NJ BPU’s GEA program design to deliver community 

solar to low and moderate-income customers: 

 

Gabel Associates has worked with municipalities throughout the State of 

New Jersey over the past six years to establish and run Government 

Energy Aggregation (GEA) programs involving approximately 700,000 

people throughout New Jersey.  The GEA platform has been utilized to 

procure power supply for residents in these municipalities at a total 

savings exceeding $60 million and has also been used in some of these 

municipalities to procure power supply with added renewable energy 

content.   There are specific features of the GEA Program design that can 

provide an efficient mechanism for delivering solar energy through a 

community solar project for low and moderate-income households. 

 

In particular, GEA has the following features that can be utilized to more 

efficiently aggregate load, facilitate solar project financing and deliver low-

cost solar energy to customers: 
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• Municipalities, through the passage of an ordinance, create an 

aggregation program, through which the municipalities can offer a 

GEA Program; 

 

• The energy supplier for the GEA Program is selected through a 

public, competitive procurement process. The procurement 

documents are subject to review by the Board Staff and the Division 

of Rate Counsel to ensure consumer protection; 

 

• For residential accounts, GEA is an opt out program, meaning that 

unless the customer provides notice that the customer wants to opt 

out or has a third-party supplier, the customer is automatically 

enrolled in the program; (for commercial customers, the program 

requires those accounts to opt into the Program). 

 

Under GEA, residential accounts are charged by the selected Third-Party 

Supplier (TPS) through consolidated billing, meaning that the utility 

purchases the receivable from the TPS and includes the TPS’s charges on 

the utility bill. This arrangement creates a more seamless experience for 

the customer and provides an efficient financing backstop for the supplier.   

It should also be noted that (not specific to just GEA programs) TPSs are 

generally not equipped to provide net metering and banking related to 

behind-the-meter renewable energy; typically, TPSs provide a monthly 

cash-out for over-production at wholesale energy rates. Under a 

community solar program implemented under a third-party supplier 

model, providers and utilities would be required to provide net metering 

(or other alternatives as determined by the Board) for the Community 

Solar Pilot.   

 

The Board can build on these features to create a Community Solar 

Program that can effectively aggregate low and moderate-income 

communities into a solar project for a low-cost supply of solar energy. 

 

Design recommendations to use the GEA Platform for Community Solar 

 

The above GEA elements provide a proven basis to aggregate residential 

customers. This can provide the basis for one element of the Board’s pilot. 

There are other factors and provisions that also should be addressed in 
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order to efficiently deliver community solar to low and moderate income 

customers. 

 

We would suggest the following modifications to the GEA platform to 

accommodate a Community Solar GEA program: 

 

• Proposers that compete in the public procurement process to supply 

solar energy for a community solar GEA would not be required to 

be a registered Third-Party Supplier with the State; 

 

• Bidders would not be not required to provide the billing platform; 

this would be handled by the utilities.   In this way, the PPA charges 

are a separate line item on the utility bill; and the utility reimburses 

the PPA provider separately; 

 

• One downside to a TPS model is that under BPU rules (applicable to 

all TPS transactions, not just those involving GEA programs) 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 residents in low-income 

communities and is generally considered a significant reason why 

the GEA platform has been successful in many suburban areas but 

has not successfully penetrated into NJ’s larger cities.  In order to 

adequately serve the low-income community, this would need to be 

addressed in any pilot rules as follows:  

 

o The PPA from the winning bidder – the Community Solar 

Provider - would provide the Community Solar Project with 

solar energy through a contract with a government 

aggregation entity. 

o The Utility would cover the payment to the Solar Provider for 

the transaction and charge the customer.  Further, the Utility 

would cover all accounts in the Community Solar Project 

(including utility customers that may be in arrears).  Utility 

recovery of costs for providing this service would have to be 

accounted for in the SBC as is currently the case for low 

income support programs. 
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o The Utility maintains the right to terminate service to 

customers as per established protocols.  

o The charge would appear on the Utility customer’s bill as a 

separate line item, just like a GEA type payment.  

o The Utility and the Community Solar Provider would reconcile 

as a separate transaction.    

 

• When existing Community Solar Project customers move, the new 

resident has a new account established which may not be 

automatically enrolled. Other customers may opt-out over time. 

These effects could be exacerbated in urban settings as the turnover 

rate tends to be higher in areas with lower home ownership and 

higher rental rates.  A periodic “sweep” of new customers in a 

municipality would provide a mechanism to “fill” that open 

subscription in the program. 

 

• Contract terms would typically run for 15 years.  This is currently 

permitted under Local Public Contract Law for solar PPAs. Unlike 

normal commodity contracts, solar developers need longer-term 

commitments to allow project financing. A GEA-based Community 

Solar Program (with its proven opt-out approach) would form the 

basis for a municipality to continuously have enough customers to 

commit to purchase solar energy to satisfy a specified project size. 

A certain level of non-participation would be assumed to determine 

the appropriate project size; and the municipality could designate a 

solar vendor to provide community solar through a competitive 

procurement process (price and other factors considered). 

 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments and are 

available for further discussion.  

 

 



July 31, 2018 
 
 
 
 
Aida Camacho 
Secretary 
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 
44 South Clinton Avenue, 3rd Floor, Suite 314, CN 350,  
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 
 
 
Ironbound Community Corporation (ICC) would like to submit these comments to the New 
Jersey Board of Public Utilities (BPU) regarding the rule making for its proposed Community 
Solar Energy Pilot Program. ICC also supports the comments submitted by Vote Solar and by 
the New Jersey Environmental Justice Alliance. 
 
Ironbound Community Corporation is a 49-year-old community based organization in the East 
Ward of Newark (also known as the Ironbound), and is well-known for its work in the area of 
Environmental and Climate Justice. Through grassroots organizing and helping to create and 
guide policies on the state and municipal levels, ICC has been instrumental in safeguarding 
Newark and its people from the harmful impacts of polluting industries. 
 
The Ironbound community and Newark in general is one of the communities described in New 
Jersey Governor Phil Murphy’s recent Executive Order No. 23 on Environmental Justice: it is a 
“historically . . . low-income communit[y] . . . of color [that] ha[s] been exposed to 
disproportionately high and unacceptably dangerous levels of air, water, and soil pollution, with 
the accompanying potential for increased public health impacts . . . . often fac[ing] other serious 
problems beyond environmental issues, including health risks and housing challenges.”  N.J. 
Exec. Order No. 23 (Apr. 20, 2018), http://www.nj.gov/infobank/eo/056murphy/pdf/EO-23.pdf.  
 
The negative impacts on the health and well-being of Newarkers resulting from the cumulative 
impacts of egregious pollution, is the reason for our advocacy of renewable energy and energy 
efficiency. Communities like Newark that suffer from the negative environmental impacts of 
energy infrastructure, should directly benefit from any efforts on the part of BPU to implement 
energy efficiency and renewable energy projects. BPU should facilitate the active participation 
of Environmental Justice communities in this process through the immediate formation of 
stakeholder groups comprised of community based organizations, community members and 
other community stakeholders. 
 
Environmental Justice Communities like Newark should be given maximum consideration in the 
process of siting and ownership of community solar projects. The 15% carve-out for LMI 
communities is a good start but should by no means be a cap on the participation of LMI 

http://www.nj.gov/infobank/eo/056murphy/pdf/EO-23.pdf


communities, especially Environmental Justice communities. BPU should be prepared to 
facilitate technical trainings on the projects for community members in addition to job trainings 
and placements that bring Environmental Justice community members into the labor force for 
the construction of these projects. Communities should be fully informed about and participatory 
in project ownership, siting of projects and be generally included in the decision making 
processes. We also agree fully with the position of the New Jersey Environmental Justice 
Alliance that in LMI communities, community based organizations should be considered for 
co-ownership of projects. We imagine Community Solar to involve the partnership of municipal 
entities, community based organizations, private businesses and community members. We also 
imagine that projects would potentially be sited over parking lots, on brownfields and on new 
and existing warehouses as part of Community Benefits Agreements with private and public 
entities. LMI ratepayers must also be informed and protected as consumers. Lastly, BPU must 
apply incentives appropriately to ensure that projects are inclusive of the above and are able to 
provide relief to ratepayers. This for us, would be the measure of a successful project. 
 
Submitted by Melissa Miles, Environmental Justice Manager, Ironbound Community Corporation 
mmiles@ironboundcc.org, (973) 817-7013 x 212 
 
via electronic submission to rule.comments@bpu.nj.gov 
 
 
 
 
 





























the smmer when people are away from nj on vacation is a lousy time for any such meeting to be 

called. why cant we get an extensino since this is a family vacaton time, even the governor has 

left nj.  

 

anyway, as for solar it should go on building roofs, be mandatory in all new building, but not be 

put in open space. we save open space for trees and animals to lie in. those trees make oxygen 

for us to breather. yhou dont put solar in there. how about all factory buildings, all office 

buildings have to have solar. how abouit contaminated land for solar? but we dont want our open 

space lost. that is necessary for our health too. this comment is for the public record. please 

receipt. j ean publiee jeanpubilc1@gmail.com, i see open space in hunterdon county being used 

for huge solar. six flags shoudl not be permitted to cut down 90 acres of trees for solar. that 

makes no sense, when they can put the solar on their garages. why are we allogind evil 

companies to hurt nj?  

 

mailto:jeanpubilc1@gmail.com


--The BPU should set a reasonable plan to grow our solar program over time in order to meet the 

Governor’s 50% clean energy goal by 2030 as well as the GWRA’s mandates. The Board should 

balance the tremendous growth expected for Offshore Wind with that of solar and other 

Distributed Energy Resources. 

 

 --Proximity of project to subscribers is an important determinant of the extent to which 

subscribers identify with a project.  It can also result in an improvement in the health of project 

subscribers, when community solar is deployed instead of a traditional power generation 

facility.  

 

--More proximate siting can also result in lower transmission line power loss and a 

relative lessening of the burden on grid distribution lines so that EDC costs will not 

unnecessarily be increased and additional RE may still be added to the distribution lines. As the 

Board is well aware, a number of South Jersey distribution lines cannot now allow any more RE 

connections due to the solar farms built early in this decade. 

 

--Subscribers should be located within the same service territory and, additionally, within the 

same or an adjacent municipality, provided that, if the subscribers are in an adjacent 

municipality, they must under no circumstances be located at a distance further than 25 miles 

from the project site. However, BPU should retain the authority to grant a waiver from this 

proximity requirement for a specific project via Board Order if there are reasons that justify the 

project as in the public interest. 

 

-- In order to obtain the most benefit from the pilot aspect of the program, BPU should 

create categories for participation in the program based upon the siting of projects, and provide 

incentives for project development where appropriate. Certain categories should have 

standardized approval requirements. 

 

— I recommend that (notwithstanding the legislation) neither individual projects nor any co-

located group of related projects, be deployed with a capacity in excess of 2 MW. Generally 

speaking, projects with such capacity require approximately 10 acres of surface area. Projects 

with capacity in excess of 2 MW would be inconsistent with the need for NJ to preserve its 

limited open spaces, as well as to site projects in close proximity to applicable subscribers. 

Subscribers should be able "to relate” to their solar site. 

 

New Jersey is unique: we are the most densely populated state and we routinely vote to preserve 

our open space and farmland. We are the “Saudi Arabia” of rooftops, e.g. Secaucus big box 

stores and Exit 8A warehouses. We have many available parking lots & decks. While roof 

and canopy PV might cost approximately 20% more than ground mounted PV, preservation of 

our limited farmland, forests and open space is critical. It has already been predicted that New 

Jersey will be at full “buildout” by 2050. While very large PV projects may be more “cost 

effective”, that fact needs to be weighed against New Jersey’s desire to retain our open space and 

farmland. 

 

- Categories for deployment should include brownfields, government building rooftops and 

parking facilities, multi-apartment (especially LMI) building rooftop and parking facilities, 



warehouse rooftops and parking facilities, other commercial building rooftops and 

parking facilities. We should avoid as much open, undeveloped land as possible.  

 

- No Community Solar should be sited on existing forested land nor on Open Space or Farmland 

preserved via a State ballot question. Nor should it be sited on agricultural land unless it 

is deminimis and serving a LMI community within 5 miles of the site. 

  

I suggest that incentives/adders be given to brownfields that serve LMI communities.  However, 

I urge that landfills be treated quite differently than brownfields because they 

are extremely expensive for solar deployment. Landfills “settle" over many years so that strong 

(& expensive) infrastructures would need to be built to actually support the weight of the PV. 

Any landfill solar (community or otherwise) should be privately funded. Possibly tax incentives 

could be given for privately owned landfills. Public landfills may be given some incentives but 

not from ratepayers. I urge you that ratepayers not be required to cover any landfill solar costs (at 

least not above what they would for brownfields). Nether the State nor ratepayers should assume 

any liability that may arise in the future as a result of any deployment of Community Solar on 

any brownfield or landfill site. 

 

— I suggest that the pilot include at least one project deployed on an integrated basis with a 

municipal micro-grid system. The Board should consider incentives/adders for such municipal 

(and possibly county) projects. I truly believe that such arrangements are part of New Jersey’s 

energy future. In fact, school and government building roofs & parking lots should be 

prime locations for community solar.  

 

— I recommend that at least one pilot be with a homeowners’ association. I expect that 

homeowners' associations will be a prime source for community solar in the future. For instance, 

the senior citizen complexes near Exit 8A would be a good partner for projects deployed on 

nearby commercial warehouse roofs.   

 

-- Special considerations and incentives must be given to LMI Community Solar projects: 

 - I suggest that at least 15 to 20% of the community solar capacity be allocated to LMI solar - 

both single/double family housing as well as for affordable (public) LMI housing - both privately 

and publicly owned.   

- Of course, these projects would also require something like a 40% allowance for  anchor 

subscribers. In addition to “normal” anchor subscribers, they should also include housing entities 

and community service organizations.       

- I recommend that during the pilot, LMI Community Solar projects go to the front of the 

application queue, and that LMI customers be guaranteed to receive at least 25% in electric bill 

savings.  

- Consideration should be given to providing an Adder, calculated on a sliding scale based on 

percentage of LMI participation in the project capacity. 

 

--As much as possible, the BPU should coordinate the Community Solar Program, with the 

BPU’s Energy Efficiency Programs, especially if roof replacement would be necessary on the 

site. 

 



--The EDA should be involved in this Community Solar effort. Hopefully, a NJ Green Bank will 

be established - partnering government funds with private funds. Then the EDA should use this 

opportunity to help fund LMI Community Solar and have a Community Solar carve-out.  

 

— I strongly recommend that the RGGI monies be exclusively dedicated to LMI Community 

Solar - at least the BPU and EDA portions. If at all possible, the DEP RGGI portion should 

supplement these projects, e.g. by planting trees in these LMI subscriber communities. 

 

--The Board should also review whether a portion of CEP Renewable Energy funds should go 

toward Community Solar. 

 

-- I urge that EDCs not be authorized to install Community Solar unless there is market failure in 

a specific area, i.e. no other option for an urban LMI community solar installer. Competition 

should be the goal. Even in market failure locations, these project costs should not be rate-based 

but be given the same incentive/adder that would go to a private installer. 

 

-- Bottom line, New Jerseyans are already facing significant rate increases, e.g. the nuclear 

subsidy, OSW, RGGI, large rate case & infrastructure filings. The BPU must avoid as much as 

possible adding unnecessary costs to the ratepayers, through utility rate-basing or by other 

means. Instead, incentives, e.g. tax credits and public/private partnerships, should be utilized.  

 

______________________________________________ 

 

 

—Because New Jersey is a high cost-of-living state, I recommend that the Board should consider 

defining LMI as 200% of federal poverty level. It may be possible to use a definition already in 

use for another purpose, e.g. LIHEAP. The Board may want to make it higher, especially if in an 

Environmental Justice community. You might also repurpose some LIHEAP funds when 

LIHEAP customers become Community Solar subscribers.   

 

— The Community Solar bill credit process and practices should be handled as closely as 

possible to how solar net- metering credits are currently done by the EDCs, e.g. on the 

customer’s EDC bill. For the pilot, I recommend using the solar current net-metering process and 

later grandfather in those pilot projects. This will greatly encourage Community Solar pilot 

projects. Community Solar should be included in the SREC review process ,which will likely 

eliminate all net-metering going forward. 

 

—Community Solar marketing must be controlled so that potential subscribers are not unfairly 

harassed. I suggest that the BPU establish a simple review process for all marketing materials or 

set forth specific guidelines, e.g. compare EDC’s costs to Community solar costs, etc. 

Consideration should also be given to prohibiting robocalls. 

 

LMI communities solar workforce development training programs should be established by other 

New Jersey agencies, likely via the Department of Labor and/or the Department of Community 

Affairs, in which grants could be provided to community organizations, e.g. Isles and Casa de 



Don Pedro. Monies other than ratepayers should be utilized. These programs should then match 

urban trainees with the IBEW as interns (as is being done in Baltimore). 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

During the SREC review and Energy Master Plan Processes, I recommend that the 

BPU/State: 
 

 - Include DCA building codes to prepare for future Community Solar, other renewables, energy 

storage, electric vehicles, etc. The State should consider something like the New York City 

“Stretch Building Code” or “beneficial strategic electrification”.  

- Develop a energy efficiency requirement for future RE programs. 

- The State should quickly move away from costly (to the ratepayers) net-metering and to a 

simpler Value of DER similar to California’s.  

- The SREC successor should include differentiated incentives to support low-income residential 

customer solar adoption, and affordable housing operator solar adoption. The SREC successor 

should also be structured to drive access, ownership, and job opportunities for environmental 

justice communities and communities of color.  

- Consider requiring municipalities to have Community Solar based upon their percentage of 

LMI residents (aka Mount Laurel housing). 

- Prioritize and possibly incentivize Community Solar as well as RE, EE and other DER 

programs in the most congested areas of the State to cut the expensive peak load that impacts all 

customers. EDCs must identify these most congested locations.  

 

 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

--------------------------------------------- 

 

I have also attached a Princeton Woodrow Wilson School graduate report that BPU staff and 

some commissioners already have so that it can be a part of the official record. Thank you. 

 

Jeanne Fox 

former BPU President/Commissioner 

Adjunct Professor, Columbia SIPA 

973-271-0500 

 



 

The undersigned submits these comments regarding Section 2, LMI Access,  of the 

outline that was used by BPU staff to organize the discussion during the stakeholder 

meeting on Community Solar held on July 24, 2018. 

 

I. Introduction 

 Robust LMI and Environmental Justice (“EJ”) community participation must be a core 

objective of the Community Solar (“CS”) pilot program, with the goal that the participation 

of LMI/EJ individuals (both directly and through social service, housing and similar 

organizations that predominantly serve such individuals) should account for at least 20% 

of the program based upon subscribed capacity. To make this a reality, it is critical that 

the State take all possible steps to ensure that LMI/EJ participation is placed on a secure 

and sustainable long-term footing.  

 

To a disproportionate extent, LMI and EJ community citizens of the State have suffered 

adverse impacts to their health and general well-being as a result of both historical and 

ongoing exposure to the emissions of fossil fuel-generating plants and other industrial 

sources of pollution.  Similarly, to a disproportionate extent these citizens suffer adverse 

economic and other consequences as a result  of  exposure to climate change-related 

weather events.  In addition, LMI/EJ community citizens, as electric utility ratepayers, 

have heretofore participated in funding the State’s residential rooftop solar programs, 

while receiving little benefit from these programs in return.  For these reasons--and many 

others--fundamental fairness requires that the State give priority to making available the 

financial and other resources necessary to ensure the robust participation of LMI/EJ 

community citizens in the pilot and follow-on permanent CS program. In this regard, and 

as a starting point, the BPU should consider dedicating  the funds it will be allocated as a 

result of the State’s return to the RGGI fold to providing financial support for LMI/EJ 

community participation in CS. 
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At the same time, given the realities of the State’s fiscal health and the  existing and 

expected increasing demands on ratepayer resources, it is absolutely critical that the 

BPU also take every possible opportunity to identify and deploy the tools at its disposal 

to promote LMI/EJ community CS participation that go beyond the traditional use of 

ratepayer and State-provided resources in the form of grants and subsidies. 

 

To be clear,  LMI/EJ participation in New Jersey’s Community Solar program needs to 

be undergirded by a substantial allocation of State/ratepayer financial resources 

designed to make CS subscription more affordable for LMI/EJ citizens, and it is critical 

that this support be committed for the long-term in the most secure fashion possible: in 

order to incentivize the various participants in the industry to embrace the 

LMI/EJ-focused agenda with vigor, the long-term nature of the commitment of New 

Jersey to the effort must be credible. The following recommendations are therefore 

offered as potentially useful complements to such financial support--neither individually 

nor collectively can they be expected to be sufficient to put LMI/EJ participation on a 

sound footing in New Jersey.  Nonetheless, they warrant consideration. 

 

II.  Program Design Elements 

 

All CS project sponsors will have in common the objective that the revenue streams 

generated by subscriber payments are as secure and predictable as possible. A variety 

of structural mechanisms are available to help ensure that this is the case with regard to 

LMI/EJ community participants. 

 

The State should take measures to ensure that (i) utilities provide project 

owners/operators with  access to any and all information regarding  customer payment 

history that may be useful to establish the creditworthiness of potential LMI/EJ 

community participants, subject to prior consent of such potential participants to making 

such information available.  Project owners/operators should be required to take full 
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account of such information in evaluating creditworthiness, but prohibited from drawing 

any adverse inference as to a potential subscriber’s creditworthiness because such 

information is not so provided. 

  

The evaluation of the creditworthiness of potential retail solar customers has typically 

leaned heavily on the  FICO scoring framework, but it is most common for LMI/EJ 

citizens to have FICO scores that are either too low to meet traditional credit evaluation 

standards, or--having little if any participation in the formal banking and credit sector of 

the economy--to have no FICO score at all.  At the same time, for obvious reasons many 

LMI/EJ community citizens assign the highest of financial priorities to meeting their utility 

payment obligations, and thus, have long histories of timely payments. The consideration 

of these favorable payment histories may be able to help to mitigate the tendency of 

businesses that lack the information to adequately assess  risk to “assume the worst.” 

Of course, a necessary predicate for this better information access to be of value is a 

requirement that the utilities would be obligated to both bill for subscriptions and issue 

credit on account of subscriber offtake allocations, with the net result that the financial 

impact of a subscriber’s CS subscription would be fully and directly reflected in the utility 

billing process. 

 

In addition, LMI/EJ community subscribers should be granted the maximum flexibility 

(i.e., likely more flexibility than that granted to other subscribers) both to (i) transfer their 

subscription obligations directly to new LMI/EJ community individuals/households that 

meet creditworthiness requirements, and (ii) “carry” their subscriptions with them when 

they move their residence, even if their new residence is outside of the area regarded as 

the standard subscription eligibility territory for a particular project. Both project sponsors 

and electric utilities should be required to maintain waitlists of  prequalified households 

(both LMI/EJ  and non-LMI/EJ) wishing to subscribe to a project as and when capacity 

becomes available so that they can quickly take the place of any defaulting subscriber . 

Also, both utilities and project sponsors should make concerted efforts to educate 
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LMI/EJ households as to the availability of CS project subscription opportunities, while 

making sure that such efforts place strong emphasis on consumer financial educational 

considerations. 

 

In a related vein, for projects that have “anchor subscribers” --whether municipalities, 

universities, schools or hospitals, social service or housing organizations, or commercial 

businesses--that are subscribing to   a project subject to an overall cap on their 

participation (either in percentage or absolute capacity terms), the BPU should make 

provision to permit such subscribers to exceed the cap to a specified extent, if they are 

willing to backstop a project by increasing their offtake as and when necessary due to 

LMI/EJ community subscriber defaults. 

 

 
III.  Creative Use of Existing Financial Resources 

 
 

As a way to leverage the value of a relatively small amount of State resources, BPU 

should seek to collaborate with NJEDA or another appropriate State agency to provide 

support for projects that makes a commitment to LMI subscribers that meets or exceeds 

a specified level in the form of a financial reserve to which a project owner can have 

recourse to cover a specified portion of  any losses it incurs related to  LMI subscriber 

defaults.  Alternatively, it can seek to create or a State income tax credit mechanism that 

would be made available to cover a specified portion of such losses.  To avoid “moral 

hazard” considerations, it would be essential that such guarantees or tax incentives be 

only partial in nature, so that a project owner would continue to have an incentive to 

maintain a rigorous credit evaluation process. 

 

The BPU should also explore ways in which funds that have been heretofore used to 

provide utility bill relief or other forms of energy assistance (e.g., EE measures) to 

LMI/EJ community citizens can be more effectively deployed by taking into account the 

goal of supporting LMI/EJ  participation in CS.  As one simple example, federal dollars 
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have heretofore supported the state’s LIHEAP program, used in part to provide financial 

relief for customers from electricity bills for heating, and the ratepayer-funded USF 

program provides bill relief for electricity consumption more generally, in both cases to 

citizens that meet specified needs requirements..  Perhaps these resources could be 

deployed to provide financial assistance in the form of free or reduced cost CS 

subscriptions and thus serve two goals at once. 

 

 

  IV.   A “Set the Floor and Trade” proposal 

 

It is clear that it is not enough to simply establish a goal for LMI/EJ percentage 

participation in a CS program and expect that goal to be met without various forms of 

market intervention, whether in the form of program design elements or special financial 

support.  Those states that have simply established participation goals by statute or 

regulation without making the necessary interventions have generally been unsuccessful 

to date in meeting such goals. Other states, such as Colorado, have ensured the 

enacted participation goal is met, but only through simple requirement that each and 

every CS project that is deployed include a specified minimum percentage  of LMI/EJ 

participation.  The BPU should endeavor to investigate the potential benefits of adopting 

a more market-mediated, economically efficient approach, analogous to a cap-and-trade 

model, of mandating a specified minimum percentage of LMI/EJ participation on a per 

-project basis, but permitting individual project owners to meet that obligation either 

through actual LMI/EJ subscriptions, or by purchasing “LMI credits” from projects that 

have LMI/EJ subscriptions in excess of the required floor level. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Jonathan Ratner 
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July 31, 2018 
 
Ms. Aida Camacho-Welch 
Secretary 
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 
44 South Clinton Avenue 
3rd Floor, Suite 314 
CN 350 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 
 
Re: Docket No. QO18060646 Community Solar Energy Pilot Program 
 
Dear Ms. Camacho-Welch: 
 
The Mid-Atlantic Solar Energy Industries Association (MSEIA) is pleased to present these 
comments in regard to the above-referenced matter. 
 
MSEIA is a trade organization that has represented solar energy companies in New Jersey, 
Pennsylvania, and Delaware since 1997.  During that 20-year+ period, the organization has 
spearheaded efforts in the Mid-Atlantic region to make solar energy a major contributor to the 
region’s energy future.   
 
During these 20 years, MSEIA has adopted and followed three fundamental policy principles, 
which in short can be stated as: (1) Grow solar energy in our states as quickly as practicable; 
(2) do so at the lowest possible cost to ratepayers, while delivering the greatest possible benefit 
as a public good; and (3) preserve diversity in the market, including opportunity for Jersey 
companies to grow and create local jobs (see MSEIA’s fundamental policy principles at 
https://mseia.net/fundamental-principles/). 
 
We believe that it is important that the second principle, delivering solar energy at the lowest 
cost to ratepayers, is very important to consider in designing the Community Solar Energy Pilot 
Program. 
 
The rate impact to be considered for the pilot should include the cost of attribute payments like 
SRECs, and the difference between the energy cost credited to system owners and the avoided 
energy cost.  That difference typically lands on ratepayers when utility companies file for rate 
recovery of costs they incur related to distributed generation.  Therefore, the matter of whether 
community solar projects should receive attribute payments, and what bill credit to ascribe to 
community solar power, are both important in assessing the rate impact. 
 

https://mseia.net/fundamental-principles/


Since community solar projects are likely to be large-scale solar systems up to 5 megawatts in 
size connected directly to the grid (“in front of the meter”), the assessment of rate impact can be 
compared to the usual way of structuring projects of that type.  The usual way would be for the 
same project to interconnect and sell power directly to the grid.  This can be done at the lowest 
cost by remunerating the project via a long-term (e.g., 20-yuear), fixed-price power purchase 
agreement.  Therefore, the cost of a typical project structured in this way can provide a 
benchmark for assessing the costs of a community solar project. 
 
We believe that the sum cost of a community solar project as described previously should not 
exceed that benchmark cost – unless, and ot the extent that, an additional concrete public good, 
such as support for low and moderate income ratepayers, is being accomplished. 
 
In considering the size of the pilot program and the full program, the cost efficiency of the 
program and its rate impact should be considered, and also its effect on other market segments 
and business models.  In particular, traditional grid-supply projects will be sharing essentially the 
same market segment with the community solar projects.  In both cases, cost efficiency will be 
enhanced to the extent that the process of interconnecting grid supply projects can be 
streamlined, as net-metered projects have been streamline in the past. 
 
Interestingly, in a recent MSEIA policy committee call regarding the Community Solar Energy 
Pilot, a majority of members participating in the call were interested in possibly participating in a 
community solar program as a business model for themselves, and a few planned to focus their 
business on it.  When asked whether they would prefer to develop large scale projects via 
traditional grid-supply development or through a community solar program – if both were 
compensated equally – the majority expressed a preference for traditional grid-supply 
development. 
 
We thank you for considering these comments, and look forward to exploring these matters 
further. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Lyle K. Rawlings, P.E. 
President 



  
 
 
 
 
 Mullica Township would like to add the following comments to the record for 
stakeholder input on the Community Solar Energy Pilot Program. With regards to project siting 
Mullica Township strongly advocates for the use of landfills and brownfields to host community 
solar projects. Landfills and brownfield sites should be high priority for potential projects for 
many reasons. 
     Up until the 1990’s most, if not all communities in New Jersey had local landfills, many on 
very large parcels of land. We have a 134 acre site although a small percentage of that is actually 
the “cores” where household trash was land filled. What we have is a completely unusable 134 
acre site that is considered contaminated. Being able to site solar on our landfill is the only use 
for this property and what a beneficial use this would be. In conversations over the years with 
consultants and professionals another drawback is we have no “on-site” energy demand making 
it unsuitable for a traditional net-meter solar project that would take advantage of all our 
available 134 acres. New Jersey has a way to go to meet its renewable generation goals and the 
available land that comprises all of the closed landfills and brownfield’s in our state will go a 
long way in meeting these goals while maximizing generation capacity when not limiting 
properties such as ours to on-site demand. 
     Mullica Township strongly urges the Board to shape this program to take full advantage of 
landfills and brownfield’s as hosts sites for community solar projects. In working with 
communities, counties and authorities that own many of these sites we can create badly needed 
opportunities to site community solar and revitalize what was once considered useless properties.  
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       New Jersey Environmental Justice Alliance 

       315 W. State Street 

       Trenton, NJ 08618 

       

 

       July 31, 2018 

 

Aida Camacho 

Secretary 

New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 

44 South Clinton Avenue, Third Floor, 

Site 314, CN 350 

Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

 

Dear Ms. Camacho: 

 

The New Jersey Environmental Justice Alliance (NJEJA) would like to submit these comments 

to the New Jersey Board of Public utilities (BPU) on its prospective community solar energy 

pilot program (Docket Number: QO18060646).1 

 

NJEJA has been a leader on a local, state and national level in developing public policy from an 

environmental justice (EJ) perspective.2 NJEJA has a keen interest in the community solar pilot 

program for several reasons. First, NJEJA’s Sandy Climate Justice Roundtable3 produced a 

recommendation that energy efficiency (EE) techniques and renewable energy (RE) should be 

used extensively in EJ communities (communities Of Color, Indigenous communities and low-

income communities) as part of both climate change mitigation and adaptation policy. Second, 

NJEJA strongly supports the requirement in the Clean Energy Legislation that the community 

solar program be made accessible to low and moderate-income communities, although the 

organization believes the requirement should also extend to communities Of Color. In general, 

                                                      
1 NJEJA wants to thank Jonathan Smith of Earthjustice and Molly Greenberg of the New School and NJEJA for 

helping to research, edit and proofread these comments. 

 
2 The NJEJA mission statement reads as follows: “The New Jersey Environmental Justice Alliance is an alliance of 

New Jersey-based organizations and individuals working together to identify, prevent, and reduce and/or eliminate 

environmental injustices that exist in communities of color and low-income communities. NJEJA will support 

community efforts to remediate and rebuild impacted neighborhoods, using the community’s vision of improvement, 

through education, advocacy, the review and promulgation of public policies, training, and through organizing and 

technical assistance.” 

 
3 The initial meeting of the Sandy Climate Justice Roundtable occurred in Newark in the fall of 2013 and involved 

almost 80 participants. Participants included EJ community residents and members of organizations that work with 

them. Discussion at the meeting focused on what happened in EJ communities during Sandy and how these 

communities can be protected from severe storms and other detrimental events and issues that may be connected to 

climate change. The initial meeting produced numerous recommendations that were prioritized and discussed at 

subsequent Roundtable meetings. For more information on the initial Roundtable meeting and the recommendations 

it produced see Sheats, N., Stakeholder Engagement Report: Environmental Justice, Climate Change Preparedness 

in New Jersey, New Jersey Climate Adaptation Alliance (2014).  
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NJEJA believes that EJ and equity should be explicitly integrated into climate change policy 

because if they are not, and climate change policy is developed in a “business as usual” manner, 

then the inequalities that currently exist in our nation which are rooted in race and income may 

be perpetuated or exacerbated by climate change policy.4  NJEJA hopes that EE and RE will not 

only be used to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases (GHG) and GHG co-pollutants but also to 

benefit EJ communities by providing jobs, entrepreneurship opportunities and a chance to link 

local schools to a critical and growing industry. 

 

NJEJA’s ideas on energy policy including the community solar energy pilot program are 

evolving and the organization looks forward to maintaining open communication with the BPU 

on RE and EE related opportunities and climate change policy recommendations.  In these 

comments NJEJA presents some initial thoughts on several issues connected to the community 

solar pilot program that it feels are particularly important. 

                                                      
4 NJEJA has made this observation about race and income based inequalities in our nation in a number of previous 

comments that have included footnotes on this topic. One previous set of comments included the following footnote 

on the subject: “For example, in previous comments we pointed out disparities in health, wealth and pollution 

exposure that might contribute to a heightened vulnerability to pollution. For more information on health disparities 

see National Center for Health Statistics. Health, United States, 2012: With Special Feature on Emergency Care 

(2013); Rachel Morello Frosch et al., Understanding the Cumulative Impacts of Inequalities In Environmental 

Health: Implications for Policy 30 Health Affairs 879, 880-881 (2011); Nancy Adler and David Rehkopf, US 

disparities in health: descriptions, causes, and mechanisms, 29 Annu Rev Public Health 235 (2008); William 

Dressler, Race and Ethnicity in Public Health Research: Models to Explain Health Disparities, 34 Annu. Rev. 

Anthropol. 231 (2005); Roberta Spalter-Roth, Race, Ethnicity, and the Health of Americans, American Sociological 

Association Series On How Race And Ethnicity Matter, Sydney S. Spivack Program In Applied Social Research 

And Social Policy (2005); George Mensah, State of disparities in cardiovascular health in the United States, 111 

Circulation 1233 (No. 10) (2005).  

For more information on wealth disparity see Thomas Shapiro, The Roots of the Widening Racial Wealth Gap: 

Explaining the Black-White Economic Divide, Institute on Assets and Social Policy (2013). 

For information on  disparities in exposure to air pollution see generally Michael Ash et al., Justice in the Air: 

Tracking Toxic Pollution from America's Industries and Companies to Our States, Cities, and Neighborhoods 

(2009); Manuel Pastor et al., The air is always cleaner on the other side: Race, space, and ambient air toxics 

exposures in California, 27 Journal of Urban Affairs 127 (No. 2) (2005); Douglas Houston et al., Structural 

disparities of urban traffic in Southern California: implications for vehicle related air pollution exposure in 

minority and high poverty neighborhoods, 26 Journal of Urban Affairs 565 (No. 5) (2004); Manuel Pastor et al., 

Waiting to Inhale: The Demographics of Toxic Air Release Facilities in 21st-Century California, 85 Social Science 

Quarterly 420 (No. 2) (2004); Michael Jarrett et al., A GIS- environmental justice analysis of particulate air 

pollution in Hamilton, Canada, 33 Environment and Planning A 955 (No. 6) (2001); D.R. Wernette and L.A. 

Nieves, Breathing Polluted Air, 18 EPA Journal 16 (1992). These investigations found a racial component to 

exposure to air pollution. Another study also presented evidence that in California people Of Color households live 

closer to polluting facilities at all income levels than White residents. See Manuel Pastor et al., Minding the Climate 

Gap, What’s at Stake if California’s Climate Law Isn’t Done Right and Right Away, College of Natural Resources, 

University of California, Berkeley, USC Program for Environmental & Regional Equity, Minding the Climate Gap 

Report 4, at 9 (Figure 2).  

The previous comments referenced earlier in this footnote are: Nicky Sheats, Comments on the Newark Bay 

Partnership LP Application for Permit Renewal and Minor Modification, Program Interest Number: 07617, Air 

Pollution Control Bureau of Air Permits Activity Number: BOP 150001 (June 11, 2018), submitted by the New 

Jersey Environmental Justice Alliance, at pg. 5 fn. 14.  
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Definitions of Low-income and Moderate-income for Individuals, Families and 

Communities 

 

Perhaps the most important aspect of the definitions of low and moderate-income for individual 

and family eligibility for the community solar program is that they capture the vast majority of 

New Jersey residents who are struggling or just making ends meet due to a lack of, or a 

constrained, income. However, another crucial criterion for the definitions should be that they 

also capture as many people Of Color as possible. This is important because, as indicated above, 

there are inequalities that persist in our nation which are rooted in race and New Jersey should 

take every step possible to address this problem in our state. Unfortunately, the New Jersey 

Department of Environmental Protection has provided evidence that New Jersey communities Of 

Color do suffer from a disproportionate amount of pollution.5 NJEJA suggests that BPU examine 

multiple definitions used for low-and moderate income by the federal and state governments and 

choose the definitions, or combination of definitions, that yield the highest number of New 

Jersey low and moderate-income residents and a significant number of people Of Color. 

Obviously, a certain amount of judgment will have to be used in selecting the “best” definitions 

and for this and other reasons (see below) NJEJA further suggests that the community solar rule 

create a stakeholder group to advise the BPU on this complicated issue. As explained below we 

envision that this stakeholder group would work beyond the time limitation placed on BPU in the 

Clean Energy Legislation. NJEJA, of course, urges that such a stakeholder group consider the 

suggestions on the definitions of low and moderate-income presented in these comments. If BPU 

chooses to include definitions for low and moderate-income in the regulations it will promulgate 

in December for the pilot program then NJEJA similarly urges that the ideas on that definition 

presented here be considered. 

 

In addition to the definitions of low and moderate-income that can be applied to individual and 

family eligibility for the community solar program discussed above, the BPU should also create 

                                                      
5 The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) developed a nascent cumulative impacts 

screening tool that estimated the relative amount of cumulative impacts in every block group in New Jersey. 

Informally, cumulative impacts can be thought of as a very rough estimate of the total amount of pollution in a 

neighborhood. More formally, a definition for cumulative impacts is the risk and impacts caused by multiple 

pollutants, usually emitted by multiple sources of pollution in a neighborhood, and their interaction with each other 

and with any social vulnerabilities that exist in the neighborhood. See Cumulative Impacts: Building a Scientific 

Foundation, California Environmental Protection Agency (2010), at 3; National Environmental Justice Advisory 

Council, Ensuring Risk Reduction In Communities With Multiple Stressors: Environmental Justice and Cumulative 

Risks/Impacts (2204) at 5. In order to examine the relationship between cumulative impacts, race and income in 

New Jersey, NJDEP graphed the level of cumulative impacts in New Jersey block groups against the number of 

residents Of Color and low-income residents living in the block groups. The figures show that as the number of Of 

Color residents or low-income residents living in a block group increases so does the level of cumulative impacts.  

These figures are part of a technical report and a power point on the cumulative impacts screening tool. They are 

located on page 5 of the technical report and slide 19 of the power point which can be accessed at 

http://www.state.nj.us/dep/ej/docs/ejc_screeningmethods20091222.pdf and 

http://www.state.nj.us/dep/ej/docs/ejc_screeningmethods_pp20091222.pdf, respectively. Both the report and power 

point are entitled “A Preliminary Screening Method to Estimate Cumulative Environmental Impacts”. NJEJA 

advocates that climate change mitigation policy be used to help reduce the disproportionate amount of pollution that 

is often present in EJ communities by forcing power plants subject to such policy which are located in EJ 

communities to reduce their emissions. 

 

http://www.state.nj.us/dep/ej/docs/ejc_screeningmethods20091222.pdf
http://www.state.nj.us/dep/ej/docs/ejc_screeningmethods_pp20091222.pdf
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definitions for low and-moderate income communities. After developing these definitions, the 

Agency should consider allowing certain institutions located in these communities to be eligible 

for the community solar program. A geographic definition for a low or moderate-income 

community could be established by determining how many individuals and families in a 

geographically defined area satisfy the individual and family definitions for low and moderate-

income that the BPU adopts. If the number of low or moderate-income individuals and families 

exceeds a certain threshold number then the geographically defined area would be considered a 

low or moderate-income community, for the purposes of the community solar pilot program. The 

geographically defined area could be based on a census tract or multiple census tracts as long as 

there is a justification for considering the multiple census tracts a neighborhood. Most likely 

such a justification would be the boundaries of a historically recognized neighborhood. Certain 

specified institutions located in a low or moderate-income community that provide a public 

service for the neighborhood would be eligible for the community solar program. For example, 

NJEJA recommends that schools, churches, hospitals, day care centers, senior centers, 

community centers, public housing, governmental offices and non-partisan non-profit 

organizations located in low and moderate-income neighborhoods should be eligible for the 

community solar program. The definitions of a low or moderate-income community is another 

instance where a stakeholder advisory group could play an important role in assisting BPU in the 

development of the community solar program. 

 

Low–and Moderate Income Set Aside 

 

NJEJA originally supported a 15% set aside for low-income customers,6 and testified to that 

effect at the public meeting held by BPU on July 24. However, after more thought and 

examination of the poverty statistics in New Jersey, NJEJA is now calling for a 24% set aside for 

low and moderate-income New Jersey residents with at least 10.4 % of the set aside reserved for 

residents living below the federal poverty line. We believe this is more in line with poverty 

statistics that showed 10.4% of New Jersey residents living below the 100% poverty line in 2016 

and 23.8% of state residents living at less than 200% of the poverty line in the same year.7 New 

Jersey Policy Perspective describes these latter residents as “experiencing true hardship”. 

Arguably, the set aside could be higher in order to reach moderate income residents who may not 

be “experiencing true hardship” but are just making ends meet. But a 24% set aside for low and 

moderate-income customers would be a good and perhaps cautious start.  

 
Public Participation Process 

 

NJEJA understands that the timing of the process to gain public input into the development of 

the community solar pilot program has been dictated by a time limitation placed in the enabling 

legislation, however, it is still important to note that the process is an obstacle to gaining input 

from EJ communities and organizations. Typical public participation processes are frequently 

                                                      
6 By a 15% low-income set aside we meant that 15% of the power generated by the community solar pilot program 

should go to low-income residents. 

 
7 See Brandon McKoy, A $15 Minimum Wage Would Help Over 1 Million Workers and Boost New Jersey’s 

Economy, Raising wages would help fight poverty and improve the well-being of workers & their families, (February 

2018), New Jersey Policy Perspective; see also Meir Rindle, Why Is NJ’S Poverty Rate So High? And What Can Be 

Done To Lower It?, (Janaury28, 2016), NJSPOTLIGHT. 
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inadequate to gain meaningful input from residents of EJ communities since they often live with 

an array of social vulnerabilities that can make it especially difficult to participate in 

governmental processes. And the current process offers less opportunity for these residents to 

participate than is typical. 

 

EJ organizations also often have difficulty participating in governmental processes because they 

are relatively underfunded and understaffed. In addition, the topic of community solar brings 

substantive challenges to public participation since it is at least partly grounded in technical 

information that can be difficult for the lay public, and for EJ and environmental advocates that 

typically don’t work on energy issues, to fully understand.  

 

Moving forward, in order to make the current process more amenable to EJ organizations and EJ 

community residents, the BPU should consider holding regional meetings in the fall. These 

meeting would be designed not only to gain ideas and input but to also disseminate information 

and explain concepts involved in community solar projects. The subject of the meetings could 

also be expanded to include EE and other topics of interest to BPU and community members. 

The meetings could be held in EJ communities at times that allow residents to attend and 

advertised to EJ residents and the general public. In addition, specific invitations to attend could 

be given to EJ and community organizations that operate in the region in which a particular 

meeting is being held. Pre-meeting stakeholder contact could also be used to develop a meeting 

agenda that might be particularly interesting to residents of that New Jersey region. NJEJA could 

help BPU to identify organizations in several regions of the state. 

 
Stakeholder Groups 

 

One way to satisfy the time constraint imposed by the Clean Energy Legislation, while gaining 

more time to work on complicated issues connected to the pilot community solar project, would 

be to have the required rule create stakeholder groups to address specific issues. As suggested 

above, a stakeholder group or groups could be created to develop final definitions for low and 

moderate-income as they apply to individuals, families and communities. Similar to the enabling 

Clean Energy Legislation, the rule could place time limitations on the work of the stakeholder 

groups if BPU feels that is necessary. BPU should also consider whether there are other issues 

connected to the pilot community solar program that might benefit from the efforts of a 

stakeholder group that could work beyond the time limitations of the Clean Energy Legislation. 

The stakeholder groups could also obtain additional input from EJ communities and other 

stakeholders.8 

 
 

 

                                                      
8 The state of New York seems to have implemented a similar idea. They established a “Low-Income customer 

Collaborative” that helped develop ideas to encourage the participation of low-income customers in community 

distributed generation. New York Public Service Commission, Case 15-E-0082, Order Establishing a Community 

Distributed Generation Program and Making Other Findings, at 31 (July 17, 2015). Of course, NJEJA understands 

that what works in one state does not necessarily work in another but it does seem that New York’s “Low-Income 

Customer Collaborative” is an idea that has actually already been implemented which is similar to the stakeholder 

group suggestion presented in these comments. 
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Participation and Ownership  

 

It is critically important to create definitions for low-and moderate income that ensure that low 

and moderate-income residents, Of Color residents and certain institutions in low and moderate-

income communities are eligible for the community solar program. However, it is equally 

important to make sure that those eligible institutions and residents can participate in the 

program. This could involve some type of monetary support or other type of investment. One 

source of funding that could be used to help guarantee that EJ communities have access to RE 

and EE is the Clean Energy Fund. NJEJA believes, as do other organizations, that a certain 

portion of this fund should be used to support that access. The BPU needs to determine what 

could be other likely barriers to low and moderate-income resident participation in addition to 

lack of resources and then take steps to address those issues. 

 

As discussed earlier in these comments, NJEJA believes that the use of EE and RE in EJ 

neighborhoods can directly benefit these communities in several ways besides contributing to 

overall emissions reductions. In particular, access to and utilization of EE and RE could help 

improve economic conditions in EJ communities. One way to help accomplish this goal would 

be to find mechanisms that could promote ownership of the community solar projects by the 

residents of the communities they are serving. The BPU should consider mechanisms that could 

be used to promote ownership as well as good jobs, energy education and entrepreneurship. This 

could be the subject of another stakeholder group. 

 
Community Energy Planning 

 

Typically, energy planning has largely involved utilities, energy service businesses, developers, 

traditional environmental groups and city staff. While participation in energy planning from 

these groups is appropriate, there are critical elements missing from this picture. Energy planning 

should also include community residents, community groups, EJ groups and a focus on equity 

and EJ. Community energy planning, a concept developed by the Center for Earth, Energy and 

Democracy in Minneapolis, would include all of these groups in the planning process and 

explicitly state that justice and equity are central concerns to be addressed. It would allow 

community members and the groups that work with them to define equity metrics for the solar 

project in their particular community and explain what they feel the barriers to participation 

might be.  

 

If this concept is pursued in the community solar program it would place BPU and the state of 

New Jersey on the ground floor of implementing an idea that could revolutionize the relationship 

between energy production and local communities. Local communities could move from being 

solely energy consumers to having an important say in the decision-making process that results 

in energy production. At the very least, the BPU could require a certain number of projects that 

are part of the community solar pilot program to undergo a community energy planning process. 
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Conclusion 

 

 NJEJA appreciates the opportunity to comment on the community solar pilot program and 

would also welcome the opportunity to discuss any ideas contained in these comments with 

BPU. 

 

 

Prepared and submitted on behalf of the New Jersey Environmental Justice Alliance by: 

 

Nicky Sheats, Esq., Ph.D. 

Director, Center for the Urban Environment 

John S. Watson Institute for Public Policy at Thomas Edison State University 

609-558-4987 (mobile) 

 



 
 
 
 
  

BECAUSE AGRICULTURE MATTERS! 
 
To:   Aida Camacho, Secretary 
 NJ BPU 
 44 South Clinton Ave 
 3rd Floor, Suite 314 

Trenton, NJ  08625 
Rule.Comments@bpu.nj.gov 

 
From:  Ryck Suydam, NJFB President 
 
Date: 31 July 2018 
 
Subject: Community Solar Energy Pilot Program Rulemaking 
 
New Jersey Farm Bureau is a grassroots, membership supported organization, providing assistance and 
resources for over 9,000 farm families and agribusinesses in the state of New Jersey.  We are the largest 
advocate for agriculture in the state and have paid close attention over the years to the development of solar 
energy. 
 
We find the NJ DEP Solar Siting Analysis Update of December 2017 too prescriptive in terms of allowable 
agricultural lands to be made available for community solar development.  All agricultural/cropland (2100) is 
considered not-preferred lands, which we disagree with.  NJFB would like to allow consideration of a wide 
diversity of agricultural land possibilities without jeopardizing land resources.   
 
If the purpose is to provide universal access to solar, it is going to take a variety of land uses to fulfill the pilot 
goal of 450 megawatts over three years.  In addition to utilizing brownfields, rooftops and landfills, which can 
be costly and complicated at times, we advocate for the inclusion of marginal agricultural lands, to promote 
both farm viability and land stewardship. 
 
The State Agricultural Development Committee (SADC) leads in the preservation of New Jersey’s farmland 
and promotes innovative approaches to maintaining the viability of agriculture.  As the state’s prime evaluator 
of farmland deemed worthy for preservation, we recommend they be consulted as the guidelines for siting 
are developed. 
 
We look forward to further consultation with the NJ BPU and SADC regarding the inclusion of agricultural 
lands in the NJ Community Solar Energy Pilot Program.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important endeavor. 
 
CC: Douglas Fisher, Secretary of Agriculture; and 

Susan Payne, SADC 
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July 31, 2018 
 
Aida Camacho-Welch  
Secretary of the Board of Public Utilities 
State of New Jersey 
44 South Clinton Avenue 
3rd Floor, Suite 314  
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0350 
 
RE: Docket No. QO18060647 – New Jersey Community Solar Pilot Program 
 
Dear Ms. Camacho-Welch: 
 
On behalf of our member companies that provide more than 1 million jobs in the state and make the 
New Jersey Business & Industry Association the largest statewide business association in the 
country, we are submitting the following comments on Docket No. QO18060647 – In the matter of 
New Jersey Community Solar Pilot Program. 
 
NJBIA supports the vision of Governor Murphy and legislative leaders to develop clean, renewable 
energy in the state of New Jersey and to diversify our energy portfolio. However, as NJBIA has 
noted in the past, New Jersey currently has the highest electric rates in our grid and the 12th highest 
in the country. The commercial and industrial ratepayer consumes 64 percent of the electricity in 
New Jersey and has a vested interest in the development of energy policy, the implications on 
competitiveness and ratepayer impact. Currently 24 percent of the electric bill is from government 
imposed taxes and fees. This does not include possible increases that ratepayers will face as a result 
of other renewable energy programs proposed this year, such as the solicitation of 1,100 MW of 
offshore wind energy, which will likely be subsidized by even higher prices. NJBIA has been 
involved in this discussion for many years and seeks to balance the environment with the economic 
impacts to ratepayers.  
 
Community solar installations allow individuals and groups that have previously been unable to 
install solar panels on their own properties to utilize energy generated by community solar arrays 
This includes homeowners who have shaded roofs, those living in homes that do not permit the 
installation of solar panels, and low-income individuals who cannot obtain solar equipment for a 
variety of reasons. However, NJBIA remains concerned that such an effort will result in price 
increases for non-subscriber ratepayers in order for utilities to provide a mandated credit to 
subscribers for their participation. This concern has been voiced in other states implementing 
community solar as well. 
 
NJBIA believes that there is also an opportunity for business to participate in these projects and to 
assist with achieving the overall objectives of the program.  This participation should be available 
to businesses as both subscribers and as hosts, as business locations may be able to site some of 
these projects if they are open to the concept. Many business facilities have unused roofs and outdoor 
spaces which would be ideal locations for a new solar panel array. 
 
In order to protect ratepayers, NJBIA encourages BPU to adopt several lessons learned from 
elsewhere in the country. When setting limitations on project size, BPU should attempt to 
understand the demand for solar energy from those that this program is intended to benefit – 
residential and low-income subscribers who cannot attach solar arrays to their homes for financial 
or other reasons– and scale restrictions accordingly. BPU should also examine the potential effects



of a community solar program on the rest of the non-community solar energy market before implementing these 
changes.

In addition to these considerations, NJBIA continues to ask that BPU consider the cumulative impact to ratepayers 
of the current administration’s clean and renewable energy goals. The community solar program is just one of 
several proposals which may result in new costs and fees being shifted to ratepayers in order to fund mandates and 
credits. Taken individually, these costs may not always appear significant, but when taken together these new costs 
to ratepayers could amount to substantial increases on top of already high prices.   

 
NJBIA recognizes the benefits of an electric grid which receives power from a diverse mix of sources, but we must 
always be sure to consider how our attempts to diversify those sources will impact ratepayers.  

 
We continue to request that you consider the following matters related to this long-term policy:   
 What is the cost benefit analysis for ratepayers to subsidy this type of power? 
 How much will this new energy source cost businesses in increased rates?  
 How many potential jobs will be gained/sustained by the project? 
 Are there other alternatives that could meet our policy goals while protecting ratepayers? 
 Will there be an adverse impact to jobs outside of solar due to increased electric prices by businesses? 

 
Thank you for your consideration of our comments. 
 

 
Christine Buteas 
Chief Government Affairs Officer  



  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Written Comments for 
Community Solar Pilot Program  

Docket No. QO18060646 
7/19/2018 
 

Pine Gate Renewables, LLC (“PGR”) Hereby submits our written 
comments in response to the Board’s request for written 
comments 
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I. Siting and Project Size 
 

1) What should the annual Pilot Program capacity limit be? Please justify your answer both 
qualitatively and quantitatively. 

• To encourage a diverse, competitive project environment, we recommend a 
program size cap of 350 MW.  This program size cap will allow for a minimum of 
70 market entrants under a 5 MW size cap, reducing the likelihood of program 
monopolization. 

 
2) How should the annual Pilot Program capacity be allocated between Electric Distribution 

Companies ("EDCs")? How should excess annual capacity be reallocated if not used? 
• Capacity should be allocated based upon each EDC’s percentage of the total 

state load served. First, excess annual capacity should permitted for use in the 
other EDCs. Then, excess capacity should be rolled over into the next program 
year.  

 
3) How should the Pilot Program annual capacity limit be divided among different project 

categories? What should those categories be (e.g., "small," "brownfield, landfill, historic fill," 
and "LMI" project types)? Please propose a breakdown of categories, with respective 
percentages of the annual capacity limit. 

• The Pilot Program annual capacity limits should not be divided among different 
categories. Rather, the program should use adders for landfills, brownfields, and 
low to moderate income serving projects.  The use of adders rather than annual 
capacity limits ensures that customers have low rates and incentivizes 
nontraditional land use for solar development.  

• Should the Board decide to divide capacity among different project categories, the 
board should also include categories for pollinator friendly solar and mixed 
agriculture solar use for projects sited on agricultural land which employs 
strategies such as solar apiaries or solar grazing.  

 
4) Should co-location of solar projects be allowed? What conditions or limits should apply? 

• Co-location should be allowed with no conditions or limits. Co-location is likely 
necessary to develop brownfield and urban parcel sites into community solar 
projects, as their inherent small parcel sizes reduce the ability for developers to 
utilize economies of scale. 

o The EPA’s Re-powering America’s Land Program shows that 283 of 418 
(67.7%) brownfield or renewable energy re-development sites within New 
Jersey are 10 acres or smaller, with 133 of 418 (31.8%) sites sized at less 
than 1 acre.  

 
5) What should the geographic limitations for community solar pilot projects and subscribers 
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be (i.e., how far from the project can subscribers reside)? Please justify how your proposal 
maintains the community link between project and subscribers, without compromising the 
feasibility of community solar pilot projects. 

• Any resident of New Jersey should be eligible to participate in any community 
solar project in the state of New Jersey. As LMI communities are concentrated in 
urban areas, solar project sites serving those communities face inherent 
restrictions on size, shading, and zoning.  By allowing residents to participate in 
the program outside their immediate area, LMI participates would likely be better 
served.  The link between subscribers and projects will be preserved by limiting 
projects to within the state of New Jersey.   

 
6) What land use restrictions and limitations, if any, should apply to siting community solar 

pilot projects? Should siting of community solar pilot projects be restricted to certain areas? 
Your answer should include a specific discussion of community solar on farmland and 
open space. Land use restrictions will be consistent with current New Jersey statutes and 
regulations. 

 
• There should be no land use restrictions on community solar pilot projects. 

However, a financial adder should be used for projects sited on certain areas such 
as landfills, brownfields, or areas of historic fill to create an incentive for 
development on these cost prohibitive sites. Development on agricultural or 
greenfield land should be allowed given that developers implement pollinator 
friendly solar initiatives or engage in mixed use agricultural and solar production 
such as apiary solar and/or solar grazing. 

 
7) Provide recommendations on alternative siting and creative land use in sites other than 

"brownfields, landfills, areas designated in need of redevelopment, in underserved 
communities, or on commercial rooftops." For instance, are parking lots, road rights-of- 
way, multifamily buildings, or schools appropriate locations for community solar? Please 
provide both qualitative and quantitative responses, including what specific policies may be 
required to facilitate development of these types of projects. 

 
• This community solar program should offer financial incentives such as land use 

adders to encourage development on cost and risk prohibitive sites.   
• The program should address the current rules for on-site load and community 

solar for schools, multifamily buildings, and commercial rooftops to ensure that the 
host location may participate as an off-taker for the project. 

• Additional creative land use solutions include floating panels over submerged land 
and solar agriculture through on-site apiaries or food growth. 

 
8) What liability, provisions, and exemptions should apply to community solar developers and 

subscribers for projects located on landfills and/or contaminated land? 
• As previous parties on the land were responsible for the ongoing liability, 
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developers should be free from any environmental liability for their attempts to 
build on contaminated or alternative use land.  

• In addition, the permitting process for contaminated land development should be 
simple and standardized, to facilitate developer participation. 

 
 

II. Low- and Moderate-Income Access 
 

9) Provide recommendations on the definition of LMI community solar pilot projects, with 
appropriate justification. 

• To achieve LMI community solar status and be eligible for an LMI adder, individual 
projects should require a proportion of subscribers to be certified LMI. 

 
10) Provide recommendations on what LMI eligibility criteria should be accepted to qualify a 

subscriber and/or a project as LMI. Include consideration of how many times or how often 
LMI subscribers should be required to submit proof of eligibility. 

 
• Developers should use HEAP eligibility as proof of LMI status.  To satisfy HEAP, a 

household’s gross income must be at or below 175% of the Federal Poverty Level 
and that household must spend more than 3% of its annual income for electricity 
or, if such household uses electric for its heating system, it must spend more than 
6% of its annual income on electricity. 

 
11) The BPU is considering a number of different approaches to encourage development of 

LMI community solar pilot projects, including, but not limited to: 
1. Dedicated capacity: e.g., reserve a percentage of overall capacity for the Pilot 

Program for LMI projects. 
2. Procedural: e.g., apply preferential status to LMI projects in the solar 

interconnection queue.   
3. Financial: e.g., provide incentives to LMI community solar pilot projects, such as 

adder to the bill credit. 
Which approach, or combination of approaches, should the BPU implement in order to 
most effectively support LMI access to community solar pilot projects, in conformance with 
the Clean Energy Act? Please be specific in recommending qualitative and quantitative 
incentives, and proposals for implementation. 

• We support option 3, a financial adder for LMI projects. However, a 4th option is to 
establish a streamlined permitting and zoning process for projects designed to 
serve Environmental Justice Communities.  

 
 
 
 
Ill. Value of the Credit 
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12) Please define the following terms: “value of solar," retail rate," and “avoided cost of 

wholesale power." Please discuss applicability and impacts on the Pilot Program. 
1. “Value of solar” is a financial output derived from the totality of values of solar 

energy such as environmental and climate benefits in addition to its intrinsic value 
as energy.  It should be defined using publicly available, transparent variables 
which are calculable without the use of proprietary information or knowledge. 

2. Retail rate should be the floor value for residential customers with LMI, land use, or 
other adders on top. 

3. Avoided cost is the marginal cost for a public utility to produce one more unit of 
power. 

 
13) How should the community bill credit be administered? Should an annualized period 

mechanism be used for community solar? If yes, should the annualized period be set once 
per Pilot Project, or once for each individual community solar subscriber? 

 
• The community solar bill credit must be compatible with budget billing to ensure LMI 

status customers have access to projects.  
 

14) What should happen to excess credits on a subscriber's bill at the end of a year? 
 

• Excess credits should roll over to the next year’s bill. 
 

15) Should unsubscribed energy be purchased by the EDCs at avoided cost or area locational 
marginal pricing ("LMP")? Or should the community solar pilot project bear the loss of 
unsubscribed energy? 

 
• Unsubscribed energy should be purchased at the LMP. Projects should not bear 

the loss of unsubscribed energy. 
 

16) Should Pilot Projects be eligible for solar renewable energy certificates ("SRECs")? If yes, 
should the SREC be given to the subscriber or to the community solar project owners? 

 
• Yes, Pilot Project should be eligible for SRECs, which should be given to the 

community solar project owners. 
 

IV. Applications and Interconnection 
 

17) Please provide specific comments on how the Pilot Program application process should be 
organized, including: 1) what items should be included in the application, and 2) what 
specific criteria should the BPU use to rank applications. 

• Project size 
• Site Control 
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• Independent Power Producers 
• Diversity of applicants 

 
18) What specific measures should be implemented to ensure an effective and streamlined 

interconnection process for community solar pilot projects? 
1. Developers should have access to distribution grid line information and substation 

hosting capacities. 
2. Utilities should be required to identify lines which, in their belief, would receive the 

greatest grid benefit from the addition of renewable energy resources. 
3. Utilities should be required to provide a pre-application process outside of PJM 
4. For studies, utilities should be required to provide specific timelines, costs, and 

deadlines. 
5. When upgrade costs are required by a utility, developers should have a fair and 

efficient appeals process. 
6. For studies, utilities should charge fair fees, with transparency into their pricing 

methodology. 
7. Pricing methodologies should be standardized across all EDCs. 
8. The program should establish a separate interconnection queue for community 

solar projects. 
 

19) What measures can be implemented to minimize negative impacts and maximize grid 
benefits to the distribution system of an EDC? 

 
• Utilities and solar farms should be required to share information during solar farm 

operation. Existing, off-the-shelf inverter technology already provides a vehicle for 
transparent information flow; thus, the program should ensure that solar farms and 
utilities have no information asymmetry while managing the grid. 

 
20) Should existing solar projects be allowed to reclassify as community solar pilot projects? 
 

• Existing solar projects should be prohibited from reclassifying as community solar 
pilot projects, as it would hinder new solar growth and overall developer diversity. 

 
21) What information regarding community solar pilot projects should be made available on the 

BPU website? Should website publication be automatic upon approval of the project by the 
Board, or only upon request from community solar project owners? 

 
• Website publication should be automatic upon approval from the Board 

 
22) What specific elements should the BPU consider to ensure a smooth transition from the 

Pilot Program to a full-scale Community Solar Program? 
• Introduce a second stakeholder process to analyze the pros and cons of the pilot 

program implementation to make further changes if any are necessary to the full-
scale community solar program. 
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V. Customer Subscriptions. Customer Protection 
 

23) Should there be a minimum number of subscribers per community solar pilot project? If so, 
what should it be? Please provide specific support for this number. 

• There should be no minimum number of subscribers per pilot project. 
 

24) What should be the maximum subscription size for each subscriber? Should specific limits 
be placed on residential versus commercial subscribers? 

• There should be no maximum subscription size. Maximum subscription sizes 
could unfairly exclude certain community members, such as universities. In 
addition, there should be no limits placed on residential vs commercial subscribers 
because different organizations have different preferred offtake strategies and 
structures, avoiding restrictions on subscriber make-up for the program will allow 
for unique project structures to serve a wider range of customers. 

25) Should subscriptions be portable? If yes, under what conditions? 

• Yes, subscribers should be allowed to move anywhere within the state of New Jersey 
and retain their subscription. If such subscriber should move outside the state of New 
Jersey, that subscriber’s allocation should be given a monetary value which would 
allow their contract to be bought out.  

 



 
 
 
Mrs. Aida Camacho 07/30/2018 
Secretary, New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 
44 South Clinton Avenue, 3rd Floor, Suite 314, CN 350 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 
 
Re: New Jersey Community Solar Energy Pilot Program 
 
Commissioners – 

As you are aware, Power52’s suite of services (Power52 Energy Solutions and Power52 Foundation) is                             
one of the state’s premier solar developers and workforce development and training programs.                         
Specifically, Power52 Foundation focuses on training our at-risk population in Renewable and Clean                         
Energy Technologies. 

Power52 Foundation is a 501(c)3 non-profit dedicated to workforce development, career training, and job                           
placement assistance in the Clean Energy Sector. In addition, Power52 Foundation focuses on providing                           
clean energy access to low-income communities by way of resiliency hubs. 

Power52’s approach is innovative in addressing the renewable energy industry’s workforce challenges by                         
tapping into a population that is in need of work but have employment barriers which makes it difficult to                                     
find a job that provides a living wage and opportunities for upward mobility. We engage low-income                               
individuals who may have low levels of education, a history of incarceration or substance abuse, and                               
other barriers to employment. Our training program includes extensive case management throughout the                         
program and for twelve (12) months beyond, to ensure that individuals employed through the program                             
receive the support they need to be successful. Our training curriculum includes “soft skills” training that                               
teaches the importance of punctuality, work ethics, professional appearance, time management, financial                       
literacy, etc. Ultimately, the training yields a marketable skill in an industry that has significant need for                                 
skilled workers and pays a living wage. 

Power52 Foundation’s mission is to make an immediate impact by providing workforce development and                           
training programs with wraparound services. As a recipient of the State of Maryland’s EARN Grant, and                               
the Green Jobs Act created by Governor Hogan, come August 10 2018, Power52 Foundation will have                               
graduated ninety-two (92) Energy Professionals from our two training facilities with the expectation of                           
training and graduating an additional 92 Energy Professionals in 2018. 

On August 10, 2018 thirty (30) trainees will graduate (Cohort 5 at Power52 Energy Institute Baltimore                               
City, and Cohort 2 at Power52 Energy Institute) and be placed into Power52 Solar Boot Camp (P52SBC).                                 
P52SBC is lead by Power52 Energy Solutions and helps give the graduates “Real Life” solar experience.                               
During P52SBC, the graduates work closely with our Energy Industry Partnership to gather real life                             
experience for the engineering, construction, and maintenance of utility scale ground mount, canopy, and                           
rooftop solar installations. Upon completion of 40 hours of P52SBC, the Energy Partners participate in                             
Career Days and speed interviews. The graduates then have a chance to interview with the Partners for                                 
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full time employment. Wrap around services and case management is continued throughout P52SBC by                           
Power52 Foundation. To date, we have placed fifty-four (54) trainees with new jobs with the help of our                                   
Energy Industry Partnership. The Energy Industry Partnership consists of companies like Power52                       
Energy Solutions, NESS, Suncatch, MbHaynes, RECON, Sol Systems, SGC, NexAmp, and Core                       
Development, and Nautilus, to name a few.  

Specifically, Power52 Energy Institute graduates have completed the construction of a 5 Phases 2MW                           
Phases, or 10MW system, co-located at a site called Nixon Farms. The site, though located in the                                 
surrounding county, serves load located in urban centers based within the local AHJ (Authority Having                             
Jurisdiction). Its clean energy projects like this that provide Clean Energy Jobs, Community Economic                           
Impact, Hands on Experience, and Substantial Energy Savings to the communities that we serve.                           
Communities/organizations that can then take these savings that come from a project like this, and                             
re-allocate those funds to new and better programs that directly benefit our society. 

We have had the opportunity to attend the stakeholder meeting and review the New Jersey Community                               
Solar Energy Pilot Program on July 24, 2018 in Docket No. Q018060646. While we did not have an issue                                     
at hand in the original Clean Energy Bill passed by Governor Murphy, we write you now to give you our                                       
comments around two specific concerns regarding the Siting and Project Size and the Low to                             
Moderate-Income Access.   

Concern 1: Siting and Project Size: Power52 has a concern around the notion that  projects should 
be located inside the urban centers due to the transportation barriers that affect the communities we serve. 
In addition, P52 has a concern around the thought that locating the community solar project outside of the 
communities being served would somehow limit the investment in the local urban centers by the 
subscriber organization or solar developer.  
 
P52 Comment: You can't ensure that there will be transportation to and from the job site, however with 
public transportation considerations, UBER credits and other forms of community transportation, we as a 
community must figure out a solution that will ensure that individuals have access to life sustaining wages 
that support the family.    
 
1.) Everyone needs transportation in order to sustain meaningful employment and historically these types 
of jobs are not found within the 4 block radius of their homes.  Do the medium high to high income 
workers mostly work within a 4 block radius of your home?  If not, then why should the LMI community 
be limited to do so? 
 
At Power52, we train in the urban centers then transport the graduates out to the solar sites for the                   
Power52 Solar Boot Camp and/or assists with transportation to and from job sites, when the graduate                
is starting at a new job site. This accomplishes 2 goals. One, they learn the importance of punctuality                  
and two, how to work as a team. What has happened through implementing the Power52 rideshare               
program is as they work and save, they are able to purchase reliable transportation to get them to and                  
from work, and then they are able to build wealth. Society has limited their opportunity and growth                 
enough from failed social programs.  We cannot do the same with community solar. 

3545 Ellicott Mills Drive,  Ellicott City, MD 21043  

 

 



 
 
2.) Subscriber Organizations and Developers are not investing in Urban Centers by locating projects in               
urban centers. The monies provided for the development and construction of these solar generating              
facilities leaves the community as soon as the project is complete. Developers source materials from               
outside the community, bring labor from outside the community and the profits go to developers from               
outside the community so it is not clear to me what benefits come to the community? The way you invest                    
in the community is by creating jobs in the community. Power52’s mantra is "For the Community, By                 
the Community!!". Social change starts with financial impact. Create the jobs and access to              
opportunities and the communities change.    
 
Power52 suggests you ensure that community benefits from the community solar program are realized 
in the community being served by doing the following. 
 
1.) Local Workforce Development and Training: Community Solar Projects must source labor from             
the communities being served. This means investing in job creation programs in advance of the pilot so                 
that skilled/trained labor is ready and available when the PILOT is implemented. 
2.) LMI Community Solar Incentives: Power52 encourages the State of New Jersey to allocate              
incentives (SRECS/Feed in Tariffs) for projects that serve at least 51% LMI.  This ensures that the highest               
financial impact goes to the folks who need it most (LMI). 
3.) Opportunity Zone Sited Incentives: Power52 suggests that Interconnection Priority/incentives          
(SRECS/Feed in Tariffs) for projects that are located in an opportunity zone.  This allows for urban               
investment without limiting it to an urban footprint. 
4.) Non-Union Labor: Power52 encourages the State of New Jersey to allow for non-union labor to work                 
on projects under 2MWAC (or 2.46MWDC). Our understanding is that current union policy does not              
allow individuals, with the backgrounds that we serve, to qualify to work as part of a union shop. Either                   
these regulations need to be amended to allow for equal access of all people or, we need to start our own                    
union that removes these barriers that society has put in place to isolate the growth of the populations we                   
serve. 
5.) Co-locating Solar Sites: Community solar sites that serve LMI communities should be able to be 
co-located on one parcel of land or on adjacent parcels of land, to the extent the necessary line capacity is 
available.  By co-locating multiple sites, you create an economy of scale, that provides substantial savings 
that can be passed on to the end user.  By simply co-locating multiple solar generation sites, on average 
there is an additional 8% savings passed on to the LMI Household.  Below is the how locating allows for 
additional savings. 

● Interconnection Cost:  The price for any upgrades can be spread across multiple projects. 
● Development/Legal: Preliminary engineering, zoning, and stormwater management plans can be 

done with the entire site in mind. 
● Landscaping:  Instead of covering all for sides of a farm, design a buffer for the outward facing 

sides to save on the landscaping between adjacent sides. 
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● Labor and Construction:  Crews can roll from one site to the next as they complete their 

respective tasks.  i.e. the module racking crew starts on phase 1 and moves to phase 2 when 
complete, then the module placement crew starts on Phase 1 while the racking is being done on 
Phase 2.  Then the medium voltage crew comes in and starts wire maintenance on Phase I, the 
module placement crew goes to Phase 2, and pile and racking team then would start on Phase 3.  
You follow this same methodology all the way through Phase 5. 

● Commissioning: SEE LABOR AND CONSTRUCTION EXAMPLE 
● Final Interconnection (Utility): SEE LABOR AND CONSTRUCTION EXAMPLE 

 
Concern 2: 15% Allocation of Community Solar Capacity for LMI: It has been suggested that only a                 
15% carve out for LMI should be implemented due to limited incentives that can only support 15% of                 
capacity going to LMI customers.  
 
P52 Comment: One does not affect the other. The BPU can still advocate for 15% to support incentives,                 
however if only 15% of the market will be considered for these specific incentives, give the incentives to                  
the "L" in the LMI stack. Low income families make up 20% of the 134M household in the United                  
States. Allow those incentives/savings to go to that demographic.   
 
Power52’s suggestions are as follows: 

1. LMI Care out of 30%: Power52 suggests a 30% allocation for LMI Households for year 1 of the 
PILOT.  If the number of subscriptions contracted exceeds the PILOT year 1 allocation, then it 
jumps to 51% for the balance of the PILOT and becomes part of the Clean Energy Policy. 

2. Monetary Incentives for Low Income Households: Power52 suggests a monetary 
incentive mechanism go to Low Income Households (15% capacity carve-out).  Low income is 
defined as household whose annual income is below or at 50% of the median family income. 

3. SREC Allocation for LMI Projects:  SREC Incentives or Feed in Tariffs go to projects that 
serve 51% LMI, at a minimum. 

Regarding Siting and Project Size, our general comments are below: 
 

1. Pilot size should be unlimited for the LMI category enabling developers to serve the 
community without limitations in the pilot to encourage creativity and innovation. 

2. Capacity should be allocated based on rate base size and excess should be allocated to the EDC 
that has the most requests and prioritize projects serving LMI 

3. Categories should include Commercial (25% of total capacity), LMI 30% (25% of total 
capacity), LMI 51% (Higher priority) and 51% LMI (50% of total capacity) 

4. Co-Location should be allowed for the 51% LMI category 
5. This should be divided by each utility EDC territory 
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6. There should be no limitations in land use during the pilot, this will enable the most creativity 

and innovation during the pilot period. The Commission should issue guidance for all 
county/local zoning jurisdictions to reduce confusion related to zoning approvals, even more so 
the commission should recommend that the counties/local zoning jurisdictions create an 
expedited process for solar approvals 

7. Publicly owned facilities/parking facilities, utility easements (under transmission lines) open 
space should all be allowed to be used as community solar sites. Priority should be given to 
51% LMI categories for these lands and if there are no requests other categories should then 
have opportunity to utilize sites. Brownfields should also be included in allowable sites. 

8. No limit to project size on landfill if supporting an LMI category project 
 
Thank you for your consideration and Power52 looks forward to working with the State of New 
Jersey’s Board of Public Utilities to roll out a successful community solar program that benefits 
all members of society! 
 
 
Rob Wallace 
 
 
 
CEO, Power52 Energy Solutions 
Co-Founder, Power52 Foundation 
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 July 31, 2018 
 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC DELIVERY & OVERNIGHT MAIL 
 
Aida Camacho-Welch, Secretary 
Board of Public Utilities 
44 So. Clinton Avenue 
P.O. Box 350 
Trenton, NJ 08625 
 
 Re: New Jersey Community Solar Energy Pilot Plan 
  Docket No.:  QO18060646 
 
Dear Secretary Camacho-Welch: 
 

Please accept this correspondence on behalf of Public Service Electric and Gas Company 
(“PSE&G” or “Company”) in connection with the above-referenced matter.  PSE&G welcomes 
the opportunity to provide comments and respond to Staff’s questions.  PSE&G remains 
committed to working with the Board and all stakeholders to take steps to implement the 
Community Solar Energy Pilot Program described in the Clean Energy Act (P.L.2018, c.17).  
Consistent with this objective, PSE&G respectfully submits the following responses to the 
questions indicated: 
 
 
I. Siting and Project Size 
 
1) What should the annual Pilot Program capacity limit be? Please justify your answer both 
qualitatively and quantitatively. 
 

Response:  Given that the Clean Energy Act (the “Act”) contemplates 50 MWs 
per year as a baseline for the permanent program (see Section 5.f(2) of the Act), 
we recommend that the Pilot Program capacity be limited to 25 MWs per year.  
Inasmuch as this is a Pilot Program, PSE&G believes that we should “walk before 
we run”.  In other words, it is imperative that we get the rules right so as to create 
a seamless experience for our customers, minimize costs and eliminate unforeseen 
market and back office disruptions.  Once the rules are right and all of the kinks in 
the Pilot Program have been eliminated, we can ramp up to a fully functioning 
permanent program. 
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2) How should the annual Pilot Program capacity be allocated between Electric Distribution 
Companies ("EDCs")? How should excess annual capacity be reallocated if not used? 
 

Response:  Given the Act’s 5 MW size limitation (per project) and PSE&G’s 
recommended 25 MW Pilot Project, commonsense suggests that at least one solar 
project be located in each EDC’s service territory.  This will allow each EDC to 
develop its processes and procedures and back office systems that will be required 
when the Pilot Program is made permanent.  

 
3) How should the Pilot Program annual capacity limit be divided among different project 
categories? What should those categories be (e.g., "small," "brownfield, landfill, historic fill," 
and "LMI" project types)? Please propose a breakdown of categories, with respective 
percentages of the annual capacity limit. 
 

Response:  Other than the overall Pilot Program limitations, PSE&G believes 
there should be no sub-limit on generating capacity for landfill and brownfield 
sites.  

 
4) Should co-location of solar projects be allowed? What conditions or limits should apply? 
 

Response:  PSE&G assumes that the term “co-location” means that a developer 
wants to construct solar projects on adjoining properties.  If that assumption is 
correct, PSE&G believes that all standard interconnection requirements should 
apply, as well as all other applicable laws and regulations. 
 

 
5) What should the geographic limitations for community solar pilot projects and 
subscribers be (i.e., how far from the project can subscribers reside)? Please justify how your 
proposal maintains the community link between project and subscribers, without compromising 
the feasibility of community solar pilot projects. 
 

Response:  All subscribers and the associated solar project must be entirely 
located within the same EDC service territory. 
 

 
6) What land use restrictions and limitations, if any, should apply to siting community solar 
pilot projects? Should siting of community solar pilot projects be restricted to certain areas? 
Your answer should include a specific discussion of community solar on farmland and open 
space. Land use restrictions will be consistent with current New Jersey statutes and regulations. 
 

Response:  PSE&G recommends that all existing and future state and local land 
use restrictions be applied to the Pilot Program solar projects.   
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8)  What liability, provisions, and exemptions should apply to community solar developers and 
subscribers for projects located on landfills and/or contaminated land? 
 

Response:  PSE&G believes that Pilot Program solar projects should adhere to all 
current and future laws, particularly those designed to protect the environment 
and the health and safety of New Jersey citizens.  Pilot Program solar projects 
should not be exempt from current law. 
 

III.  Value of the Credit 
 
13) The BPU is currently working to determine an appropriate value of the credit on each 
participating subscriber's bill.  The BPU requests that stakeholders provide indicative financial 
data and analysis in response to the scenarios described below.  Please ensure responses include 
quantitative and qualitative assessments.  Responses may also include quantitative and 
qualitative assessments for alternative variations to these scenarios that you believe to be 
relevant and representative of the New Jersey market (e.g., variations on project size, location, 
type of off takers etc.). 
 

Response:  PSE&G looks forward to working with BPU staff and stakeholders to 
develop the details of an appropriate credit value, and the related business 
processes.  The methodology to determine the value of a credit to a subscriber 
should include the following concepts:  

• The credit should be a fixed dollar credit (“Fixed Dollar Credit”) that 
appears as a separate line item, or otherwise clearly represented, on the 
customer’s bill from the EDC. 

• The Fixed Dollar Credit should be established utilizing the percent 
allocation of each subscriber (in relation to the metered solar generation of 
the host facility), and applying an average retail rate inclusive of supply 
and delivery charges. 

• The Fixed Dollar Credit would only be applicable to subscribers with 
active EDC accounts. Subscriber accounts that go inactive after initiation 
of Community Solar service would be treated consistent with the process 
established for residual credits at the end of an annualized term. 

• Customers participating as subscribers must agree to a remote read smart 
meter upon EDC request. 
 

The Company offers that the use of a Fixed Dollar Credit is preferable to an 
energy (kWh) credit for the following reasons:  

• The Fixed Dollar Credit presents the financial benefits of the credit to the 
customer in a clear and concise manner, as opposed to an energy-credit 
method which would reduce the metered kWh by the allocated energy for 
bill calculation and presentment on the bill (as the net kWh).  In addition, 
as the metered kWh would remain unchanged on the bill, the customer 
could retain a history of their actual usage in their premise, so as to 
facilitate the ability to accurately conduct energy efficiency or similar 
evaluations in the future. 



Aida Camacho-Welch, Secretary   - 4 -    July 31, 2018 
 

 

 
 
 

• The use of a Fixed Dollar Credit avoids process issues between and for 
EDCs and TPSs, as the Fixed Dollar Credit would not impact TPSs or 
their transactions with customers or the EDC. As such, the Fixed Dollar 
Credit reduces the number of entities impacted or involved in the 
transaction.  In contrast, if energy (kWh) credits were utilized, such energy 
credits (a) would impact the amounts TPSs would bill customers monthly, 
(b) any end-of-period or annualized credits may require additional 
investment in EDI transactions between EDCs and TPSs, and (c) would 
require TPSs to respond to customer inquiries regarding the same.  

 
 
14) How should the community bill credit be administered? Should an annualized period 
mechanism be used for community solar? If yes, should the annualized period be set once per 
Pilot Project, or once for each individual community solar subscriber? 
 

Response:  The community solar Fixed Dollar Credit should be administered on a 
monthly basis. However, an annualized period should be established for each 
subscriber, initiating with their start of service in the community solar program. 
Such a requirement is appropriate and reasonable to avoid the development of 
excessive and long-term residual credits.  

 
 
16) What should happen to excess credits on a subscriber's bill at the end of a year? 
 

Response:  Excess Fixed Dollar Credits (if any) on a subscriber’s bill at the end 
of the annualized period should be returned to the subscriber.  
 

 
17)  Are there charges on subscribers' utility bills towards which the community solar bill 
credit should not be able to be applied? 
 

Response:   The Fixed Dollar Credit applied to the customer’s bill would be 
applicable to the total amount due to the EDC. 

 
 
18)  Should unsubscribed energy be purchased by the EDCs at avoided cost or area locational 
marginal pricing ("LMP")? Or should the community solar pilot project bear the loss of 
unsubscribed energy? 
 

Response: PSE&G would purchase unsubscribed energy in a manner consistent 
with PSE&G’s Purchased Electric Power (“PEP”) tariff service (i.e.,  LMP-based 
price) but in a new, to-be-developed Company Tariff service designed specifically 
for Community Solar.   
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19) Should Pilot Projects be eligible for solar renewable energy certificates ("SRECs")? If 
yes, should the SREC be given to the subscriber or to the community solar project owners? 
 

Response: The Board should consider the megawatt hours produced by 
community solar projects as counting toward RPS requirements.  That said, the 
Pilot Projects should not be eligible for SRECs.   
 
 

20) What components of the Community Solar Energy Pilot Program should be eligible for 
rate recovery by the EDCs? Include specific reference to what costs should be included to 
implement and comply with the Pilot Program. What should be the process for determining 
eligible costs? What should the process be for reviewing eligible costs and the proposed 
mechanism for recovery? 
 

Response:  Inasmuch as this is a Pilot Program, it is difficult to accurately and 
completely identify all of the potential costs that the EDCs will experience.  As a 
general rule and consistent with the Act, any incremental costs incurred by the 
EDCs in the implementation, compliance and administration of the Pilot Program 
should be eligible for typical rate recovery.  These costs include, but are not 
limited to, administrative costs, ongoing costs associated with electronic 
communication and data transmittal with the applicable entities, modification of 
billing/IT systems, and interconnection upgrades and infrastructure.  
 
Additionally, the Company proposes that the aggregated Fixed Dollar Credit 
applied to subscribers’ bills, as well as any payments made to the host facility by 
the EDC for any unsubscribed allocation of the system capacity, be recoverable 
through the Company’s Non-Utility Generation Charge (NGC). This method of 
cost recovery is consistent with other solar facilities that currently sell their output 
to the Company under its PEP tariff-based purchase schedule, and would also 
provide a clear accounting of the total dollars associated with the credits. 
Additionally, as the Company proposes that the host facility be directly connected 
to the distribution system, such a system will effectively reduce losses on the 
Company’s distribution system, which should benefit all customers’ supply bills 
(and serve as an offset to the costs recovered through the NGC).  

 
 
IV.  Applications and Interconnection 
 
22)  What specific measures should be implemented to ensure an effective and streamlined 
interconnection process for community solar pilot projects? 
 

Response: To ensure the safe and reliable operation of the electric distribution 
system, project developers must adhere to all current and future interconnection 
policies and procedures applicable to each EDC. 
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23) What measures can be implemented to minimize negative impacts and maximize grid 
benefits to the distribution system of an EDC? 
 

Response: To ensure the safe and reliable operation of the electric distribution 
system, project developers must adhere to all current and future interconnection 
policies and procedures applicable to each EDC. 

 
 
24) Should existing solar projects be allowed to reclassify as community solar pilot projects? 
 

Response: No. One of the objectives of the Act is to foster new solar project 
development.  Permitting existing solar projects to reclassify as community 
solar pilot projects would potentially defeat the purpose of the Act. 
 

 
25) How can community solar subscription organizations most efficiently submit all required 
information regarding individual subscriptions to both the BPU and the relevant EDC?  
 

Response:  The process to be developed to share information should be a 
standardized electronic process that minimizes errors and administrative costs.  
No paper submissions/spreadsheets should be permitted. These transactions 
will be feeding EDC’s billing and financial reporting systems and need to 
meet audit, compliance and other reporting requirements.  It would make 
sense to utilize the EDI transaction system that the EDCs and suppliers are 
already utilizing for retail access transactions, for Community Solar as well. 

 
 
26) What reporting requirements should apply to EDCs with respect to the Pilot Program? 
 

Response: The EDCs should work with Board staff to identify reporting 
requirements, if any.  The goal should be to eliminate any reporting 
requirements that do not materially advance the goals and objectives of the 
Act. 

 
 
29)  What information regarding community solar pilot projects should be made available on the 
BPU website? Should website publication be automatic upon approval of the project by the 
Board, or only upon request from community solar project owners? 
 

Response:  PSE&G believes that the following would be useful information that 
should be made available on the BPU website: 
 

• Status of subscription applications 
• Installed capacity per EDC 
• Outstanding capacity per EDC 
• Community solar pipeline 
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V.   Customer Subscriptions, Customer Protection 
 
31) Should there be a minimum number of subscribers per community solar pilot project? If 
so, what should it be? Please provide specific support for this number. 
 

Response:  Per Section 5d. of the Act, there should be at least 2 participating 
subscribers.  We also recommend there be a maximum of 200 subscribers for 
every 1 MW of generating capacity in the community solar pilot project. 

 
 
32) What should be the maximum subscription size for each subscriber? Should specific 
limits be placed on residential versus commercial subscribers? 
 

Response:  Consistent with the existing net metering rules, and so as to avoid 
perpetual residual credits, the percent allocation of the output of the host 
system for an individual subscriber should not exceed that subscriber’s annual 
electric usage. 

 
 
34) Should subscriptions be portable? If yes, under what conditions? 
 

Response:  Subscriptions may be portable within the original EDC service 
territory so long as (a) prior notification is provided to the EDC, (b) the load at the 
new location is equal to or greater than the load at the original location and (c) the 
transaction is reported through the automated system (i.e., EDI).  Additionally, 
allocation percentages associated with each specific subscriber must remain 
constant for each annualized period to minimize administrative burden. 

 
 
35) Please identify what specific limits, if any, should be placed on the transferability of 
subscriptions, in accordance with applicable statutes, rules, and regulations. If the BPU were to 
determine that transcriptions are fully transferable (i.e., able to be brokered and sold), what 
consumer protections should be established? Please include consideration of, among other 
things, necessary approvals and certificates, to ensure that if a community solar subscription 
market, including through third parties, were to develop, that said market is fair and transparent? 
 

Response:  Due to billing complexities, subscriptions should not be transferable, 
at least for the Pilot Program. 

 
 
37) Besides NJ building codes and standards, what specific technical standards should the 
BPU cite in its rules and regulations for the community solar pilot projects? 
 

Response:  Community solar pilot projects should be subject to all current and 
future laws applicable to any solar project.  Without limiting the foregoing, the 
solar projects should be subject to all land use requirements, BPU rules regarding 
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qualification for the receipt of SRECs (if it is ultimately determined that 
community solar projects are entitled to receive SRECs), environmental laws, 
interconnection requirements and procedures, and electrical codes. 

 
38) Please provide general comments on any issues not specifically addressed in the 
questions above. Please do not reiterate previously made comments, keep these comments 
succinct, and make specific reference to their applicability in the New Jersey context. 
 

Response:  PSE&G believes that the following concepts should be incorporated 
into the Pilot Program and the future permanent program 

• EDCs should be able to develop solar projects that can participate in the 
Pilot Program and permanent program. 

• All community solar projects must be directly connected to the EDC’s 
distribution system, and not connected behind a customer’s meter as a load 
reducer. 

• Solar projects participating in the Pilot Program cannot also be 
participants in the PJM wholesale market. 

• The EDCs should not be responsible for billing the subscriber for any 
charges due to the host facility or related entity, or for any payments due 
to the same. 

 
 
 Once again, PSE&G appreciates the opportunity to participate in this stakeholder process and to 
provide these comments.  We thank Staff for its consideration of our submission. 
 
 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 

 
 Joseph A. Shea, Jr. 
 PSEG Services Corporation 
 80 Park Plaza, T-5 
 Newark, NJ  07102 
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Building a Strong Solar Industry to Power America 

 

 
 
Secretary Aida Camacho 
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 
44 South Clinton Avenue, 3rd Floor, Suite 314, CN 350,  
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 
 
July 31, 2018 
 
RE: Development of a Community Solar Pilot Program, BPU Docket No. Q018060646 
  
Dear Secretary Camacho: 
 
The Solar Energy Industries Association (SEIA) appreciates the opportunity provide brief 
comments in response to the Board of Public Utilities’ (BPU) July 6, 2018 Notice in Docket No. 
QO18060646. 
 
SEIA is the national trade association of the United States solar energy industry. SEIA 
represents approximately 1,000 firms across the county, with many of these firms doing 
business in New Jersey, and nearly 40 member firms that list a specific New Jersey operating 
address. SEIA member companies in operation in New Jersey are working in all market 
segments, including community solar. 
 
SEIA strongly supports the provisions of P.L. 2018 c.17 that created the community solar pilot 
program. Community solar projects moving forward in New Jersey will allow more of the state’s 
residents to access the benefits that solar provides. We encourage the BPU to move as quickly 
as possible to finalize a robust pilot program. 
 
We join the Coalition for Community Solar Access in advocating that community solar projects 
should receive a full retail rate credit as well as access to Class I RECs. It is unlikely that SREC 
capacity will be available for the pilot program given the pipeline of SREC-eligible projects 
currently in place. Therefore, authorizing access to Class I RECs is an appropriate alternative 
until a new solar incentive program can be put in place. 
 
Furthermore, the community solar pilot program should allow for projects to be sited on 
locations outside of already developed properties, particularly given the best practices in land 
stewardship that have been developed elsewhere and could be used in New Jersey. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me with questions about this letter. 
 
Sincerely yours, 

 
Solar Energy Industries Association 
Director of State Affairs, Northeast 
(518) 487-1744 
dgahl@seia.org 

cc: Ariane Benrey 



BPU-TestimonyCommunitySolar2018July 
 
Nothing was said at the stakeholders meeting, at least in the morning sessions when I was 
present, about the MECHANICS of achieving Community Solar. 
 
In states that have instituted the concept, the CAPITAL is generally raised by a 
SUBSCRIPTION process: homeowners, renters, businesses, school systems, churches, other 
public institutions, manufacturers, etc. purchase SHARES, typically costing $10,000 each 
(roughly a third what it would cost a homeowner for home-roof panels) -- which go to 
purchasing and building the solar arrays and other infrastructure.  The benefits are reaped 
gradually, over many years, by lower electricity costs. 
 
I suggest that it is probably unreasonable to expect many lower-income people to be able to 
afford such an investment. Elderly people may not expect to live long enough to make a return 
on their investment.  Nor people who might expect to relocate, although the contract might be 
tied to the property: transferable to succeeding owners of the building.  
 
So I suggest also that your RFP protocol include the requirement of the results of a 
PROSPECTIVE MARKET RESEARCH SURVEY in the proposed communities: to assure 
interest in making the necessary investments. 
 
/Richard H. Colby, Community Solar Issues Coordinator for the New Jersey Chapter of the 
Sierra Club, 217 Liverpool Ave, Egg Harbor City 08215-1319.  609-965-4453. 
Richard.Colby@Stockton.edu. 
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July 31, 2018 

 

Aida Camacho, Secretary 

New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 

44 South Clinton Avenue 

3rd Flood, Suite 314 CN 350 

Trenton, NJ 08625 

Rule.Comments@bpu.nj.gov 

 

Re: New Jersey Community Solar Energy Pilot Program  

 

Dear Ms. Camacho: 

 

The Sierra Club supports New Jersey’s Community Solar Energy Pilot Program and offers our 

comments and suggestions. Community solar is important for our environment and economy 

because it allows any ratepayer to subscribe to an off-site solar installation. This allows people 

who are unable to install solar panels on their own property benefit from solar energy. Towns or 

non-profits could qualify as well, helping whole areas go off the grid, saving money and 

reducing air pollution. For years, New Jersey has been blocking community solar from 

happening and now that it finally is, we need to do it right. 

We support these projects that will help the many people who can’t put solar panels on their own 

property for different reasons. Some properties can’t utilize solar because of their location, 

physical limitations, or unstable roofs. Many people can’t take advantage of solar because they 

rent their homes as well. Having more solar power saves ratepayers money and helps deal with 

climate change while growing our economy. Since the solar program went into effect about 10 

years ago, solar has become 29 percent more efficient and gone down in price by 25 percent. 

There are five times as many jobs in the solar sector than there is in the coal industry. Improving 

solar energy in the state would make our environment cleaner, fight climate change, and increase 

green jobs. New Jersey can be a leader nationally in clean energy and clean energy jobs. 

We also believe that the 50 MW of community solar should be targeted to environmental justice 

and low-income communities. This is because they need it the most. People in the suburbs are 

putting their own solar panels on their homes. These are people who have been 

disproportionately affected by climate change and therefore should be targeted for this clean 

energy. We should try to focus on brownfields, rooftops, and parking lots and other underutilized 

lands. Prioritizing the location for community solar will allow more people to tap into solar 

power. Community solar is an important way to advance clean energy while helping 

environmental justice communities. 

This pilot project is a step forward but it’s tiny in comparison to what we need. We should be 

creating a full community solar program such as other states have, so that we can advance solar 

power for everyone in New Jersey. Maryland has a 30% carve-out for community solar for 

http://www.sierraclub.org/
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projects where 20% of the output serves low and moderate income communities and 

Massachusetts has roughly 23%. We ideally want at least 20% set aside for community solar in 

New Jersey and for the state to remove the size cap it has for these community projects to allow 

for larger projects that can extend to whole neighborhoods and even towns. We also need to 

remove the cap on the size of the systems themselves. We hope to expand beyond 50 MW a year 

to at least 100 MW a year as well. 

We are concerned that we’ll never reach the goal of 100% renewable energy by 2050 without a 

strong solar program, including community solar. Next year the solar market could collapse, so 

we urge the BPU to move forward quickly on this before all the SRECs go out to other projects. 

We look forward to working with the agency to move forward community solar and use it to 

benefit the people and environment of New Jersey by providing clean energy and green jobs. 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss this matter further, please feel free to call me 

at (609) 558-9100. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Jeff Tittel 

Director, New Jersey Sierra Club 

 

 

 

http://www.sierraclub.org/


 

 

 

Ryan A. Marrone 
President 
 
Studio Park 
1800 E. State Street, Suite 134 
Hamilton, NJ 08609 
Phone   +1 609 920 2009 
Direct +1 609 915 3685 
rmarrone@solops.com 
www.solops.com 

July 27, 2018 

(Via email only: communitysolar@njcleanenergy.com) 

NJ Board of Public Utilities 
Attn: Aida Camacho, Secretary 
44 South Clinton Avenue 
3rd Floor 
Suite 312 
CN 350 
Trenton, NJ 08625 

RE: Comments to BPU Community Solar Stakeholder Questions 

Dear Ms. Camacho, 

In connection with Notice for Docket No. QO18060646, please accept the following comments from 
our organization to further inform the BPU in drafting the rules for this program. We are available to 
answer any questions or provide clarification if required. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

RYAN A. MARRONE, President 
Solops, LLC 

NOTE: Notice questions were omitted from the response, however, numerical sequencing 
matches that in the solicitation. 

1. We defer to the BPU in determining the appropriate size once the BPU addresses the 
imbalance of the current SREC availability and the 5.1% RPS limit.  
 

2. Pro rata by percentage of Statewide generation. Excess should carryover EY after EY. 
 

3. The siting limitations should govern all projects and not provide for a limit or allocation. The 
key with this program is allocation of credits to off-takers. However, to ensure the Program 
starts to serve the LMI market 10% of the Program capacity should be carved out for use to 
serve the LMI community. 
 

4. The limitations concerning the projects should not impact co-location. The idea is to increase 
the utilization of preferred siting for solar, enable construction of larger projects which 
reduces costs. So beyond siting and sizing limitations there should not be other restrictions.  
A 5Mw system size should be applied on a per site basis and we advocate for systems to be 
sized to 100% of annualized load of offtakers to avoid excess credits, during pilots.  Market 
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equality is important and having projects developed in all utility territories should be objective 
of BPU. 
 

5. For the private Pilot Program the solar array should merely be required to be located within 
the same utility service territory as the physical address where the metered account is 
located that is receiving the net-metering credit. This is critical to prevent 
disenfranchisement. When crafting the straw proposal for the Governor and working on the 
legislation, the intent was to reduce the cost to the ratepayer by enabling the construction of 
larger projects which are cheaper to build, placing those projects on landfills, brownfields, 
areas in need of redevelopment, or commercial rooftops to preserve greenspace and 
improve otherwise dilapidated or underutilized properties, and to enable the ability to serve 
the currently disenfranchised urban and LMI communities. While there was a lot of push for a 
5 mile limitation for the program during the legislative process, such a restriction does not 
serve to counteract the current disenfranchisement of urban areas where five miles may not 
provide access to sufficient space to build large enough arrays to service those densely 
populated areas. In the broadest and best of concepts, you can build 5MW facilities on 
multiple landfills, brownfields redevelopment areas or rooftops outside of the City center but 
then sell the power to the city residents and business. 
 

6. The projects should be limited to landfills, brownfields, areas in need of redevelopment, and 
commercial rooftops. The concept behind this limitation is to preserve Greenfields in the 
State but also to benefit the public further by putting the aforementioned areas back on the 
productive tax rolls and cleaning same up for those communities. All of this being done with 
private dollars rather than the utilization of public funds. The core concept being a public 
private partnership to have private investment dollars benefit the broader public interest. 
 

7. While utilization of schools, parking lots or other locations work, it is counterintuitive to the 
objective of the concept to reduce the cost of solar and to deploy solar projects in a manner 
which creates the most benefit for all stakeholders. Building carports on parking lots costs 
significantly more than a ballasted system on a landfill and does nothing to put the landfill 
back to work on the tax rolls or to facilitate the clean-up.  Right of way easements are 
typically for use by utilities and in the instance of a CS project most likely not a good 
candidate to host a project.  School districts or public entities because of public procurement 
laws would not host a private sector project due to space limitations. The intent is to build the 
largest CS project possible to reduce the construction cost. For the pilot program, the BPPU 
may want to offer broader opportunities in order to gain more information from wider 
experiences to make informed changes for the full program launch. 
 

8. Efforts to streamline the DEP regulatory process would be very helpful to reduce the legal 
and engineering costs as well as the lost time in development.  Additionally, to the extent 
possible, to provide innocent purchaser protections or those protections otherwise garnered 
through a friendly condemnation proceeding and the Tort Claims Act as it applies to 
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governmental authorities. Governing bodies which benefit from the repurposing and/or clean 
up of environmental lands could provide indemnifications against pre0existing conditions to  
 

9. LMI for residential solar are typically those customers with a FICO score of less than 650. 
There is a completely separate tax equity market that serves the LMI community based 
heavily on the obligations they maintain pursuant to the Community Reinvestment Act (CRA), 
enacted by Congress in 1977. Conventional tax equity funds do not touch the LMI credit risk. 
As such, there should not be a requirement that each project contain an LMI component, 
rather, that the overall program require the 10% of LMI subscription. Additionally, there 
should be a provision for the utility to underwrite the LMI risk. 
 

10. This should be governed entirely by the private sector developing the solar projects based in 
their investment criteria and risk tolerance. 
 

11. The only required incentive is specific allocation of capacity. Interconnect should be 
processed the same across the board and financial incentives burden the cost to the rate 
payer. 
 

12. No response provided. 
 

13. No response provided. 
 

14. No response provided. 
 

15. No response provided. 
 

16. They simply carryover on a month to month basis. The onus should be on the solar 
developer and off-taker to build a system that does not exceed100% of prior year usage.  
After the first full year of a subscriber’s participation in a CS project a review of the excess 
capacity will be conducted by the subscriber and utility.  If excess capacity is determined to 
be seasonal and zeroes out during the calendar year.  Then the subscriber will be permitted 
to change their annual True-up date once per EY to levelized out the excess capacity.   
 

17. Yes. The subscriber should still pay at least 50% of the societal benefits charge. Additionally, 
the utility should still be able to collect the transmission tariff rate that is in effect. 
 

18. The community solar project developer should bear ALL risk associated with unsubscribed 
power. It should be part of their power marketing strategy.  Yes, if in a given Energy year 
there is unsubscribed usage then the developer will be paid by the utility at the avoided cost 
or area locational marginal pricing (LMP) for that energy year or until the developer is able to 
achieve full subscription of their system.   
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19. Yes. The SRECs need to go to the solar project owner to support the development of the 
project so that it cleans up landfills and brownfields and pays rent and taxes. 
 

20. All variable rate components except the transmission rate and 50% of the SBC. 
 

21. A fully executed Site lease should be provided by the developer with the initial application 
submitted to BPU.  A list of subscribers supported by fully executed Subscription agreements 
should be submitted with the initial application.  At least a 50% subscription should be 
required before a developer can submit a CS application. No placeholders will be allowed by 
BPU.  Fully approved Interconnection application should be included in the initial application.  
If the CS project will be sited on a landfill or brownfield a fully approved Site plan will be 
required to be submitted with initial application.   
 

22. Same as presently exists. Let’s not overregulate the program. 
 

23. Already have safeguards in place. 
 

24. No. We want to focus development on underutilized and dilapidated properties not create a 
windfall or economic benefit to developers who already built projects based on an existing 
pro forma. The only caveat to this would be if we created a secondary RPS with a lower 
SACP and not allow SRECs from non-community solar projects to meet the new RPS criteria 
(thus creating a second SREC market at a much lower cost to rate payers), then in the event 
there was not enough community solar built, rather than burden the EDC’s you could allow 
existing projects to apply to qualify to ensure sufficient capacity in the marketplace. 
 
 

25. You should not allow for community solar subscription organizations, the BPU or the EDCs to 
be involved with the configuration of off-takers for each project. That should be done by the 
developer based on their financing structure, market risk, and industry capabilities. Some 
may go heavy on residential, others on C&I. The blend will also vary depending on the tax 
equity partners. Let the private market work it out. This reduces the administrative burden on 
the BPU and EDC’s.  
 

26. A quarterly market report should be required from EDC 
 

27. No response provided. 
 

28. No response provided. 
 

29. No response provided. 
 

30. No response provided. 
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31. Only that it be more than one. The number of subscribers should be done by the developer 
based on their financing structure, market risk, and industry capabilities. Some may go heavy 
on residential, others on C&I. The blend will also vary depending on the tax equity partners. 
Let the private market work it out. 
 

32. 100% of prior 12 months of usage. 
 

33. No response provided. 
 

34. Yes, as long as the subscriber is relocating the same utility territory.  A subscriber should be 
allowed to change their subscription address one time per year. 
 

35. No response provided. 
 

36. No response provided. 
 

37. No response provided. 
 

38. No response provided. 
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INITIAL COMMENTS 
 

US Solar is a community solar farm developer/owner/operator that is currently developing 
projects in four states, with over 50 MWs of community solar installed and subscribed to date.  

 
We attended and participated in the July 24th stakeholder workshop, and respectfully 

submit these initial comments in response to both the Board’s July 6 request for comments and to 
the discussion at the stakeholder workshop meeting. 
 
I. Workshop Topic I: Siting and Project Size 

a.  The Board should allow subscription portability anywhere within the utility territory 
 

A clear majority of speakers at the July 24th workshop, including Atlantic City Electric, 
argued against the adoption of an arbitrary “minimum proximity” requirement for community solar 
subscribers (i.e., a contiguous-county rule).  
 

Conversely, many speakers agreed that it would be reasonable to limit each community 
solar facility’s potential subscriber pool to electric distribution company (EDC) customers located 
in the same EDC territory as the facility – in effect, allowing for subscription portability anywhere 
within the EDC’s New Jersey service territory. This is the approach that Illinois recently adopted 
for community solar under its Future Energy Jobs Act.1 

 
US Solar supports this approach as the best practice for community solar. While it would 

be preferable to allow subscriptions to be portable across all four of New Jersey’s EDC territories 
                                                
1 Illinois Future Energy Jobs Act, section 1-75(c)(1)(N) (“the Commission shall allow subscriptions to 
community renewable generation projects to be portable … [meaning] that subscriptions may be retained 
by the subscriber even if the subscriber relocates or changes its address within the same utility service 
territory”). 
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(thus allowing subscribers that move cross-state to retain their subscriptions), basic portability 
within each EDC territory is a must. Without this feature, there would be an unnecessarily high 
rate of subscription turnover, which would harm both (i) developers, who would face the challenge 
of keeping their solar gardens fully subscribed, and (ii) subscribers, who would lose the ability to 
benefit from their subscription. Because most people tend to move only short distances, these types 
of hurdles could be largely mitigated by merely allowing subscriptions to move with the subscriber 
within the same EDC territory. 
 

b.  Without a proximity requirement, what makes it “community” solar? 
 

The community in “community solar” does not refer to a discrete neighborhood. Rather, 
it refers to a solar garden that is shared by multiple subscribers in a defined geographic area – 
in this case, the EDC territory. This is in contrast to on-site solar, which is typically only 
available to a single offtaker – such as a homeowner on whose home the solar panels are 
located or a manufacturing facility that has built a distributed generation facility within its 
fence. Importantly, community solar gardens are available to all members of the broader 
community that satisfy basic eligibility requirements. This allow for the delivery of solar-
economic benefits to members of the community (subscribers) that have, up until now, not had 
an easy way to participate in the fast-growing solar economy. 

 
In other state’s programs, this must-serve imperative is structurally reinforced by 

compensating the community solar project directly for any unsubscribed energy, but at a 
significant discount to the normal subscriber bill-credit rate.2 This market dynamic helps to 
ensure that projects that don’t attract sufficient community support (in the form of contracted 
subscribers) do not move forward. 

 
Subscribers can be either residential (renters, homeowners) or non-residential 

customers, including community institutions that employ and serve members of the community 
(e.g., school districts, housing agencies, municipal governments, large employers). Moreover, 
when local governments and school districts participate in community solar, their energy 
savings can go towards improved service and lower property taxes for the community that they 
serve. 

 
Beyond providing economic benefits to its subscribers, community solar also provides 

benefits to other community members – including by generating and delivering clean, 
distributed energy to the utility’s distribution feeder (where it will power daytime loads for 
local households and employers located on the same feeder), and providing local investment, 
lease revenues and construction and maintenance jobs. 
 

c.   The pilot program’s 150-MW per year capacity would allow for enough individual 
projects to kick-start beneficial competition for subscribers 

 
We support the Coalition for Community Solar Access (CCSA)’s proposal for a 450-

MWac pilot program, spread out over three program years and four EDC territories. This annual 
pilot size, combined with CCSA’s proposed 5-MWac maximum project size, would allow for 90 

                                                
2 As in Minnesota’s Xcel Energy’s Section 9 program tariff, at Sheet 72-73. 
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or more projects to be developed under the pilot, which should be enough to kick-start beneficial 
market competition for subscribers on price and quality. 
 

Like CCSA, we propose a 5-MWac maximum project size for community solar projects, 
but limited to brownfield sites, including landfills and parcels located in New Jersey Urban 
Enterprise Zones, and parcels owned by a unit of state or local government.  

 
In addition, the Board should adopt a smaller, 2-MWac maximum project size for 

community solar projects sited on greenfields, including private property owned by farmers and 
other rural landowners. This would create a structural incentive for developers to maximize 
opportunities on brownfield sites, without unfairly preventing rural landowners from hosting a 
community solar farm to provide clean, locally generated electricity for use by utility customers 
connected on the same distribution feeder. 

 
During the pilot program, we believe the subscriber bill-credit rates for the two project 

categories (up to 2 MW and 5 MW) should be the same, allowing the Board to collect useful data 
for development of the full program. Specifically, the ratio of project types built could allow the 
Board to determine whether or not the cost efficiencies of the larger project size (e.g., lower per-
watt engineering, procurement, and construction costs) are enough to offset the additional cost and 
timeline of developing on brownfield sites (due to e.g., legacy conditions, landfill settling, title 
clearance, environmental liability, and finance due diligence). 
 

d.  Local governments should be allowed to lead on solar land-use permitting. 
 

In our experience, most states regulate land use decisions at the local county or municipal 
level, at least for ground-mounted solar farms as a principal use (aka primary use, as opposed to a 
secondary or accessory use). Typically, the local land-use authority will choose to permit or limit 
solar farm siting in various land-use zones, and may adopt or modify a model solar-farm ordinance, 
such as those provided online for no cost by the Great Plains Institute.3 

 
Because local governments in New Jersey already have jurisdiction over community solar 

farm siting in the 2-5 MW size range, the Board should avoid imposing additional limits on solar 
siting unless it is legally required to do so.4 

 
Finally, as discussed at the July 24 workshop, the vast majority of land parcels across the 

state are unlikely to be optimally sited on the EDC’s distribution grid for cost-effective 
interconnection. Placing burdensome program-level restrictions on project siting decisions – on 
top of existing grid limitations, local regulation and ordinances, and on-the-ground siting 
restrictions (e.g., forest cover, surface bedrock, excessive slope, etc.) – would risk stifling near-
term project development during the program’s important three-year pilot phase. 
 

                                                
3 Brian Ross, Solar Toolkits, at http://www.betterenergy.org/blog/solar-toolkits/. 
4 Solar farms must also of course comply with all applicable state-level regulations, including stormwater 
management plans. 
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e.  The Board should set reasonable minimum standards to ensure responsible solar-farm 
development on farmland and greenfields. 

 
 When developed properly, 2-MW community solar farms can be a key tool for preserving 
farmland and benefiting rural communities. Hosting a solar farm will increase and diversify the 
landowner’s income via long-term lease payments, without requiring a land transfer, subdivision, 
or the installation of permanent buildings, foundations, or infrastructure like sewer lines, drinking 
water lines, or public roads.  
 

In fact, under standard development practices, a ground-mounted solar farm can easily be 
decommissioned and removed from the parcel at the end of the facility’s working life. By locking 
up and protecting tillable farm acres from permanent development, solar farms help to maintain 
open space during the term of the solar lease, for the benefit of future generations.  
 

In the context of community solar farms, the Board has been directed by the legislature to 
establish “standards to limit the land use impact of a solar energy project as required in subsection 
r”.5 Subsection r of Section 48:3-87 requires that, in order to be designated “connected to the 
distribution grid”, a proposed solar facility must inter alia show that it “would not significantly 
impact the preservation of open space in this State.”6 By its own terms, however, the subsection r 
permit is only required for solar facilities that are seeking the “connected to the distribution grid” 
designation. That designation, in turn, qualifies the solar facility to sell its SREC to utilities for 
their compliance use under New Jersey’s renewable energy portfolio standard.7  

 
In other words, subsection r is one path to reserving (and receiving) an SREC purchase 

agreement under New Jersey’s current SREC market. But subsection r does not require a showing 
for community solar projects that intend to use their renewable energy credits in some other 
manner. Likewise, S. 2314 does not require community-solar facilities to secure a subsection r 
permit. 

 
Instead, the legislature directed the Board to establish “standards” to limit the land use 

impact of community solar projects.8 The Board should read “standards” as requiring a formal set 
of minimum standards that will apply to all community solar projects that choose to site on 
greenfield or farm parcels. Fortunately, experience from other states has helped identify two key 
standards for ensuring that community solar farms have a beneficial impact on rural land use, 
which the Board could require for greenfield projects under the pilot program: 

 
(1)  require that the developer provide a written plan and budget for end-of-life project 

                                                
5 NJ S. 2314 section 5(b)(6) (citing NJ Rev Stat § 48:3-87, subsection r). S. 2314 does not state that 
community solar projects must apply for (or receive) a subsection r permit in order to develop projects 
under the community solar pilot project. 
6 Section 48:3-87, subsection r (1). In practice, it does not appear that the Board has ever bestowed the 
“connected to the distribution grid” designation on a solar facility, likely because doing so would increase 
the supply of SRECS, in violation of the subsection r (2)(a) command to “not have a detrimental impact 
on the SREC market”. 
7 See NJ Rev Stat § 48:3-87, subsection d(3). 
8 NJ S. 2314 section 5(b)(6). 
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decommissioning that restores the site to its former use; and 
(2)  require that the developer plant and maintain native, pollinator-friendly vegetation 

under and around the community solar farm. 
 
“Pollinator-friendly” solar standards were initially adopted in the United Kingdom, then in 

Minnesota, and now across a range of states including New York and Maryland. 9  The 
establishment of a minimum standard is popular with both traditional farmers and farm owners 
(who benefit from the new pollination services) and habitat conservation groups – two groups that 
don’t always see eye-to-eye, but do agree on this best practice.10, 11 
 

f.  The Board should also incentivize the siting of projects on hard-to-develop brownfield, 
landfill, and urban enterprise zones. 

 
As discussed above, the Board should avoid placing a top-down, one-size-fits-all restriction 

on where solar farms may be developed. Limiting the pilot program to only brownfield, landfill 
and similar sites would only serve to stifle the amount of community solar development and 
construction that actually takes place during the three-year pilot project. 

 
That does not, however, preclude the Board from adopting incentives to encourage 

development in certain parcel categories that have proven difficult to develop to date – such as 
brownfields, landfills, and urban enterprise zone (UEZ) parcels.12 
 
 Specifically, the Board could incentivize these sites by: either (1) providing a subscriber 
bill-credit adder (so customers can see extra value in supporting / subscribing to these projects), or 
(2) setting a larger 5-MWac cap on these solar facilities (to enable economies of project scale). Of 
the two incentive options, the second (structural) incentive would likely lead to more brownfield 
redevelopment over the coming years – although in theory, a large enough bill-credit adder could 
drive the same outcome. 
                                                
9 See Fresh Energy, Minnesota leads on solar for pollinators and crops, at https://fresh-
energy.org/19302/; New York League of Conservation Voters, New York Pollinator-Friendly Solar Bill 
Unanimously Passes Assembly and Senate, at http://nylcv.org/press-item/5128/; Maryland Dept. of 
Natural Resources, Solar Generation Facilities - Pollinator-Friendly Designation, at 
http://dnr.maryland.gov/pprp/Pages/pollinator.aspx. 
10 See, e.g., GreenBiz.com, The business case for pollinator-friendly solar sites, at 
https://www.greenbiz.com/article/pollinator-friendly-solar-sites; Rutgers Cooperative Extension, Let 
Native Pollinators Add To Your Farm’s Bottom Line, https://sustainable-farming.rutgers.edu/let-native-
pollinators-add-to-your-farms-bottom-line/; Elizabeth Schuster, Wild Pollinator Habitat Benefits 
Agriculture, at https://blog.nature.org/science/2013/08/06/wild-pollinator-habitat-benefits-agriculture/ 
(reporting on economics benefit to New Jersey farmers). 
11 See, e.g., Minnesota Conservation Volunteer, Solar Sites Double as Pollinator Habitat, at 
https://www.dnr.state.mn.us/mcvmagazine/issues/2017/may-jun/solar-site-pollinators.html; New Jersey 
Department of Environmental Protection, Division of Fish and Wildlife, The Plight of Pollinators, at 
https://www.state.nj.us/dep/fgw/ensp/pollinators.htm (“It will take a concerted effort on the part of state 
and federal regulators, farmers, industry, homeowners and others to halt the decline of pollinators.”) 
12 See NJ S. 2314 section 5(d). For a range of reasons, solar development on these parcels generally 
takes longer and is more difficult due to legacy conditions, site-readiness issues (e.g., landfill settling), 
title clearance, environmental liability, and third-party finance concerns. 
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II. Workshop Topic II: Low- and Moderate-Income Access 

At the July 24th workshop, CCSA proposed a 15-percent program capacity target for 
low- and moderate-income (“LMI”) subscribers. 

 
Based on the significant challenges around credit-qualifying LMI customers seen in 

other community solar programs, we do not think that achieving a15-percent LMI goal is 
realistic – unless the program makes it easy to identify qualified LMI subscribers and sign 
them up for a utility-provided on-bill repayment option. As the Low-Income Solar Policy 
Guide explains, on-bill repayment of solar loans (or here, community-solar subscriptions) can 
significantly reduce the barriers to LMI credit-qualification and participation.13 
 
III. Workshop Topic III: Value of the Subscriber Bill Credit 

We agree with CCSA that the subscriber bill credit should be at the class-average full retail 
rate, as it is under Minnesota’s Solar*Rewards Community program.14 As CCSA explained in its 
presentation, this is a reasonable approach that parallels the net metering framework.15  

 
It also allows for a tiered subscription rate structure (based on the existing retail rate 

structure) that encourages community solar developers to preferentially seek out and contract with 
small businesses and residential subscribers, despite the higher cost per kilowatt-hour of serving 
these smaller subscribers. 
 

Note, this higher cost to serve smaller customers is not new, nor limited to community 
solar farms. Ever since Thomas Edison’s first power plant on Pearl Street, it has cost more to 
deliver electricity service to smaller, more dispersed customers. And regulators have overcome 
that accessibility challenge largely through the establishment of a tiered rate structure that 
incentivizes the utility to invest in the higher cost of serving residential and small-business 
customers. Maintaining that retail-rate differential for subscribers also makes sense here. 
 

According to the U.S. Energy Information Administration, in 2016 New Jersey’s state-
wide retail-rate average was 13.38 cents/kW.16 Broken down by customer class, but averaged 
                                                
13 Low-Income Solar Policy Guide, On-Bill Recovery / On-Bill Financing, at 
http://www.lowincomesolar.org/toolbox/on-bill-recovery/ (citing a NYSERDA pilot program initiated in 
October 2015). See also Financing Solutions Working Group, Financing Energy Improvements on Utility 
Bills: Market Updates and Key Program Design Considerations for Policymakers and Administrators 
(May 2014), at 1-2 (noting that at least thirty utilities offer some form on-bill-repayment for loans used to 
install energy-efficiency improvements); id., at 6 (Noting that California, Hawaii, and Oregon have also 
launched on-bill-repayment pilots). 
14 See Minnesota’s Xcel Section 9 tariff, at Sheet 64, 69 (“The Standard Bill Credit is based on the 
applicable retail rate, which shall be the full retail rate, including the energy charge, demand charge, 
customer charge and applicable riders, for the customer class applicable to the Subscriber receiving the 
credit, and shall not reflect compensation for RECs.”). Note, the Minnesota program has since migrated to 
a fixed-escalator “VOS” bill-credit rate for new project applications. 
15 July 24, 208 CCSA presentation, at 11. 
16 EIA (2016), State Electric Profiles at https://www.eia.gov/electricity/state/ 
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across EDCs, New Jersey’s 2016 state-wide-average retail rate was 15.72 cents/kWh for 
residential customer meters, 12.26 cents/kWh for commercial meters, and 10.16 cents/kWh for 
industrial meters.17 

 
At these approximate rate levels, a well-designed pilot program (as suggested here) 

should see robust community-solar development and subscriber participation, even without a 
pre-established off-taker for the projects’ renewable energy credits (RECs). 

 
Regardless of the eventual REC off-taker, the community solar project should have the 

option to bank these credits itself so that the RECs can be sold on the open market or provided 
to project subscribers to demonstrate compliance with their internal carbon-reduction 
programs. We do not believe that the community solar facility should be required to sell their 
RECs to the local utility as a condition of participating in the pilot program. 
 
IV. Workshop Topic IV: Applications and Interconnection 

a.  The Board should adopt a standard 25-year program contract for community solar 
facilities that qualify under the pilot program 

 
As experience in other states has shown, the success of a community solar program at scale 

depends on establishing uniform program rules and procedures that are simple and easy to 
implement, and that support the subscriber-rate certainty that enables robust project subscription, 
financing, and capital formation. 

 
For this reason, the Board should set out key program terms (including the subscriber bill-

credit rate structure) in a standard long-term contract that each utility must offer to community-
solar facilities that qualify under the pilot program.  

 
The standard program contract should have a 25-year term to ensure long-term subscriber-

rate certainty, as suggested by CCSA at the July 24 workshop. 18  This approach has been 
implemented with successful results in Minnesota’s Xcel Energy community solar program, and 
would be consistent with the New Jersey statute.19 
 

                                                
17 Id. 
18 July 24, 2018 CCSA presentation, at 11 (“Bill credit should be maintained for 25 years”). 
19 See Xcel Energy’s Section 9 program tariff, at Sheet 72 (“‘Term of the Contract’ . . . shall be the 
same as for the Interconnection Agreement applicable to the Community Solar Garden, and shall 
begin when this Contract is signed by the Parties and end twenty five (25) years after the Date of 
Commercial Operation”). See also NJ Section 48:3-87, subsection m (“The board shall ensure the 
availability of financial incentives under its jurisdiction, including, but not limited to, long-term 
contracts . . . to ensure market diversity, competition, and appropriate coverage across all ratepayer 
segments”). 
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b.  Allocation of the program capacity to qualifying community solar projects should be on 
a “first ready, first served” basis 

 
As discussed at the July 24th workshop, community solar projects generally need two 

things before they can begin marketing capacity to subscribers and project financiers: 
 
(1)  a capacity reservation against the program’s annual capacity limit; and 
 
(2)  a fixed, grandfathered subscriber rate (or “rate reservation”) that will be 

paid to the project’s subscribers, so long as the is project achieves 
commissioning within a specified period of time (e.g. 30 months) of the rate 
reservation attaching to the project. 

 
This approach (implemented in states like Minnesota, Colorado, and Illinois) allows 

subscribers and financiers to contractually commit to a given community solar project so that 
the developer can then proceed with equipment procurement, site mobilization and 
construction. 
 

Given the limited MW capacity available under the pilot program, however, the Board 
may consider adopting “project maturity” requirements, which must be demonstrated before a 
project is granted a capacity and rate reservation. 

 
US Solar suggests that the required “project maturity” requirements include: 

• project site address; 
• evidence of site control; 
• completed program application; 
• interconnection capacity pre-screen report; and 
• completed interconnection application. 

If requested by the EDCs, the Board could opt to not require a formal capacity study 
(or utility-proffered interconnection agreement) as a pre-requisite for the Year 1 application 
window – so as to allow the EDCs time to ramp up their engineering-study resources. In such 
event, the Board could choose to add such additional project-maturity requirements to the program 
in the coming years. 
 

c.  The Board should establish a Program Administrator for the pilot program  
 

The Board should also consider establishing a single, state-wide third-party program 
administrator, as was recently established in Illinois.20 As evidenced in other states, managing the 
implementation and ongoing administration of New Jersey’s community solar pilot program will 
likely be a full time job.  

 
The reach of New Jersey’s community solar program will extend beyond any one utility 

territory. As such, there would be clear efficiencies to having a single program team that can accept 

                                                
20 On July 12, 2018, the Illinois Power Agency announced that it has selected InClime, Inc. as the 
administrator for its Adjustable Block Program, at https://www2.illinois.gov/sites/ipa/Pages/News.aspx 
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and process project applications from across the state (i.e., via a single web portal). Such team 
could also hold regular meetings for all developers within the program, as opposed to each EDC 
holding its own developer workgroup meetings. 
 

A single program administrator, which would run a unitary application process for the 
program, could also provide regular reporting to the Board, including data regarding the number 
of applications (e.g., by utility territory, project type, and stage of application progress, etc.) and 
the number and type of subscribers served under the program. 
 

This is consistent with the statute, which requires that the “board shall make available on 
its Internet website information on solar energy projects whose owners are seeking participants.”21 
Rather than building and maintaining this program/subscriber portal itself, or requiring each EDC 
to develop their own such portals, the Board could delegate this task to the third-party 
administrator. The Board could also choose to delegate other elements of the program’s 
administration, such as implementing the statutory requirement that “[p]rojects approved by the 
board shall have at least two participating customers.”22 
 

Finally, structurally separating the program administrator (which would report to the 
Board) from the interconnection utility would also reduce the potential for program disputes, 
improve dispute resolution (so that fewer disputes would come to the Board), and reduce the 
utilities’ program-related workload. 
 
V. Workshop Topic V: Customer Subscriptions, Consumer Protection 

In other third-party community solar markets, like Colorado and Minnesota, community 
solar developers quickly migrated to a “no-money-down, save-as-you-go” offering for both 
residential and non-residential subscribers.  

 
Under this approach, the subscriber does not pay a penny until the solar facility is built, 

commissioned, and selling electricity into the local distribution grid. So long as New Jersey’s pilot 
program allows for subscriber energy savings and robust competition among developers for 
subscribers, the same offering likely will become available here as well.23 

 
Under this no-money-down approach, community solar subscribers are already shielded 

from most categories of potential risk. Implementing rules that allow for a fixed bill-credit and 
subscription portability anywhere in the EDC territory (as suggested in these comments) would 
help reduce subscriber risk even further. 

 
For these reasons, the Board should resist the implementation of proscriptive, program-

level consumer protection rules that are specific to community solar. New Jersey residents are 
already protected by status quo laws and regulations around marketing, telemarketing, contract 
                                                
21 NJ S. 2314 section 5(c). 
22 NJ S. 2314 section 5(d). 
23 To the extent that a given developer may request a down payment, reservation fee, earnest money, or 
similar from potential subscribers, the Board may be justified in requiring any such customer funds to be 
kept in an escrow account until the community solar facility is commissioned and generating actual 
subscriber bill credits. 
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formation, trademarks, fair competition, and consumer fraud. Likewise, we expect that the state’s 
attorney general and court system stand ready to hear and address any subscriber complaints or 
disputes that may arise in the future. 
 
VI. Conclusion 
 

For the reasons set forth above, we respectfully request that the Board adopt the 
recommendations set forth herein. 
 

Sincerely, 
 

s/ Ross	Abbey		
Ross Abbey 
Senior Development Specialist, 
United States Solar Corporation 
	

	

	

Reed Richerson 
Chief Operating Officer, 
United States Solar Corporation 
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Vote Solar, GRID Alternatives, Ironbound Community Corporation, Environment NewJersey, 
and Earthjustice appreciate the opportunity to comment on the New Jersey Community Solar 
Energy Pilot program. We would like to expand upon the summary comments we submitted on 
July 20, 2018 and on the verbal comments we offered during the July 24, 2018 stakeholder 
meeting.1 
 

1. SITING AND PROJECT SIZE 
 

1. What should the annual Pilot Program capacity Limit be? Please justify your 
answer both qualitatively and quantitatively. 

 

                                                            
1 Only the written comments are endorsed by the organizations listed above.  

mailto:pari@votesolar.org
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We encourage the BPU to create a robust program that provides solar access for all, creates new 
local jobs, and drives private investment to the state.  In order to achieve this, we support a three-
year pilot with a capacity of at least 450 megawatt (MW) alternative current (AC), comprised of 
150 MW AC per year. We believe this provides adequate market certainty to support a 
successful Pilot Program and will also help New Jersey meet the newly established RPS 
standard. 
 
A robust program is necessary to provide access to local solar resources for the 50 - 75% of U.S. 
consumers that cannot access traditional rooftop solar, either because they do not own their roof 
or face technical restrictions to going solar.2 According to a recent report by GTM Research, 
there are 3.4 million households and organizations in New Jersey that could be served by 
community solar. Of those, approximately 1.2 million (or 35%) represent LMI (very low income, 
low income, and moderate income) and affordable housing households in the state.3  
 
Community solar programs across the country have implemented similarly-sized programs. For 
example, California’s Green Tariff Shared Renewables program has 600 MW of capacity 
divided among the three investor owned utilities. States like Minnesota, the District of Columbia, 
California’s Solar on Multifamily Affordable Housing, Illinois, and Maine do not impose 
program capacity limits. Furthermore, only a few programs have legislatively enabled a pilot 
program with an intent for a permanent program to follow.   
 
In terms of individual project size, the pilot program should accommodate all project sizes within 
the maximum limit of 5 MW AC per project, consistent with the enabling legislation and project 
size caps in many other statewide programs. The legislature’s decision and direction to the BPU 
is consistent with best practices to allow for economies of scale associated with an individual 
project. There are several examples of programs that have similar project sizes. These include: 
 

● California’s Solar on Multifamily Affordable Housing (SOMAH) program allows for 5 
MW projects4  

● California’s Green Tariff Shared Renewables Program allows for projects 20 MW in size.  
● Connecticut’s Shared Clean Energy Facility Pilot Program: 4 MW 
● The District of Columbia: 5 MW 
● New York Community Distributed Generation Program: 5 MW 
● Rhode Island’s Community Remote Net Metering Program: 10 MW 

 

                                                            
2 https://www.greentechmedia.com/squared/read/how-to-build-community-solar-for-the-masses#gs.Upt=Nsg 
3 GTM Research (2018). The Vision For Community Solar: A Roadmap for 2030. Slide 136. Retrieved from:  
https://votesolar.org/policy/policy-guides/shared-renewables-policy/csvisionstudy/#reportdownload  
4 SOMAH is a program for solar installed onsite on affordable housing buildings as opposed to a community solar 
program.  
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2. How should annual Pilot Program capacity be allocated between Electric Distribution 
Companies? How should excess annual capacity be allocated if not used?  
 
We recommend that the total annual Pilot Program capacity be allocated among EDCs based on 
the total share of the EDC’s load in the state, based on the most recent full calendar year, so that 
the percentage equals 100%.  
 
Cumulative Pilot Program capacity over the 3-year Pilot Program period should be divided 
equally for each pilot program year. For example, should the BPU adopt a 450 MW AC 
cumulative pilot program capacity, each year would have 150 MW of available capacity. Any 
excess annual capacity for a given pilot program year should be re-allocated to the following 
year. Community solar projects take a significant amount of time to develop, something that is 
particularly true for LMI projects or non-profit owned projects. Therefore, it is appropriate to 
reallocate any excess capacity to future pilot program years to ensure participation by a diversity 
of project types. It is critical that data collection regarding capacity allocations be accurate, 
timely, and transparent so that regulators, EDCs, and interested parties can clearly track 
community solar development within the state as part of the Pilot Program. 
 
If any unused annual capacity is eliminated, it will directly impact the number of projects that 
can be developed, the number and type of New Jersey citizens served, and the overall success of 
the Pilot Program. 
 
3) How should the Pilot Program annual capacity limit be divided among different project 
categories? What should those categories be (e.g., “small”, brownfield, landfill, historic 
fill,” and “LMI” project types)? Please propose a breakdown of categories, with respective 
percentages of the annual capacity limit. 
 
At least fifteen percent (15%) of the pilot program capacity, in the aggregate, should be allocated 
to LMI households. In order to reach that overall capacity target, the BPU may consider defining 
LMI projects as those with minimum of 20% LMI residential customers5, up to 80% affordable 
housing or LMI service organizations that demonstrate a clear avenue for passing benefits to 
LMI customers6; and no non-LMI or non-affordable housing subscriber to take more than 40% 
of a project’s capacity.  This mix of project subscribers can help mitigate financing challenges 
for developers, as a large, credit-worthy offtaker such as an “anchor tenant” can provide revenue 
assurance for financiers. If the BPU adopts this type of definition of an LMI project, then the 
program capacity set aside for these projects should be sufficient to ensure that at least 15% of 
total program capacity serves LMI residential customers, low-income service organizations, and 
affordable housing subscribers. 
                                                            
5 We recommend a definition of 80% of Area Median Income or below, for “LMI customers”  
6 An application process may be developed for these entities under the program, requiring demonstration of benefits, 
as in Rhode Island: http://sos.ri.gov/documents/publicinfo/omdocs/minutes/5171/2016/48822.pdf   

http://sos.ri.gov/documents/publicinfo/omdocs/minutes/5171/2016/48822.pdf
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A summary of other state approaches to low-income community solar can be found on the Low-
income Solar Policy Guide7. Lessons learned from these programs indicate that a per project 
carveout places an artificial cap on LMI participation, and any type of carve-out without the 
appropriate financial and programmatic support limits LMI participation.  Accordingly, while we 
fully support dedicating at least 15% of total community solar pilot program capacity to 
underserved communities - LMI customers, low-income service organizations, and affordable 
housing subscribers, we urge the BPU to adopt measures that will provide the additional 
financial, technical, and customer engagement assistance necessary to ensure the successful 
rollout of the program for these communities.  
 
The remainder of the pilot program should not be divided among different project types, as 
dividing it further will add unnecessary complexity to the program. However, it is critical that 
the BPU allow for a diversity of project types and siting options to ensure project financeability 
and economic viability, and should explore ways to incentivize projects that are located in 
brownfields, landfills, environmental justice communities, and communities of color.  
 
We also recommend that each project serve at least 50% residential and small commercial 
customers. In addition, we recommend a minimum of 3 subscribers per project and a maximum 
subscription size of forty-percent (40%) per subscriber. 
 
We encourage BPU to build-in flexibility in the pilot phase to adjust program structure should it 
find that the pilot program is resulting in a segment of ratepayers being shut out of the program. 
In that case, we recommend both the pilot and the permanent program be adjusted to 
accommodate participation of all ratepayers. In particular, we encourage BPU to monitor 
demand for LMI projects and to consider increasing the carveout from 15% if there is strong 
demand from LMI subscribers.  
 
4) Should co-location of solar projects be allowed? What conditions or limits should apply? 
 
Multiple projects should not be permitted to be co-located on a single parcel of land unless they 
remain under 5 MW AC in aggregate, are designated LMI projects, or achieve greater than 20% 
of LMI participation. LMI project developers often do not have the same siting and land 
acquisition resources as larger developers, and relaxing co-location requirements for LMI 
projects will encourage siting partnerships to support LMI projects, helping them to leverage 
economies of scale and reduce overall costs. 
 

                                                            
7 http://www.lowincomesolar.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/LISPG-Cmty-Solar-Policy-Chart.pdf  

http://www.lowincomesolar.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/LISPG-Cmty-Solar-Policy-Chart.pdf
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BPU may also consider allowing co-location for projects owned or controlled by Disadvantaged 
Business Enterprises, environmental justice communities and communities of color, or projects 
that include local hiring or workforce training components.  
 
5) What should the geographic limitations for community solar pilot projects and 
subscribers be (i.e. how far from the project can subscribers reside)? Please justify how 
your proposal maintains the community link between project and subscribers, without 
compromising the feasibility of community solar pilot projects. 
 
Consistent with the enabling legislation,8 the only geographic limitation that should be imposed 
is that subscribers should be located within the same EDC service territory as the community 
solar project. More flexible siting would create a disconnect between community solar 
subscribers and the EDCs that provide, and will continue to provide, electricity to those 
subscribers. More restrictive siting is inconsistent with community solar best practices, and 
would result in a limited subscriber pool and limited project availability for subscribers in some 
parts of the state. Smaller geographic limitations would detrimentally affect the success of a Pilot 
Program.  If BPU wishes to encourage project siting in, for example, environmental justice 
communities, or on rooftops, then the BPU should develop an incentive structure that will 
address and overcome additional costs.   
 
6) What land use restrictions and limitations, if any, should apply to siting community 
solar pilot projects? Should siting of community solar pilot projects be restricted to certain 
areas? Your answer should include a specific discussion of community solar on farmland 
and open space. Land use restrictions will be consistent with current New Jersey statutes 
and regulations. 
 
While we do not recommend restrictions on the siting of community solar projects, we do note 
that siting community solar projects is an issue of importance to underserved communities.9 We 
encourage BPU to explore ways to support, prioritize, and incentivize projects that are 
constructed in disadvantaged communities and incorporate job training and hiring of individuals 
in those communities, such as low-income communities, environmental justice communities and 
communities of color so that the community members benefit from access to jobs and more 
direct engagement with the projects, in addition to access to new sources of clean energy.  We do 
not recommend that BPU create requirements for siting projects in these communities without 
the financial support needed to overcome any additional costs.  BPU should look to Illinois, 
which allocates 25% of incentive funds in the Illinois Solar for All Program for low-income solar 

                                                            
8 The legislature provides clear direction to the BPU to “permit customers of an electric public utility to participate 
in a solar energy project that is remotely located from their properties but is within their electric public utility service 
territory” 
9 Throughout the document, we define “underserved communities” and as inclusive of LMI individuals and 
communities, environmental justice communities, communities of color, and disadvantaged communities.  
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projects to be located in environmental justice communities, as an example.10   BPU should 
explore additional measures to incentivize the development of projects located in environmental 
justice and communities of color, such as waivers of interconnection application costs and funds 
for predevelopment activities.  We also urge BPU to explore additional measures to incentivize 
training and hiring of individuals in these communities. 
 
Siting of projects should also ensure that projects reach all customer types such as those in multi-
family buildings, single-family homes, and buildings that are both privately and publicly-owned. 
 
We encourage the siting of projects in brownfields, landfills, parking lots, old warehouse rooftop 
space and other underutilized spaces, with appropriate incentives calculated to overcome 
additional costs to ensure project viability and financeability.  
 
If projects are sited on agricultural land, we recommend that BPU ensure that solar can be added 
without nullifying the current use of those lands. For example, solar can be combined pollinator-
friendly vegetation to ensure long-term integrity of agriculture land. We have seen successful 
examples of pollinator-friendly solar in states like MN and MD. See resource link in the 
footnote11.  
 
7) Provider recommendations on alternative siting and creative land use in sites other than 
“brownfields, landfills, areas designated in need of redevelopment, in underserved 
communities, or on commercial  rooftops.” For instance, are parking lots, road rights-of-
way, multifamily buildings, or schools appropriate locations for community solar?  Please 
provide both qualitative and quantitative responses, including what specific policies may be 
required to facilitate development of these types of projects. 
 
If the BPU wants to encourage the development of community solar on brownfields, landfills, 
areas designated in need of redevelopment and in underserved communities, this should be done 
by giving financial incentives and other support such as providing waivers of fees for the 
interconnection process.  Incentives should be structured to support job training and job creation 
for individuals in underserved communities, as well. 
 
With the right financial support, successful projects are underway or are taking place across the 
nation. For example, a collaboration between the San Miguel Power Association (SMPA), San 
Miguel County, and the Colorado Energy Office, and GRID Alternatives resulted in a 
                                                            
10 Illinois Power Agency, Long-Term Renewable Resources Procurement Plan, 172 et seq. (Dec. 4, 2017), available 
at https://www2.illinois.gov/sites/ipa/Documents/2018ProcurementPlan/LTRRPP-Filed-Long-Term-Renewable-
Resources-Procurement-Plan.pdf.  
11 Center for Pollinators in Energy, Fresh Energy, https://fresh-energy.org/beeslovesolar/ 

https://www2.illinois.gov/sites/ipa/Documents/2018ProcurementPlan/LTRRPP-Filed-Long-Term-Renewable-Resources-Procurement-Plan.pdf
https://www2.illinois.gov/sites/ipa/Documents/2018ProcurementPlan/LTRRPP-Filed-Long-Term-Renewable-Resources-Procurement-Plan.pdf
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community solar array on a former landfill site. This project12 is a great example of a 
collaborative effort that utilized a landfill site to reduce the energy cost burden for low-income 
customers. However, the project did require substantial funding from the Colorado Energy 
Office, showing the clear need for additional incentives to create economically viable projects on 
landfills. This project also demonstrates the need for incentives to support high rates of low-
income household participation that experienced meaningful energy savings. 
 
The San Miguel Power Association Community Solar project was supported in part by a 
Colorado Energy Office grant of $1.2 million, enabling GRID Colorado to provide solar 
electricity to over 300 low-income families, with the goal to offset monthly utility expenses by at 
least 50%.  

8) What liability provisions, and exemptions should apply to community solar developers 
and subscribers for projects located on landfills and/or contaminated land? 
 
No comments.  
 
II. Low- and Moderate-Income Access  
 
9) Provide recommendations on the definition of LMI community solar pilot projects, with 
appropriate justification. 
 
Of New Jersey’s 1.2 million low-to-moderate income households13, 200,000 reside in affordable 
housing, half of which is master-metered, or roughly 8% of the LMI customer segment14. 
Master-metered housing typically does not face the same type of financing barriers the low-
income residential customers face, and can often support projects as anchor financing offtakers. 
Therefore, LMI targets should be inclusive of master-metered affordable housing, and require 
pass-through benefit, as detailed below.  
  
Per discussion above, we recommend that LMI Community Solar Projects would be defined in 
rules as a project that serves by capacity at least 20% LMI residential subscribers, at maximum 
80% affordable housing facilities or LMI service organizations that demonstrate a clear avenue 

                                                            
12http://gridalternatives.org/sites/default/files/SMPA%20GRID%20CEO%20PARTNER%20ON%20LI%20COMM
UNITY%20SOLAR%20PROJECT%20Press_Release_12-7-16_FINAL.pdf 
13 Defined as 80% of Area Median Income or below 
14 GTM Research (2018). The Vision For Community Solar: A Roadmap for 2030. Slide 137. Retrieved from:  
https://votesolar.org/policy/policy-guides/shared-renewables-policy/csvisionstudy/#reportdownload  

https://votesolar.org/policy/policy-guides/shared-renewables-policy/csvisionstudy/#reportdownload
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for passing benefits to LMI customers15, and at maximum 40% any other non-LMI subscriber. 
This strategy can help meet the 15% target for overall program capacity serving LMI customers, 
while allowing for non-LMI anchor offtakers to help support project financing. Only 
participation by these types of LMI subscribers should count towards the target of 15% of overall 
program capacity serving LMI communities.  
We recognize that this project definition and carveout does not directly align with New Jersey 
LMI housing demographics; however, due to the difficulty of financing for community solar 
projects that will serve primarily LMI residential customers, vs. master metered affordable 
housing and LMI service organizations, we encourage the BPU to adopt this definition as it will 
aid in making projects financeable.  
 
To further enable LMI residential customer participation, we recommend additional incentives 
and financing strategies, detailed below.  
 
10) Provide recommendations on what LMI eligibility criteria should be accepted to qualify 
a subscriber and/or a project as LMI. Include consideration of how many times or how 
often LMI subscribers should be required to submit proof of eligibility. 
 
At the outset, BPU must ensure that the definitions used to qualify customers in underserved 
communities do not unintentionally leave out certain individuals and communities. In additional 
to LMI program definitions, we urge BPU to explore criteria in addition to income eligibility 
thresholds that will ensure low-income individuals, communities of color, and environmental 
justice communities benefit from the community solar program.  
 
BPU should look to established definitions to determine income thresholds for customers who 
qualify as low-income or moderate-income for purposes of the community solar program.  We 
recommend a metric such as Area Median Income (AMI), which accounts for variations in cost-
of-living across the state.  We recommend BPU’s definition of LMI subscribers under the 
program be set at those with incomes at or below 80% of AMI, consistent with definitions used 
by leading national analysis and reports on low-income solar16.  BPU may also allow for 
qualification for households participating in New Jersey’s Low-Income Home Energy Assistance 
Program (LIHEAP) or other assistance programs. Generally, an approach that is as inclusive as 
possible of existing low-income energy services and programs, is recommended.  
 

                                                            
15 Colorado, Maryland and Rhode Island all have similar processes in place within their low-income community 
solar policies http://www.lowincomesolar.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/LISPG-Cmty-Solar-Policy-Chart.pdf  
16 NREL: https://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy18osti/70901.pdf 
GTM, Vote Solar, CCSA: https://votesolar.org/policy/policy-guides/shared-renewables-policy/csvisionstudy/  

http://www.lowincomesolar.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/LISPG-Cmty-Solar-Policy-Chart.pdf
https://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy18osti/70901.pdf
https://votesolar.org/policy/policy-guides/shared-renewables-policy/csvisionstudy/
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BPU should strive to create a simple and streamlined low-income verification process to ensure 
maximum participation. BPU should develop a list of service providers and services or programs 
that are pre-approved for verification purposes, with an approval process for additional service 
providers or programs to apply to receive pre-approval. Xcel Energy provides a low-income 
verification form17 that lists out pre-approved programs for low-income customer verification, as 
well as a process18 for adding new organizations. Proof of enrollment in other low-income 
programs such as LIHEAP19 or the Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP) should be 
sufficient to qualify someone as a low-income subscriber, and BPU should facilitate automatic 
enrollment from these programs to a community solar project.  These programs already require a 
potential customer go through a rigorous application process which includes income verification 
process. This could also be an opportunity to take a holistic view to serve low-income customers 
and explore ways to combine community solar program with LIHEAP and WAP programs to 
further reduce the energy cost burden of these customers. This process of qualification through 
existing programs and service providers has also enabled innovative partnerships to reduce 
subscriber acquisition costs for LMI customers in community solar programs in other states.  
 
BPU should not limit consideration of eligibility to just income levels. In addition to establishing 
income levels for customers qualifying for LMI status in community solar projects, we 
recommend that BPU follow the example of California and Illinois, which also take into account 
the fact that residents of environmental justice communities20 and other underserved 
communities also should qualify for eligible status. The Illinois Solar for All Program has 
adopted criteria that allows households located in HUD Qualified Census Tracts to be considered 
LMI customers if they sign an affidavit attesting to income eligibility. Further, the Illinois and 
California clean programs serving low-income customers use one or a combination of 
environmental justice screens to identify geographic areas whose residents are particularly 
disadvantaged.21  New Jersey could adopt similar criteria to identify areas of the state whose 
residents should qualify for LMI status for purposes of the community solar program.   
 
BPU should also work with New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) to 
reinstate the Cumulative Impacts Tool or a similar tool to identify environmental justice 
communities that will benefit the most from community solar. Equipped with this information, 
BPU can then prioritize these communities for community solar projects, including project 

                                                            
17 https://www.xcelenergy.com/staticfiles/xe/Marketing/Files/co-sr-community-Low-Income-Verification-Form.pdf  
18 https://www.xcelenergy.com/staticfiles/xe/Marketing/Files/CO-SRC-Guidelines-For-Low-Income-
Subscribers.pdf  
19 https://www.state.nj.us/dca/divisions/dhcr/forms/docs/heaappl.pdf  
20 We encourage the BPU to engage stakeholders to arrive at an acceptable definition of an environmental justice 
community for purposes of the community solar pilot program.  Some of our partners define an environmental 
justice community as Indigenous communities, Of Color communities and low-income communities; others use 
definitions that refer to census block groups, etc.  
21 Id. 

https://www.xcelenergy.com/staticfiles/xe/Marketing/Files/co-sr-community-Low-Income-Verification-Form.pdf
https://www.xcelenergy.com/staticfiles/xe/Marketing/Files/CO-SRC-Guidelines-For-Low-Income-Subscribers.pdf
https://www.xcelenergy.com/staticfiles/xe/Marketing/Files/CO-SRC-Guidelines-For-Low-Income-Subscribers.pdf
https://www.state.nj.us/dca/divisions/dhcr/forms/docs/heaappl.pdf
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ownership and workforce development opportunities, if special provisions are established to 
benefit environmental justice and communities of color.  
 
Finally, we recommend that multifamily affordable housing providers be considered LMI 
customers for purposes of a community solar project being categorized as an LMI project.  
Colorado, Rhode Island and Maryland have adopted this type of measure, which is critical for 
ensuring that affordable housing providers or projects that serve them can receive special 
consideration.  Eligible affordable housing should include nonprofit affordable housing buildings 
or public housing authority buildings, as long as the residents meet income eligibility thresholds 
and the housing provider agrees to ensure the residents receive benefits (e.g., agreeing to reduce 
or not raise rent, agreeing to use a portion of electric bill savings toward health and safety 
improvements, etc.).  As we discuss above, we encourage the BPU to allow space in LMI 
projects for multifamily affordable housing and master-metered properties, while also ensuring 
robust participation by individual LMI residential households.22 
       
11)The BPU is considering a number of different approaches to encouraging development 
of LMI community solar pilot projects, including, but not limited to: 
 
1. Dedicated capacity: e.g., a certain percentage of overall capacity for the pilot project 
would be reserved for LMI projects. 
 
We recommend that the BPU reserve at least 15 percent (15%) of the total program capacity, in 
aggregate, for participation by LMI  customers. The carveout should aim to include all LMI 
residential households, regardless of housing type, and be inclusive of low-income residential 
customers, affordable housing providers, and low-income service organizations.  
   
This LMI program carveout may be met through a combination of LMI Customer Projects,23 and 
LMI incentives and financing mechanisms. Lessons from community solar programs with 
carveouts alone have demonstrated that without additional incentives and financing strategies, 
carveouts will place an artificial cap on LMI customer participation. Therefore, BPU should 
                                                            
22 We also note that some parties encourage the BPU to incorporate job training and hiring opportunities for 
individuals in underserved communities, in order to receive a designation as an LMI project.  We are supportive of 
this recommendation and encourage the BPU ensure incentives for this type of workforce development are robust. 
23 As discussed under Question 3, above, at least fifteen percent (15%) of the pilot program capacity, in the 
aggregate, should be allocated to LMI households. In order to reach that overall capacity target, the BPU may 
consider defining LMI projects as those with minimum of 20% LMI residential customers, up to 80% affordable 
housing or LMI service organizations that demonstrate a clear avenue for passing benefits to LMI customers; and no 
non-LMI or non-affordable housing subscriber to take more than 40% of a project’s capacity.  If the BPU adopts this 
type of definition of an LMI project, then the program capacity set aside for these projects should be sufficient to 
ensure that at least 15% of total program capacity serves LMI residential customers, low-income service 
organizations, and affordable housing subscribers. 
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enact a carveout for the program, and LMI customers should also receive targeted incentives and 
financing strategies, to ensure that this participation level is not a floor, and the market develops 
to support their long-term participation and benefit. Both strategies should differentiate between 
LMI residential customers, and LMI affordable housing providers, because these entities face 
very different barriers to program participation.  
 
BPU should also aim to direct significant investment under the program towards the benefit of 
environmental justice communities, including communities of color, including directly 
supporting ownership opportunities and workforce development for these communities. This can 
be done through a combination of strategies, as detailed below.  
 
Equity and Inclusion in Stakeholder Process 
 
BPU should consider holding regional meetings in the fall that are designed not only to gain 
ideas and input but to also disseminate information and explain concepts involved in community 
solar projects, as well as energy efficiency and other programs and services offered by BPU. 
These meetings could be held in EJ communities at times that allow residents to attend and 
advertised to EJ residents and the general public. Input from these meeting should inform 
community solar program evolution moving forward, including program definitions. New York 
provides a good example on ways to facilitate this.24 
 
Similarly, we encourage the BPU to establish processes as the community solar pilot program is 
developed to seek input from underserved communities.  The regulatory process can be 
challenging and often the time and resources needed to participate are out of reach for many 
groups.  We urge the BPU to establish methods such as recurring LMI/environmental justice 
stakeholder meetings, as recommended by the New Jersey Environmental Justice Alliance 
(NJEJA) to make it simpler to receive input from our partners representing low-income 
communities, communities of color, and environmental justice communities regarding their 
needs and requirements relating to community solar and other energy solutions. Moreover, the 
stakeholder process should be iterative and ongoing throughout the pilot program.  BPU should 
put in place a process to modify the pilot program’s definitions and categories, including 
capacity carveouts, in response to ongoing stakeholder input and to address program challenges. 
 
2. Procedural: e.g., LMI projects would receive preference in the solar interconnection 
queue. 

                                                            
24 New York: NY PSC set up a “Low-Income Customer Collaborative” with NYSERDA, low-income community 
organizers, utilities, and other interested stakeholders “on developing means for encouraging low-income customer 
participation in Community [Distributed Generation],” including the consideration of demonstration projects to 
encourage low-income customer participation. NY PSC staff are to report on the outcome of the collaborative. N.Y. 
Public Service Commission, Case 15-E-0082, Order Establishing a Community Distributed Generation Program and 
Making Other Findings, at 31 (July 17, 2015). 
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We do not think LMI projects should receive preference in a single-track interconnection queue; 
however, we encourage the BPU to consider establishing a separate interconnection queue for 
LMI projects, which would operate in parallel to the non-LMI track.  We also encourage the 
BPU to direct the utilities to waive or remove interconnection fees for projects that 
predominantly serve low-income customers and environmental justice communities.   
  
3. Financial: e.g., incentives would be provided to the LMI community solar pilot project, 
potentially as an adder to the bill credit. 
 
The development of community solar projects involves often complex financing, which 
unfortunately can be harder to achieve for LMI Customer projects because of the financing 
barriers that low-income customers face, and perception that low-income customers are a higher 
risk.   
 
We encourage BPU to develop incentives and financing mechanisms for low-income customers, 
communities, communities of color, and environmental justice communities to not only 
participate as a subscriber in community solar projects but also own projects, so that their 
communities benefit from the entire realm of economic and social benefits that can be achieved. 
Similarly, affordable housing facilities, low-income service organizations and Disadvantaged 
Business Enterprise, environmental justice community or community of color controlled projects 
should be offered incentives under the program. 
 
We encourage BPU to follow the lead of states such as Massachusetts and Illinois, which provide 
financial support for LMI solar projects and customers that goes beyond incentives available for 
non-LMI solar projects.  The Massachusetts SREC II program offered a REC premium price for 
projects serving affordable housing, resulting in close to 100 projects by early 2018.  The 
successor to SREC II, the Solar Massachusetts Renewable Target (SMART) program, will 
include multipliers and adders for solar projects that serve low-income customers and properties.  
While we do not believe the SMART incentives are high enough to overcome added costs for 
low-income community solar projects, the Massachusetts approach is still instructive.25  
Likewise, the BPU may wish to look to Illinois’ approach to incenting low-income community 
solar projects. Like Massachusetts, Illinois will offer a higher incentive for community solar 
projects that serve low-income communities.26  
 

                                                            
25 See Low-Income Solar Policy Guide, Best Practices, Community Solar, Massachusetts (2018) at 
https://www.lowincomesolar.org/best-practices/massachusetts/.  
26 Illinois Power Agency, Long-Term Renewable Resources Procurement Plan, 156 et seq. (Dec. 4, 2017), available 
at https://www2.illinois.gov/sites/ipa/Documents/2018ProcurementPlan/LTRRPP-Filed-Long-Term-Renewable-
Resources-Procurement-Plan.pdf.  

https://www.lowincomesolar.org/best-practices/massachusetts/
https://www2.illinois.gov/sites/ipa/Documents/2018ProcurementPlan/LTRRPP-Filed-Long-Term-Renewable-Resources-Procurement-Plan.pdf
https://www2.illinois.gov/sites/ipa/Documents/2018ProcurementPlan/LTRRPP-Filed-Long-Term-Renewable-Resources-Procurement-Plan.pdf
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We also encourage BPU to explore methods for overcoming challenges relating to project 
financing, such as allowing an appropriate percentage of any given project to be dedicated to a 
large, credit-worthy offtaker (“anchor tenant”), allowing certain entities to serve as “backup 
subscribers,” providing credit support, and other measures, as previously noted.  
 
Long-term funding to support LMI participation, and ensure that benefits for low-income 
customers, environmental justice communities and communities of color, are maximized under 
the program is essential. Benefits should not be limited to project participation and ownership, 
but also to job creation, workforce development opportunities, and other direct connection to 
economic opportunities associated with New Jersey’s solar and clean energy program 
investments.  
 
BPU should enact and encourage the following funding strategies to ensure that investments in 
low-income, EJ and community of color are maximized under the program, through project 
participation, ownership, jobs and economic benefit: 
 
Clean Energy Program Funding  
 
We recommend BPU to set aside a portion of the Clean Energy Program funds to support 
participation of low-income customers in the community solar program. This portion could be 
derived from budgets for renewable energy, to address economic justice issues that low-income 
customers have paid into this fund as ratepayers, yet have not had access to capture direct 
benefits through incentives, which have predominantly supported solar adoption by higher 
income customers.  
 
RGGI Funding 
 
We also encourage BPU to dedicate RGGI funds from BPU’s 20 % share of RGGI revenues to 
provide long-term support for low-income customers to participate in the program.  
Additionally, BPU should work with Economic Development Authority (EDA) to direct a 
significant portion of EDA’s 60% share of RGGI revenues to low-income solar, opportunities for 
environmental justice and communities of color, and workforce development.  
 
In the aggregate, BPU should work with EDA and other authorities to ensure that at least 25% of 
RGGI investment is dedicated to provide solar access to low-income customers, and to maximize 
benefits for EJ communities and communities of color, through project access, ownership, jobs, 
workforce training and other direct economic benefits. As an example, California dedicates 25% 
of carbon and trade revenues annually to benefit environmentally and economically 
disadvantaged communities, which has directly supported solar and renewable energy adoption 
for low-income and other disadvantaged communities across the state. 
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SREC Successor  
 
BPU should encourage any SREC successor in New Jersey to include differentiated incentives to 
support low-income residential customer solar adoption, and affordable housing operator solar 
adoption (similar to SMART program in MA). The SREC successor should also be structured to 
drive access, ownership, and job opportunities for environmental justice communities and 
communities of color.  
 
Collaboration with Other Agencies 
 
BPU should work with EDA and Department for Community Affairs, and other relevant 
agencies and organizations to develop workforce training opportunities for low-income 
customers, EJ communities, communities of color and other underserved communities that are 
linked to the rollout of solar in the state. 
 
BPU should support EDA with the development of a "Green Bank" financing institution, which 
will support financing for LMI community solar projects, such as a loan loss reserve, while 
ensuring strong consumer protection measures for participating low-income customers. 
Connecticut has created a framework to work with other state agencies to facilitate this 
conversation.27 
 
LIHEAP 
 
As a longer term strategy, BPU should work to integrate LIHEAP and other low-income 
programs with solar, towards the goal of comprehensive energy burden reduction, similar to 
approaches in states like Colorado28. BPU should also encourage the use of some LIHEAP and 
bill assistance funds from the universal service fund, to be redirected to low-income community 
solar subscriptions, to provide long-term benefit for customers through clean solar energy as 
opposed to annual subsidy.  It is important to recognize while LIHEAP integration can be 
achieved fairly easily through program qualification and implementation guidelines, direct use of 
LIHEAP funding is a long-term process requiring input and buy-in from many stakeholders and 
incumbent uses of funding for the benefit of low-income customers. This strategy should be 
pursued long-term, but not necessarily relied upon for purposes of the pilot program.  
                                                            
27 Connecticut: In determining mechanisms to encourage LMI participation in community solar, the DEEP 
Commissioner “shall consult with the authority, electric distribution companies, stakeholders, the Connecticut Green 
Bank and the Department of Economic and Community Development and consider the development of financing 
options, financial incentives, education and outreach programs, program participation goals or requirements to 
encourage access for the customers described in this subdivision and identification of long-term funding sources to 
support the successful program adoption by low-income customers.” https://www.cga.ct.gov/2018/FC/pdf/2018SB-
00336-R000518-FC.PDFSection (c)(22). 
28 https://www.nrel.gov/technical-assistance/blog/posts/reducing-energy-burden-with-solar-colorado-strategy-and-a-
roadmap-for-states.html  

https://www.cga.ct.gov/2018/FC/pdf/2018SB-00336-R000518-FC.PDF
https://www.cga.ct.gov/2018/FC/pdf/2018SB-00336-R000518-FC.PDF
https://www.nrel.gov/technical-assistance/blog/posts/reducing-energy-burden-with-solar-colorado-strategy-and-a-roadmap-for-states.html
https://www.nrel.gov/technical-assistance/blog/posts/reducing-energy-burden-with-solar-colorado-strategy-and-a-roadmap-for-states.html
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Program Tariffs (bill credits) 
 
If BPU utilizes program tariffs (bill credits) to make projects more accessible to certain types of 
customers (i.e. residential), LMI projects should have access, or priority, for any favorable tariff 
structures.  
 
Which approach, or combination of approaches, should the BPU implement in order to 
most effectively support LMI access to community solar pilot projects, in conformance 
with the Clean Energy Act? Please specific, in conformance with the Clean Energy Act? 
Please be specific in recommending qualitative and quantitative incentives, and proposals 
for implementation. 
 
Best practices in low-income solar programs demonstrate that a combination of targeted 
programmatic support and incentives, and consumer protection measures will ensure that low-
income customers have access to community solar programs from the outset and that markets 
will develop to support their robust, long-term participation and benefit. A minimum program 
carveout should be implemented, recognizing that a carveout alone does not address financing 
barrier of low-income customers and must be paired with incentives and long-term financing 
strategies.  
 
The ultimate success of the community solar pilot program will hinge on customer participation. 
We have observed that, absent concrete plans and funding to work with trusted community-based 
organizations, participation among low-income customers and others in underserved 
communities will be difficult to achieve.   
 
We also encourage BPU to provide technical assistance and training to community organizations 
and individuals to ensure they have full set of information to successfully participate in 
community solar programs. This technical assistance and training should cater towards the 
unique customer needs in New Jersey. For example, multilingual training, both verbal and 
written, will ensure all potential customers are informed of the program and the requirements.  
 
Third Party Administration  
 
To ensure the goals of New Jersey’s program are met, for low-income customers and inclusion 
of environmental justice and communities of color, BPU may consider a nonprofit third party 
program administrator, for the administration of low-income program carveouts, to oversee 
income-qualification and integration with low-income energy programs, develop program 
guidelines and consumer protection, ensure goals and impact targets are met, and to ensure 
program co-benefits such as workforce development. States like Oregon, Illinois and California 
have utilized third party administration for low-income community solar and low-income solar 
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programs. BPU may also consider a third-party administrator for implementing solar workforce 
development programs, as Illinois has employed.  
 
III. Value of the Credit 
 
12) Please define the following terms: “Value of solar,” retail rate,” and avoided cost of 
wholesale power.” Please discuss applicability and impacts on the pilot project. 
 
Value of Solar- As defined in A Regulator’s Guidebook29, Value of Solar (“VOS”) is: 
 
This study approach focuses on using avoided cost and financial analysis methods in discerning 
the future investment value of distributed solar to the utility, ratepayers, and society. Generally, 
these evaluations ignore utility lost revenues, instead focusing on valuation that can be used in 
designing and setting incentive levels, program limits, and other features of utility DSG 
programs. The studies stop short of rate or tariff design features, and as a result, do not typically 
address lost revenue issues. 
 
Stated another way, Value of Solar is the totality of the benefits portion of a cost-benefit 
analysis. The VOS should be used to inform the value of the credit (a.k.a. compensation level). 

 
Retail Rate- The retail rate is the sum of the charges applicable to a customer class as 
determined in the tariff for the customer class. In the Pilot Program, the retail rate should be used 
as the value of the credit. 

 
Avoided cost of wholesale power- The price that electric power suppliers or basic generation 
service providers pay (or would otherwise pay) for electricity. The avoided cost of wholesale 
power should be an input to the VOS study. 
 
13) The BPU is currently working to determine an appropriate value of the credit on each 
participating subscribers bill. The BPU requests that stakeholders provide indicative 
financial data and analysis in response to the scenarios described below. Please ensure 
responses include qualitative and quantitative assessments. Responses may also include 
qualitative and quantitative assessments for alternative variations to these scenarios that 
you believe to be relevant and representative of the New Jersey market e.g., variations on 
project size, location, type of takers etc.) 
                                                            
29 “A Regulator’s Guidebook: Calculating the Benefits and Costs of Distributed Solar Generation.” Interstate 
Renewable Energy Council, (October 2013), at 12-13. Available at: https://irecusa.org/publications/a-regulators-
guidebook-calculating-the-benefits-and-costs-of-distributed-solar-generation/ 

https://irecusa.org/publications/a-regulators-guidebook-calculating-the-benefits-and-costs-of-distributed-solar-generation/
https://irecusa.org/publications/a-regulators-guidebook-calculating-the-benefits-and-costs-of-distributed-solar-generation/
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For each of these scenarios, please provide your best estimates for: 

● Site acquisition, including lease or purchase, cost of applicable studies and time, and 
cost of negotiating land document. 

● Pre-development, defined as all of the overhead costs from the day of site control to the 
Day 1 of construction. 

● Development, defined as all construction costs and investments, both hard (e.g., panels, 
balance of system, interconnection, etc.) and soft (e.g., labor, permits). 

● Customer acquisition, including number of customers, churn, cost of acquisition. Please 
provide differentiated estimates for higher-income versus LMI customer acquisition. 

● Total project cost per kWh. Estimated time from project approval by BPU to Day 1 of 
● operation. 

 
Please submit the quantitative assessments in unlocked Microsoft Excel spreadsheets. 5 

 

Given that this is a pilot program and the BPU is tasked with implementing regulations on a 
condensed timeline, it is appropriate that the pilot program values the community solar credit at 
least at the full retail rate as also recommended by CCSA, which provides a reasonably proxy for 
the value distributed solar provides. Alternatively, subscribers of community solar should receive 
the same value as customers that have solar located on their premises.  As we note above, this is 
particularly important for low-income and other underserved communities. 
 
For low-income and other underserved customers to participate, they must experience tangible 
economic benefits30.  For example, the value of the credit they receive for their community solar 
subscriptions projects must at least be equal to their retail electricity rate.  We encourage the 
BPU to explore avenues toward sustained funding to support their participation. 
 
The success of any community solar program is largely dependent on the value of the credit. The 
credit rate drives project financeability, the customer value proposition, customer interest, and 
ultimately the success of the program and the extent of investment in the state.  
 
No comments on the scenarios. 
 
14) How should the community bill credit be administered? Should an annualized period 
mechanism be used for community solar? If yes, should the annualized period be set once 
per Pilot Project, or once for each individual community solar subscriber? 
                                                            
30 Tangible economic benefits simply means a product offering that results in immediate and significant savings for 
the customer.   
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We agree with CCSA’s recommendation that the bill credits should be administered by the 
EDCs. The bill credits should be reflected in the subscriber’s monthly bill and should be based 
on the proportional output of the energy produced by the community solar facility attributable 
to that subscriber. The value of the bill credits should be calculated on a monthly basis by 
multiplying the subscriber’s portion of the kilowatt-hour energy production by the bill credit. 
Any balance that remains after the bill credits are applied to the monthly bill should be carried 
over and applied to the next month’s bill.  
 
15) Identify best practices in EDC administration of  community  solar  billing  in  other  
states and explain how they can and should apply specifically to the New Jersey Pilot 
Program. EDCs specifically should identify issues relating to changes in the Data 
Exchange and Protocol Process Flows {or subsequent versions) and how they will 
administer the billing  and crediting process in the Electronic Data Interchange CUEDI") 
process.   
 
We agree with CCSA’s comments regarding best practices in EDC administration of community 
solar billing, specifically in terms of requiring consistent, accurate, and timely administration of 
bill credits. 
 
It is important to set specific rules for administering community solar bill credits for both EDCs 
and subscriber organizations that ensure transparency and accountability. Subscriber 
organizations should provide a list of participating subscribers for each community solar project 
and electricity generation attributable to each subscriber’s portion of the community solar 
facility. Subscriber Organizations should update this list monthly to reflect any changes in 
subscribers. Similarly, EDCs should apply bill credits on a monthly basis to the subscribers’ bill 
to ensure that subscribers can easily track the energy generated from their portion of the system. 
EDCs should also ensure timely application of bill credits. They can do this by applying the bill 
credits within one billing cycle following the billing cycle when the energy was generated by the 
community solar facility. This timing is critical to allow subscribers to track the value they 
receive from their subscription in a community solar facility. 
 
Lastly, EDCs should also provide a report to the Subscriber Organization noting the total value 
of bill credits generated by each subscriber organizations’ solar facility and the amount of bill 
credit applied to each subscriber. This ensures checks and balances and will ensure easy 
reconciliation at the end of the year. 
 
16) What should happen to excess credits on a subscriber's bill at the end of a year? 
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Subscribers should have the option of rolling over their credits at the end of the year, or 
receiving a check from the utility should they choose to discontinue their participation in the 
community solar program.  
 
17) Are there charges on subscribers' utility bills towards which the community solar bill 
credit should not be able to be applied? 
 
No comments. 
 
18) Should unsubscribed energy be purchased by the EDCs at avoided cost or area 
locational marginal pricing ("LMP")? Or should the community solar pilot project bear 
the loss of unsubscribed energy? 
 
We do not recommend that community solar projects bear the loss of unsubscribed energy. If 
any unsubscribed energy remains, the subscriber organizations should have the option to sell 
that to the utility at the utility’s avoided cost.  Crediting unsubscribed energy at avoided cost is 
consistent with community solar programs across the country and is seen as best practices. 
 
However, if the BPU would like to proceed with LMP, then an advanced meter would be 
required in order to compensate the project based on time of generation (the LMP changes 
throughout the day). An average LMP should never be used because it is not reflective of the 
actual wholesale value of the electricity. 
 
19) Should Pilot Projects be eligible for solar renewable energy certificates ("SRECs")? If 
yes, should the SREC be given to the subscriber or to the community solar project 
owners? 
 
Yes, we agree that community solar projects should be eligible for SRECs. Based on the 
information received from the solar industry, it is anticipated that given the pipeline of solar 
projects in New Jersey coming online, all of the SREC program will be used up and the 
program will be full, thereby not allowing any community solar projects to benefit from SREC.  
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In order to mitigate this, we recommend that BPU adopt the compensation at the full retail rate 
as well as allow community solar projects to count towards Class I RECs in the near term until 
a replacement SREC program is put in place. BPU should evaluate all the available options 
once a new program is put in place.  
 
BPU should encourage any SREC successor in New Jersey to include differentiated incentives to 
support low-income residential customer solar adoption, and affordable housing operator solar 
adoption (similar to SMART program in MA). SREC success should also be structured to drive 
access, ownership, and workforce development for underserved communities.  
 
We recommend that the decision to assign the SREC to the subscriber or the community solar 
project owner should be left to the subscriber organization but it is crucial that these terms and 
disclosures are clearly laid out in the contractual terms. 
 
20) What components of the Community Solar Energy Pilot Program should be eligible 
for rate recovery by the EDCs? Include specific reference to what costs should be 
included to implement and comply with the Pilot Program. What should be the process 
for determining eligible costs? What should the process be for reviewing eligible costs and 
the proposed mechanism for recovery? 
 
If a spreadsheet is confidential, or contains confidential information, it is sufficient to 
identify it as confidential in a header or footer, rather than identifying the confidentiality 
of individual cells. 
 
We recommend that the costs associated with the program administration and any changes to 
the billing system should be eligible for rate recovery by the EDCs in a rate case. An EDC 
should be required to make a case for any costs that are incurred and present it to BPU for 
review in a rate case. We caution that EDCs not be allowed to impose undue charges on 
customers that would dissuade customers from participating in the community solar program.  
 
Additionally, lost revenue is not a "cost" to the EDCs and should not be recovered through the 
rate case.  
 
 IV. Applications and Interconnection 
 
21) Please provide specific comments on how the Pilot Program application process 



 

21 
 

should be organized, including: 1) what items should be included in the application, and 
2) what specific criteria should the BPU use to rank applications. 
 
The Pilot Program application process should be completed on a first-come, first served basis 
that includes certain project maturity requirements. These project maturity requirements should 
balance early project development milestones with the amount of investment risk required to 
receive capacity in the Pilot Program. Vote Solar recommends that projects applying for the 
Pilot Program have, at minimum, 1) site control of the specific site where the community solar 
project will be installed, and 2) a completed interconnection review. 
 
Per recommendation above, we encourage the BPU to consider establishing a separate 
interconnection queue for LMI projects, which would operate in parallel to the non-LMI track.  
We also encourage the BPU to direct the utilities to waive or remove interconnection 
application fees for projects that predominantly serve low-income customers and environmental 
justice communities.  
   
22) What specific measures should be implemented to ensure an effective and streamlined 
interconnection process for community solar pilot projects? 
 
Community solar programs should be designed in a way that results in a streamlined and 
transparent application and interconnection process. The BPU should direct each utility to 
administer a program with a certain annual capacity allocation in each service territory during the 
pilot program.  
 
The BPU should also direct each utility to make the annual capacity allocation public on their 
website, how much of the capacity allocation is available at any given time, a list of projects that 
have applied and been accepted to the pilot program, and any additional relevant information to 
help provide market certainty to facilitate project development and investment in the state.  
 
Additionally, the BPU should explore ways to support projects that will serve low-income 
customers and customers in underserved communities.  For example, assistance with 
applications and waivers for or removal of interconnection fees will help ensure these projects 
move forward swiftly. 
 
23) What measures can be implemented to minimize negative impacts and maximize grid 
benefits to the distribution system of an EDC? 
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We agree with CCSA’s recommendation that the impact of all distributed energy sources 
should be viewed holistically. Additionally, other energy technologies such as offshore wind 
and storage as well as energy efficiency are likely to provide grid benefits and the cumulative 
impacts of these technologies along with solar should be viewed in tandem to plan for any 
negative impacts on the grid and maximize grid benefits.  
 
24) Should existing solar projects be allowed to reclassify as community solar pilot 
projects? 
 
No. In addition to giving consumer access for clean energy, community solar projects should 
add new capacity to New Jersey’s renewable energy portfolio to help comply with the new 
RPS. Reclassifying existing solar projects will negate this goal.  
 
25) How can community solar subscription organizations most efficiently submit all 
required information regarding individual subscriptions to both the BPU and the relevant 
EDC? In the case of a replacement subscriber in an existing community solar project, 
should the subscriber organization be allowed to provisionally accept a new subscriber, 
subject to BPU review and right to disapprove within 30 days? What should that required 
information be?  
 
We believe it is unnecessary for the BPU to review new subscribers to a community solar 
project. Not only would this be administratively burdensome and could result in significant 
delays, but this should not be a responsibility of the BPU. As noted in question 33, Subscriber 
Organizations should manage individual subscriptions. The BPU should set the program rules 
by which Subscriber Organizations operate, including the timing of updates to subscriber lists.  
 
Subscriber allocation lists should be provided in a standardized electronic format approved by 
the BPU.  New Jersey should allow for at least monthly updates to subscriber allocations lists, 
similar to both Maryland and New York. However, New Jersey could allow and facilitate more 
frequent updates through an electronic subscription management portal, similar to Colorado 
and Minnesota.  
 
26) What reporting requirements should apply to EDCs with respect to the Pilot 
Program? 
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It is important that EDCs are transparent and detailed in any information sharing. EDCs should 
first provide on a periodic basis information on the program capacity. As CCSA recommends, 
this will include date when the data is updated, pilot program size, program capacity used up, 
and program capacity that remains. This data can be housed on their website or any other online 
portal BPU plans to create. We recommend a central repository for all things community solar 
so that it serves as a one-stop shop for all interested stakeholders.  
 
EDCs should also facilitate a process by which project developers and subscriber organizations 
are able to provide feedback to EDCs on what’s working and what’s not working regarding 
applications, interconnection and general program administration.  
 
Finally, as CCSA recommends, EDCs should submit on a periodic basis a report to the BPU 
that provides detailed information on the community solar program such as overall queue 
status, application status (active, in operation, or withdrawn), design and construction status of 
projects, and number of and MWs of projects in commercial operation and their location, and 
number of subscribers. 
 
27) What specific measures, if any, should apply to multi-family buildings? 
 
No comments.  
 
28) What specific measures, if any, should apply to master-metered buildings in terms of 
eligibility for a Pilot Project? Please discuss specifically how to ensure that benefits of a 
community solar subscription are passed through to tenants. 
 
As we discuss above, we recommend that multifamily affordable housing providers be 
considered LMI customers for purposes of the community solar pilot program.  Colorado and 
Maryland have adopted this type of measure, which is critical for ensuring that affordable 
housing providers or projects that serve them can receive special consideration.  Eligible 
affordable housing should include nonprofit affordable housing buildings or public housing 
authority buildings, as long as the residents meet income eligibility thresholds and the housing 
provider agrees to ensure the residents receive benefits.   
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For purposes of this question, we recommend that the BPU look into the global settlement that 
was reached with Xcel Energy in Colorado in 2016.31  Under that settlement, multifamily 
affordable housing providers are eligible for LMI status as long as verifiable information is 
available to show that they are sharing the benefits of their community solar subscriptions with 
their tenants.  Benefit sharing may take a variety of forms, such as additional tenant services or 
workforce training programs, agreeing to reduce or not raise rent, agreeing to use a portion of 
electric bill savings toward health and safety improvements, agreeing to provide a cash rebate, 
etc. Due to the complexities of different types of affordable housing, it is best to leave options 
for pass-through benefit flexible.   
 
29) What information regarding community solar pilot projects should be made available 
on the BPU website? Should website publication be automatic upon approval of the 
project by the Board, or only upon request from community solar project owners? 
 
We believe it is important to provide interested parties and potential subscribers information 
regarding community solar pilot projects in the state. Community solar pilot project 
information should be published on the BPU’s website, at the subscriber organization’s 
discretion, and should include relevant project such as project location, system size, and contact 
information. 
 
30) What specific elements should the BPU consider to ensure a smooth transition from 
the Pilot Program to a full-scale Community Solar Program? 
 
We recommend multiple stakeholder engagements to gather feedback and adjust the pilot 
program accordingly, especially feedback received from low-income and environmental justice 
communities.  
 
V. Customer Subscriptions. Customer Protection 
 
31) Should there be a minimum number of subscribers per community solar pilot 
project? If so, what should it be? Please provide specific support for this number. 
 
We recommend that there be at least 3 subscribers per community solar pilot project. We 
recommend this minimum to ensure that a community solar pilot project is not completed 
                                                            
31 See Low-Income Solar Policy Guide, Best Practices, Community Solar, Colorado (2018) at 
https://www.lowincomesolar.org/best-practices/community-solar-colorado/.  

https://www.lowincomesolar.org/best-practices/community-solar-colorado/
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subscribed by one entity as doing so will negate the intent of the project. Further, we 
recommend a maximum subscription size of forty-percent (40%) per subscriber. These 
minimums and maximums are consistent with programmatic best practices across the country, 
such as: 

● California’s Green Tariff Shared Renewables Program: At least 3 subscribers 
● The District of Columbia's Community Renewable Energy Facilities Program: At least 

2 subscribers 
● Hawaii’s Community Renewable Generation Program: At least 4 subscribers 
● Maryland’s Community Solar Energy Generating Systems Pilot Program: At least 2 

subscribers 
● Minnesota’s Community Solar Garden Program: At least 5 subscribers 

 
32) What should be the maximum subscription size for each subscriber? Should specific 
limits be placed on residential versus commercial subscribers? 
 
Pilot Program subscriptions should be sized up to 120% of each subscribers’ historical electric 
usage, for both residential and commercial subscribers.  For LMI projects, we encourage the 
BPU to consider allowing some subscribers, such as affordable housing and low-income 
service organizations, or the non-LMI “anchor tenants” who comprise no more than 40% of a 
project’s subscribers, to exceed the 120% limit on a temporary basis to absorb subscriptions of 
LMI residential subscribers who may leave a project.  This measure will provide assurance to 
finance entities that a project can be continuously filled.  We recommend that a subscriber’s 
ability to exceed the 120% usage limit for this purpose be limited to three months for any LMI 
residential subscriber who leaves a project. 
 
33) What specific measures should be enacted for both community solar subscription 
organizations and the BPU to manage subscriptions effectively? Please provide specific 
chum rate assumptions. 
 
Subscriber Organizations should manage individual subscriptions to individual community 
solar projects. Subscribers voluntarily enter into a contract with a Subscriber Organization. 
Although these are private contracts, they should take into account all consumer protection 
measures as part of the Pilot Program rules. It is unclear what role the BPU would take to 
manage subscription agreements between subscribers and subscriber organizations. 
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34) Should subscriptions be portable? If yes, under what conditions? 
 
Yes, all subscriptions should be portable within the same utility service territory. This is 
especially crucial for customers living in multi-family building who may shift apartments. This 
added flexibility will minimize the customer acquisition cost for solar developers and also 
reduce the hassle for utilities on their bill payment set-up and for customers who will save time 
and effort not re-enrolling in the program.  
 
35) Please identify what specific limits, if any, should be placed on the transferability of 
subscriptions, in accordance with applicable statutes, rules, and regulations. If the BPU 
were to determine that transcriptions are fully transferable (i.e., able to be brokered and 
sold), what consumer protections should be established? Please include consideration of, 
among other things, necessary approvals and certificates, to ensure that if a community 
solar subscription market, including through third parties, were to develop, that said 
market is fair and transparent? 
No comments.  
 
36) Please provide comments on consumer protection measures, including ideas and 
language for consumer protection rules, and a proposed customer disclosure form. 
 
Appropriate consumer protections are an essential part of any community solar program. Both 
Maryland and Minnesota have already implemented straightforward consumer disclosure 
checklists that clearly identify key terms associated with any subscription. These state forms can 
provide an example for BPU when determining how to educate and protect consumers that 
participate in the state’s community solar pilot program.  
 
We also recommend the report, “Consumer Protection for Community Solar: A Guide for 
States”, a project of the US Department of State and Clean Energy States Alliance (CESA).  
 
Other topics for consumer protection should include checklists against predatory lending and 
misleading sales tactics.  
 
BPU should utilize multiple mediums such as online, in-print, and in-person communication as 
well as any educational materials produced in multiple languages to ensure it reaches as many 

https://www.cesa.org/assets/2017-Files/Consumer-Protection-for-Community-Solar.pdf
https://www.cesa.org/assets/2017-Files/Consumer-Protection-for-Community-Solar.pdf


 

27 
 

customers as possible. In Illinois Solar for All Program, for example, marketing and contractual 
materials must be in the language requested by the customer.32 
 
37) Besides NJ building codes and standards, what specific technical standards should the 
BPU cite in its rules and regulations for the community solar pilot projects? 
 
No comments.  
 
38) Please provide general comments on any issues not specifically addressed in the 
questions above. Please do not reiterate previously made comments, keep these comments 
succinct, and make specific reference to their applicability in the New Jersey context. 
 
No additional comments.  
 
 
___________ 
 
About us: 
 
Vote Solar is a national, non-profit, non-partisan grassroots organization with a mission to make 
solar a mainstream energy source. We aim to foster economic opportunity and support a cleaner, 
healthier environment by bringing solar energy into the mainstream. Vote Solar is not a trade 
group and does not have corporate members. Since 2002, Vote Solar has worked in states all 
across the country to remove market barriers and implement key policies needed to bring solar to 
scale. 
 
Formed over 15 years ago, GRID Alternatives (GRID) is a national leader in making clean, 
affordable solar power and solar jobs accessible to low-income communities and communities of 
color. GRID’s mission is to make renewable energy technology and job training accessible to 
underserved communities. GRID has completed over 10,600 commercial and residential solar 
projects for low-income families throughout the country, totaling over 44 megawatts. It has 
provided 37,700 job trainees and community members with hands-on training to build the skills 
and experience necessary to secure jobs in today’s rapidly growing solar industry. GRID is also a 
leader in low-income solar policy and partners with utilities, state agencies and other 
stakeholders across the country to increase solar access and equity. 

                                                            
32 December 4, 2017 Illinois Power Agency Long Term Renewable Resources Procurement Plan. P 172. Available 
at https://www2.illinois.gov/sites/ipa/Documents/2018ProcurementPlan/LTRRPP-Filed-Long-Term-Renewable-
Resources-Procurement-Plan.pdf 
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Founded in 1969, Ironbound Community Corporation’s (ICC) mission is to engage and 
empower individuals, families and groups in realizing their aspirations and, together, work to 
create a just, vibrant and sustainable community. ICC impacts the lives of nearly 1,000 people 
daily and thousands annually. The majority of ICC’s 3,000 annual clients are from very low to 
low income households with low literacy and English proficiency and multiple family stressors. 
 
Environment NewJersey is a citizen-based environmental advocacy project of the non-profit 
Environment America. Environment NewJersey researches the challenges confronting our 
environment and educate the public about what’s at stake. Through research reports, news 
conferences, interviews with reporters, op-ed pieces, letters to the editor and more, Environment 
NewJersey raises awareness of environmental issues and promote sensible solutions.  
 
Earthjustice is the nation’s original and largest nonprofit environmental law organization that 
leverages its expertise and commitment to fight for justice and advance the promise of a healthy 
world for all. 
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Executive Summary

Solar is booming. The United States achieved more than 30 gigawatts of cumulative installed solar capacity
in 2016, up from virtually zero just a decade prior. Yet almost half of American households cannot access
solar power because they reside in rented or multi-tenant buildings. Other households have shaded roofs, or
lack the capital needed to invest in solar panels. “Community solar” is an emerging opportunity to increase
solar deployment and access.

Community solar projects—also known as community solar gardens, community solar farms, and community
shared solar—are small- to medium-scale solar-electric systems that provide power and/or financial payback
to multiple participants. These systems can enhance electric grid resilience, support economic growth, reduce
transmission and distribution costs, lower peak rate spikes, increase low-income uptake of solar, enhance en-
vironmental justice, and improve human and environmental health. Additionally, community solar projects
are generally small enough to be located close to end users but large enough to achieve economies of scale,
making community solar a valuable complement to utility-scale and residential solar.

As the country’s most densely populated state, New Jersey stands to benefit greatly from community solar
as a new approach to solar expansion. New Jersey has a track record of innovative and effective solar poli-
cies. Thanks to its net metering policy, solar Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS), and Solar Renewable
Energy Credit (SREC) market, New Jersey has enough installed solar capacity to power 257,000 homes, and
ranks fourth on the Solar Energy Industries Association list of top solar states. Establishing a statewide
community solar program would augment consumer choice and unlock a new market for solar development,
helping New Jersey remain a national leader in solar energy.

Thoughtful policy design is essential to program success. Community solar can provide multiple benefits
to low- and moderate-income and renting households and to the power grid, but it must be implemented
carefully to reduce costs. The following recommendations for community solar legislation in New Jersey
are based on an extensive literature review, interviews with more than 100 experts and practitioners, and
in-depth case studies of three states (California, Hawaii, and Minnesota) that have led efforts to design and
implement community solar policies.
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Recommendations for community solar legislation in New Jersey

Statute and program design

(1) Be clear on legislative intent, but delegate program details and technical specifications to the New
Jersey Board of Public Utilities (NJ BPU).

(2) Administer the community solar program in two phases: a pilot stage to identify and correct
problems, followed by full implementation.

(3) Require utilities to collect and disclose information relevant to project development.

(4) During the pilot stage, use a Request for Proposals (RFP) to process project applications. For full
implementation, use a queue-based first-come, first-served process.

(5) Establish transparent cost-sharing procedures for grid upgrades needed to accommodate
community solar.

(6) Create a simple, standardized process for community solar permitting.

(7) Develop and ultimately transition to a value-of-solar credit rate. In the interim, use virtual net
metering to credit customers at the applicable retail rate.

(8) Set a floor on SREC prices and provide SREC benefits to subscribers.

Project restrictions

(9) Cap the size of individual projects at 5 megawatts (MW). Limit participation to customers in the
same service territory and county.

(10) Encourage development on low-value land and sites that allow multiple land uses. Require
project applications to include decommissioning plans.

Subscriber base and customer outreach

(11) Allow participation of residential and small-business customers. Limit the subscription size of any
one customer to 40 percent of project capacity.

(12) Require developers to allocate at least 10 percent of subscriptions to low- and moderate-income
(LMI) customers, and adopt measures to increase LMI and environmental justice (EJ)
participation. Integrate community solar into existing energy assistance programs.

(13) Create and implement consumer-protection measures, including a standard disclosure checklist
and an online information portal.
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1 Background

Solar power is growing rapidly in the United States. In 2016, more than 30 gigawatts (GW) of cumulative
solar capacity had been installed across the country, up from virtually zero installed capacity just a decade
prior.1 The bulk of this capacity comes from utility-scale and residential solar installations (Figure 1). Both
installations are effective in certain settings, but can have limitations. Utility-scale solar plants, like other
utility-scale plants, rely on long transmission lines to deliver power to end users. Long transmission lines
result in higher system losses and are more expensive to construct and maintain.2 In addition, utility-scale
plants have large physical footprints, which make them difficult to site.3 Residential solar can be inaccessible
to those who lack sufficient capital or credit, and to residents of shaded, rented, or multitenant buildings.

Figure 1: U.S. solar PV installations, 2000–2015. (Source: Solar Energy Industries Association)

Community solar projects (also known as community solar farms, community solar gardens, and community
shared solar4) are becoming an increasingly popular complement to utility-scale and residential solar instal-
lations. While the exact definition of community solar varies among states, utilities, and other stakeholders,
in this report we define “community solar” as small- or medium-scale solar-electric systems that provide
power and/or financial payback to, or are owned by, multiple community members participating in a vol-
untary program (Figure 2).5 Typically, community solar projects are located away from their participants.
Members own a fraction of the project’s panels, or subscribe to a fraction of its electrical output, which is
exported directly to the grid. In return, utilities credit members for their share of the electricity exported
to the grid, reducing their monthly utility bills.

Community solar projects offer several unique benefits. First, they are generally small enough that they
can be located close to end users, but large enough to realize economies of scale. Second, community solar
projects enable customers to receive the benefits of solar power without having to finance the purchase or
lease of their own system. Third, community solar contracts can be arranged collectively, allowing individual
customers to participate without individually undertaking complex financing arrangements.6 Fourth, com-
munity solar provides an alternative to residential solar for customers who cannot host solar installations

1 Solar Energy Industries Association. (2016). “U.S. Solar Market Insight”.
2 U.S. Energy Information Administration (2016). “How much electricity is lost in transmission and distribution in the United

States?” U.S. Department of Energy.
3 Krannich, R.S.; Robertson, P.G.; Olson, S.K. (2013).Wind and Solar Energy in the U.S.: Policy Recommendations for Rural

Development . National Agricultural & Development Policy Center, Rural Development Centers Initiative.
4 These terms are used interchangeably in this report.
5 National Renewable Energy Laboratory. (2010). A Guide to Community Solar: Utility, Private, and Nonprofit Develop-

ments. U.S. Department of Energy.
6 Consumer Federation of America. (2016). Public Power and Rural Electric Leadership on Community Solar Initiatives.
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Figure 2: Community solar infographic. (Source: NYSERDA, Shared Solar NY-Sun)

on their own properties. This advantage is particularly notable given that 49 percent of households are
currently unable to host an individual solar PV system (after excluding households that do not own their
building or live in live in buildings with insufficient roof space for solar panels).7

In the United States, community solar represents a small but growing segment of the solar market. 1.8 GW
of community solar capacity is projected to come online in the next five years, compared to just 0.1 GW of
community solar installed through early 2016, and 25 states have at least one operating “community solar”
project.8 Continued expansion of community solar can help accelerate the U.S. transition to a clean energy
future, with associated gains in energy security, human and environmental health, and economic growth.
Facilitating such growth will require state-specific policies governing the financial, technical, and equity as-
pects of community solar. To date, just 14 states and the District of Columbia have such policies in place
(Figure 3).9

Figure 3: States with shared renewables policies in place. (Source: Energy Sage)

7 National Renewable Energy Laboratory. (2015). Shared Solar: Current Landscape, Market Potential, and the Impact of
Federal Securities Regulation. U.S. Department of Energy.

8 Solar Energy Industries Association (n.d.). “Shared Renewables/Community Solar”.
9 Ibid.
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This report is intended to inform the development and implementation of effective, successful community
solar policy for the State of New Jersey. Although the report is targeted at policymakers in New Jersey, it
contains information and analysis that will be useful to policymakers in all states. The report is structured
as follows:

• Section 2 provides an overview of the New Jersey energy landscape.

• Section 3 examines the key considerations for community solar and provides policy recommendations.

• Section 4 discusses how the policy recommendations in Section 3 should guide community solar legis-
lation in New Jersey.

The content of this report derives from three sources: (1) a literature review; (2) interviews with more than
100 practitioners and subject-matter experts (Appendix A); and (3) fieldwork in three states—California,
Hawaii, and Minnesota—that have already launched efforts on designing and implementing community solar
policies (Appendix B).
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2 New Jersey Energy Profile

2.1 State overview
New Jersey has the highest population density of any state in the nation, with nine million residents liv-
ing across 7,354 square miles (about 1,200 residents per square mile).10,11 It has the sixth-highest median
household income and the 10th-lowest poverty rate of any state (excluding Washington, D.C.).12,13

Figure 4 shows the breakdown by power source of New Jersey’s electricity market. Natural gas and nuclear
power provide more than 90 percent of New Jersey’s electricity, with natural gas generating more electricity
than nuclear power for the first time in 2015. The small market share of coal in the state is notable. As of
September 2016, 62 percent of New Jersey’s electricity generation comes from natural gas, and almost all
the rest (36 percent) comes from nuclear power.14

Figure 4: (Left) New Jersey power plants: natural gas (blue), solar (yellow),
petroleum (brown), coal (black), and nuclear (purple). (Right) New Jersey net

electricity generation by type. (Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration)

Solar energy is New Jersey’s largest source of renewable power.15 While there are many solar installations
in the state, most are small-scale. New Jersey has the fourth-highest installed solar PV capacity in the
United States, but renewable power collectively (including solar as well as other sources of renewable en-
ergy) accounts for less than 5 percent of the state’s electricity generation.16 The majority of solar generation
in New Jersey comes from distributed resources, and most of the remainder is generated by utility-scale
installations, including the state’s two largest installations (19.9 MW each).17 According to the most recent

10 U.S. Census Bureau. (2015). “QuickFacts: New Jersey”. U.S. Department of Commerce.
11 U.S. Energy Information Administration. (2015). “Profile Analysis: New Jersey”. U.S. Department of Energy.
12 The Henry J. Kaiser Family Foundation (2015). “Median Annual Household Income”.
13 Proctor, B.D.; Semega, J.L.; Kollar, M.A. (2016). Income and Poverty in the United States: 2015 U.S. Department of

Commerce: U.S. Census Bureau.
14 U.S. Energy Information Administration. (2015). “Profile Analysis: New Jersey”.
15 Ibid.
16 Ibid.
17 Ibid.
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data available, New Jersey residents pay the 10th-highest electricity prices in the United States.18 Average
retail electricity prices in October 2016 were $0.15/kWh for residential customers, $0.12/kWh for commer-
cial customers, $0.09/kWh for industrial customers, and $0.13/kWh overall.19 New Jersey’s net summer
capacity (the maximum output supplied during peak load in the summer) is 19,399 MW.20

New Jersey has four investor-owned utilities (IOUs): Public Service Electric & Gas Company (PSE&G),
Jersey Central Power & Light (owned by FirstEnergy Corporation), Atlantic City Electric (owned by Exelon
Corporation), and Rockland Electric Company (owned by Consolidated Edison (Con Ed), Inc.) (Figure
5). The state also has several municipal electric utilities, and a single electric co-op, Sussex Rural Electric
Cooperative, Inc. Roughly half the state’s 21 counties are served by multiple utilities.

Figure 5: Service territory map and additional information for electric utilities in
New Jersey. (Map source: New Jersey Board of Public Utilities and New Jersey
Department of Environmental Protection. Information source: utility websites.)

2.2 Solar policies and programs in New Jersey

2.2.1 Renewable Portfolio Standard
In 1999, the Electric Discount and Energy Competition Act established New Jersey’s Renewable Portfolio
Standard (RPS), requiring the state’s independent power producers (IPPs) to generate a certain percentage
of their electricity from renewable sources. The RPS established a target of 0.5 percent of state electricity
production to come from renewables in 2001 (the year the RPS went into effect), and set a schedule for the
target to increase over time, eventually reaching 4 percent in 2012.21 The Electric Discount and Energy
Competition Act also created a “Societal Benefits Charge (SBC)”—an additional charge placed on ratepay-
ers’ monthly utility bills to be used in part to subsidize the cost of renewable energy systems.

The legislature has altered the RPS several times since its enactment, including by adding a “solar carve-out”
or “solar RPS” in 2004. The solar carve-out initially mandated that at least 90 MW of solar capacity be

18 U.S. Energy Information Administration. (2016). “Table 5.6.A. Average Price of Electricity to Ultimate Customers by
End-Use Sector”. U.S. Department of Energy.

19 U.S. Energy Information Administration. (2015). “Profile Analysis: New Jersey”.
20 Ibid.
21 Hart, D.M. (2010). “Making, breaking, and (partially) remaking markets: State regulation and photovoltaic electricity in

New Jersey.” Energy Policy. 38(11).
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installed by 2009. The carve-out was later expanded to require that 2 percent of New Jersey’s electricity
generation come from solar resources by 2020, increasing the state’s solar capacity to an estimated 1.5 GW
by that year. This target was reached in 2015, five years ahead of schedule.22 The current RPS require-
ments are for 20.38 percent of state electricity to come from renewable sources by 2021, and 4.01 percent
from solar by 2027. While RPS requirements can be (and often are) met by buying RECs from out-of-
state, SRECs can only come from producers connected to the New Jersey distribution system. As a result,
while in-state solar generation almost exactly matches the solar RPS requirement, in-state renewables gen-
eration is much lower than the REC requirement. See Section 3.1.4. for a more detailed discussion of SRECs.

New Jersey legislators are now considering New Jersey Senate Bill 2276 (S2276), which would establish a
New Jersey Solar Energy Study Commission to “study all aspects of New Jersey’s solar energy generation
industry, and make findings and recommendations to the Governor and Legislature on how the use of solar
energy could be expanded in the State.”23 The bill would also modify New Jersey’s solar RPS, replacing the
schedule described above with a new schedule that requires “electric power suppliers and basic generation
service providers to generate a greater percentage of solar energy each year, culminating in 4.1 percent by
energy year 2022 and thereafter. The bill would eliminate increased solar energy requirements for energy
years 2023 through 2027.”24 The bill was passed by the New Jersey Senate in June 2016 and is now being
considered by the General Assembly. Legislators are also considering New Jersey Senate Bill S1707 (S1707),
which requires that utilities in the state source 80 percent of their electricity from renewable energy by 2050.
Under the bill, utilities would be required to source 11 percent of their electricity from renewables next year.
This requirement would increase roughly 10 percent every five years until the “80 percent by 2050” target
is met. S1707 was passed by the Senate in February 2016 and is now under consideration in the General
Assembly.

2.2.2 Clean Energy Program
In 2003, the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (NJ BPU) established the Office of Clean Energy to
administer New Jersey’s Clean Energy Program (NJCEP). NJCEP is a statewide program that engages gov-
ernment and industry representatives, energy experts, public interest groups, academics, and others to serve
on committees that inform the NJ BPU’s clean-energy activities, operations, and stakeholder outreach.25

NJCEP also oversees a consistent set of energy efficiency and sustainability initiatives in each major utility
service territory in New Jersey.26 These initiatives include the following:

• Solar rebate program. In 2001, the NJ BPU worked with the Natural Resources Defense Council to
launch the Customer On-Site Renewable Energy (CORE) solar-rebate program under NJCEP. The
program initially offered up to a 70 percent rebate for residents who installed solar energy systems.
Although the rebate percentage was rolled back to 50 percent in 2006, CORE remained one of the most
generous solar-rebate programs in the country. Indeed, the program was so generous and so popular
that its cost ultimately exceeded the revenue from the Societal Benefits Charge. NJCEP gradually
reduced CORE rebates over a period of several years, so that the program was completely phased out
by 2008.

• Solar Renewable Energy Certificate (SREC) marketplace. In 2004, the New Jersey BPU established
an online market through which IPPs could purchase SRECs from residential generators to meet their
RPS requirements. For the first few years after the market was established, SREC prices in New
Jersey ranged from about $0.10 to $0.26 per kWh (2010 equivalent).27 In 2012, New Jersey Governor
Chris Christie signed into law the “Solar Act” to energize the state’s deflated SREC market.28 This
legislation successfully stabilized the New Jersey SREC market by boosting New Jersey’s RPS for

22 Ibid.
23 New Jersey Senate Environment and Energy Committee. (2016). “Statement to Senate, No. 2276”. June 6, 2016.
24 Ibid.
25 New Jersey Clean Energy Program (NJCEP). (2016). “About NJCEP. New Jersey Board of Public Utilities.
26 Office of Energy Efficiency & Renewable Energy. (2015). “Energy Incetive Programs, New Jersey”. U.S. Department of

Energy.
27 Hart, D.M. (2010).
28 Volcovici, V. (2012). “Christie signs bill to boost New Jersey’s solar industry”. Reuters.
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several years (balancing the near-term increase in the RPS with a reduction in RPS requirements
originally scheduled for later years.)29 See Section 3.1.4. for a more detailed discussion of SRECs and
New Jersey’s SREC market.

• CleanPower Choice Program. The CleanPower Choice Program, established under NJCEP in 2005,
allows all ratepayers in the state to purchase renewable energy at a premium from energy service
companies.30 As of 2010, only 16,000 of New Jersey’s more than three million utility customers had
signed up for the program.31

• Net metering. Since 1999, New Jersey has had a net electric metering (NEM, also known as simply
“net metering” within the state) policy that allows owners of small-scale solar energy systems to sell
excess energy back to the grid at the applicable retail rate. (See Section 3.1.1. for a more detailed
discussion of NEM). New Jersey’s NEM policy has been updated several times since its enactment,32

but has consistently served to encourage residential rooftop solar. The NEM incentive was particularly
strong during the early 2000s, when New Jersey energy prices spiked (increasing by 30 percent from
2002 to 2006).33 New Jersey limits net metering based on historical usage, avoiding problems some
other states have had with generation that exceeds household usage.

• Aggregated net metering. In 2013, the NJ BPU adopted rules authorizing aggregated net metering
(ANM) in New Jersey. ANM enables certain customer types—including non-profits, multi-unit resi-
dences, school districts, or local governments—to receive the same benefits that residential customers
receive under conventional NEM. The rules allow a qualified customer to be credited at the ARR for
the aggregate power generated by all solar-energy facilities that the customer owns. The retail credit is
limited to the metered annual use of the customer’s qualified facilities that are all in the same rate class
under the applicable tariff. Any power produced in excess of this amount is credited to the customer
at the wholesale rate.34

Due largely to these and other state-level policies and programs, the number of solar installations in New
Jersey has grown dramatically over the past decade (Figure 6). As of November 30, 2016 (the most recent
data available), there were well over 60,000 solar PV installations statewide, with a combined capacity of
nearly 2,000 MW—an increase of over 100 times from the 500 installations and combined capacity of 62.7
MW that New Jersey had in 2005.35,36

Figure 6: Number of solar installations in New Jersey, by year.
(Source: State of New Jersey Energy Data Center)

29 New Jersey Board of Public Utilities & New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection. (2015). New Jersey Energy
Master Plan: Update.

30 This program essentially involves participants buying RECs from clean producers in a utility-facilitated exchange.
31 Johnson, T. (2010). “NJ Residents Still Steering Clear of Clean Energy”. NJ Spotlight. July 8, 2010.
32 For an in-depth history of NEM in New Jersey, see the page on this topic maintained by the North Carolina Clean Energy

Technology Center at North Carolina State University.
33 Ibid.
34 New Jersey Board of Public Utilities. (n.d.) “Solar Act Proceedings, Implementation, and Milestones”.
35 New Jersey Clean Energy Program. (2016). “Solar Activity Reports”. New Jersey Board of Public Utilities.
36 Heavens, A.J. (2005) “A lukewarm reception”. The Philadelphia Inquirer. July 24, 2005, p. J01.
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2.2.3 Microgrids
Microgrids are “localized [power] grids that can disconnect from the traditional grid to operate autonomously.”37

New Jersey already has about 45 microgrids, but most are campus microgrids or single building microgrids
with one type of distributed energy resource. The state’s 2015 Energy Master Plan calls for installation of
additional microgrids to improve grid resiliency during storms. In 2016, the NJ BPU allocated $1 million to
fund feasibility studies for community microgrids, with particular emphasis on 24 communities in 17 munic-
ipalities identified by the state as being at high risk for grid outages. The NJ BPU is expected to announce
a second round of funding for engineering work on microgrids at a later date.38

2.2.4 Benefits of community solar in New Jersey
New Jersey has several attributes that make community solar particularly beneficial to residents. First, the
state’s densely populated cities have a large fraction of renters (of the top ten U.S. cities with the largest
fraction of renters, six are in New Jersey,39 as shown in Figure 7), meaning there is significant potential for
community solar to expand solar access to all state residents, regardless of their housing status.

Figure 7: Percentage of renters in U.S. cities. (Source: Advameg, Inc.)

Second, New Jersey exhibits dramatic levels of income inequality from neighborhood to neighborhood and
town to town, with the poverty rate reaching more than 33 percent in places like Camden, Asbury Park,
and Atlantic City.40 Targeting development of community solar projects to these and other areas with high
concentrations of low-income households provides an opportunity to extend solar power to large groups of
people who face financial barriers to access.

Third, New Jersey is one of the most urban regions in the country. Sixty percent of New Jersey’s land area is
urban (more than any U.S. state or territory except the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico), and slightly
more than 5 percent of New Jersey’s population lives in rural areas (behind only the District of Columbia
and California). Community solar could alleviate grid congestion by siting projects in locations that would
maximize transmission and distribution benefits.

Fourth, grid resilience during and after storms is a major concern in New Jersey. The vulnerability of
New Jersey’s power grid became abundantly clear during Hurricane Sandy in 2012. The storm damaged
transmission lines and power poles across the state, causing 65 percent of New Jersey utility customers to

37 Office of Electricity Delivery & Energy Reliability. (n.d.) “The Role of Microgrids in Helping to Advance the Nation’s
Energy System”. U.S. Department of Energy.

38 Microgrid Knowledge. (2016). “New Jersey to Offer Funds for Community Microgrids”.
39 Advameg, Inc. (2017). “City Data”.
40 Legal Services of New Jersey. (2014). Income Inequality in New Jersey: The Growing Divide and Its Consequences. Poverty

Research Institute
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lose power—many for several weeks.41 As extreme-weather events in New Jersey and other coastal regions
become more frequent and intense due to climate change, community solar and other types of decentralized
power production will become increasingly important to ensuring a resilient power grid.

Finally, New Jersey’s restructured electricity market and mature solar industry will make it relatively easy
to establish a community solar market quickly and efficiently.

41 U.S. Department of Energy. (2012). “Hurricane Sandy Situation Report #5”. Office of Electricity Delivery & Energy
Reliability.
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3 Key Considerations in Community Solar Policy

A number of distinct topics must be considered when designing policies for community solar. These include
the following:

(1) Rate design

(2) Financing

(3) Grid integration

(4) Siting and permitting

(5) Project size and capacity

(6) Subscription structure

(7) Developer application process

(8) Community engagement and education

(9) Ensuring widespread access

In the subsections that follow, we examine these topics in turn. For each topic, we summarize the major
questions and issues, discuss the advantages and disadvantages of different approaches for resolving them,
and provide policy recommendations.

3.1 Rate design

Key Takeaways

• Selecting an appropriate and effective rate design is the most important element of community solar
program design.

• Value-of-solar (VOS) credit mechanisms can fully and accurately value the energy produced from
community solar projects. However, there is not yet a widely used methodology for calculating the
VOS rate.

• “Adders” can help policymakers ensure that certain objectives are met, but may introduce program
inefficiencies.

The central question facing state policymakers and regulators designing community solar programs is how
to credit customers for the electricity projects produce. Whereas electricity produced by residential rooftop
solar installations is typically credited at the applicable retail rate and electricity produced by utility-scale
solar is typically credited at the wholesale rate, the credit scheme for electricity produced by community solar
projects is currently the subject of debate in many states. What policymakers decide will largely dictate
the financial benefits participating customers receive, the amount developers can charge for subscriptions,
project financeability, and whether states meet some of their renewable energy goals. Most community solar
programs opt for one of two valuation schemes: (1) virtual net metering, or (2) a value-of-solar methodology.

3.1.1 Virtual net metering
The most common rate design for community solar is virtual net metering (VNM), an expansion of the widely
used net energy metering (NEM) billing mechanism. In NEM, customers who own and operate solar panels
or other distributed generation systems on their properties receive on-bill credits for the electricity they
deliver to the grid when their production exceeds their demand. VNM allows community solar participants
to receive the same benefits as customers with residential rooftop solar (Figure 8). In VNM, the customer’s
electricity meter does not physically roll backward when the community solar installation generates energy
(as it does for some customers participating in conventional NEM programs); instead, the customer receives
bill credits per a pre-determined formula. The size of the credit is proportional to the size of the customer’s
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subscription, the energy generated by the community solar project, and the customer’s applicable retail rate
(ARR). The ARR typically varies by customer class, which the utility regulators determine based on factors
such as public policy objectives, socioeconomic status, or annual household level of energy consumption.
To date, 12 states and the District of Columbia have developed VNM policies, although only 11 of the 111
active “community solar” projects nationwide are located in those states.42

Figure 8: A comparison of virtual net metering and conventional net energy metering. (Source: Clean Footprint)

A major advantage of VNM is that it is relatively easy for customers to understand and for utilities with
existing NEM programs to implement. However, simply expanding existing NEM programs to include com-
munity solar can potentially lead to cross-subsidization. The concern is that the ARR includes not just
the cost of electricity generation, but also the costs of transmission, distribution, and grid maintenance. In
conventional NEM programs, this is not a major problem: customers generate and consume electricity at
the same location and do not impose any additional strain on the grid. In VNM, electricity is typically
produced and consumed at different locations, so the distribution and sometimes transmission systems must
be used to transport electricity from the source (e.g., a community solar garden) to the end user. While
community solar developers pay utilities the fixed cost of any necessary grid upgrade to interconnect their
projects, they may or may not compensate utilities for the long-term transmission and distribution costs
associated with their projects. Hence applying the full ARR to calculate credits from VNM can potentially
subsidize participating customers at the expense of nonparticipants.

Some states have VNM rate rules designed to address the issue of payment for the use of distribution and
transmission services. How those rules are set has a significant impact on program participation and effective-
ness. Under Delaware’s Community Net Metering Provisions, customers on the same distribution feeder as
the community solar facility are compensated at the full ARR, while customers not on the same distribution
feeder are compensated at a lower rate.43 In Xcel Energy’s community solar program in Colorado, adminis-
tered under Colorado’s Community Solar Gardens Act, certain charges related to use of the transmission and
distribution system are excluded from the total ARR credit awarded to program participants. This credit
structure accounts for the fact that since the program allows community solar projects and subscribers to
be located anywhere within Xcel’s service territory, participants nearly always rely on the distribution and

42 Deloitte Center for Energy Solutions. (2016). Unlocking the value of community solar .
43 Passera, D. (2011). “Delaware PSC issues proposed rules for community net metering. Interstate Renewable Energy Council.
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transmission system to some extent. California only credits participants in its shared renewables program
for the avoided cost of generation, meaning that participants still pay for the use of the transmission and
distribution systems, and other costs incurred by the utility from integrating shared renewables into the
grid. This has resulted in customers having to pay a premium for participating in California’s shared renew-
ables program, which has impeded participation and presents a major barrier for low-income participation
in particular.

3.1.2 Value-of-solar
The value-of-solar (VOS) rate design has recently emerged as an alternative valuation methodology to VNM.
VOS monetizes the costs and benefits associated with community solar, known collectively as the “value
stack.” Costs are subtracted from benefits to determine the rate at which utilities credit community solar
subscribers. Customers continue to purchase energy from the utility at the ARR, but are credited for the
generation produced by their community solar subscription. This is sometimes called a “buy all, sell all”
transaction, where the customer is only compensated for the value the project adds to the system. Under
a VOS approach, all community solar program participants should receive the same bill credit rate (absent
any adders or different values for avoided distribution costs based on locational benefits—see Section 3.1.3),
regardless of customer class.

The most important—and most challenging—parts of a VOS credit scheme are (1) selecting the components
to include in the value stack, and (2) identifying an appropriate methodology for monetizing each component.
Table 1 identifies components that are frequently included in a VOS value stack.44

Table 1: Common components of VOS value stacks for community solar projects.

Category Component Description/notes

Energy and
capacity

Energy value Value of energy actually produced by the project.

Capacity value Value of additional capacity the project provides to the
grid.

Direct benefits

Lowered transmission
and distribution
requirements

Community solar projects located close to end users can
lower the need for investment in building out or
upgrading the transmission and distribution systems.

Lowered line losses
and congestion

Community solar projects located close to end users can
reduce line losses and grid congestion.

Merit order effect Since solar facilities have very low operating costs, they
can sell marginal power more cheaply into regional
transmission organization (RTO) auctions than energy
plants powered by fossil fuels, pushing such plants down
the “merit order.” By expanding solar capacity,
community solar projects can reduce the wholesale price
of electricity in a given market by cutting the peak
demand. This is sometimes called the “price
suppression benefit.”

44 This table is adapted from Bradford, T.; Hoskins, A.; Welton, S. (2013). Valuing Distributed Energy: Economic and
Regulatory Challenges. Columbia University and Princeton University.
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Fuel price hedge Solar energy has fully quantifiable lifecycle costs,
meaning that solar energy prices are much less volatile
than fossil fuel prices. Increasing the fraction of solar
energy in a portfolio can help guard against sudden price
changes of other energy sources.

Resiliency Community solar, like other types of decentralized
power, can increase the resiliency of the power grid to
extreme-weather events and other disruptions.

Direct costs

Fixed charge
coverage

Per-customer share of a utility’s fixed costs (e.g.,
personnel costs, overhead costs, etc.)

Administration and
interconnection
charges

Cost of integrating electricity produced by community
solar projects into the grid (e.g., expenses associated
with the physical interconnection process, monitoring
expenses, development and oversight of an additional
billing process, etc.)

Firming expenses Cost of maintaining appropriate capacity at central power
plants to balance the inherent intermittency of solar
power (usually seen with higher solar penetrations).

Externalities

Local environmental
impacts

By displacing fossil fuels, community solar will have a
positive impact on local air, water, and habitat quality.

Greenhouse gas
effects

By displacing fossil fuels, community solar will reduce
greenhouse gas emissions from the energy sector.

Economic impacts Developing community solar projects can create jobs,
rent payments, and other local economic growth
opportunities.

Energy security By decreasing reliance on imported fossil fuels,
community solar can increase U.S. energy security.

Alternative land use Community solar facilities may need to be sited on land
that could be used for another productive purpose.

Several states and municipalities have already adopted or are in the process of adopting VOS rate designs.
Three examples—Austin, Texas; Minnesota; and New York—are presented below.

Example 1: Austin, Texas

Austin Energy was the first utility in the United States to implement a VOS rate design for its rooftop solar
customers.45 Under this design, customer electricity generation and consumption are measured separately.
Customers pay their standard bill for electricity consumption, and receive a VOS-based credit for the solar
electricity generated by their rooftop installations. To calculate its VOS rate, Austin Energy uses a value
stack that includes avoided fuel costs, avoided plant and operating and maintenance costs, and environmen-
tal benefits, among other components.46 When first implemented, the VOS rate was higher than the retail
rate, largely due to the inclusion of fuel price-hedge benefits in the value stack.

45 Austin Energy. (n.d.). “Residential Solar Energy Rate: Value of Solar (VoS)”.
46 National Renewable Energy Laboratory. (n.d.). “Value-of-Solar Tariffs”. U.S. Department of Energy.
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Example 2: Minnesota

Minnesota was the first state to approve a VOS rate design for IOUs. A series of stakeholder meetings con-
vened by the Minnesota Department of Commerce (DOC) in 2010–2011 revealed that: (1) the state’s NEM
valuation scheme for renewable energy was likely shifting costs onto ratepayers who did not own renewable
energy systems; and (2) the NEM valuation scheme was not accurately capturing the real value of distributed
solar.47 Minnesota’s 2013 Renewable Energy Jobs Act accordingly directed the Minnesota DOC to develop
a VOS methodology. In 2014, the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission (PUC) approved its first VOS
tariff.48 The value stack used in the Minnesota PUC’s VOS methodology includes eight components, of
which four are most significant: 25 years of avoided natural gas purchases, avoided transmission capacity,
avoided new peaker power plant purchases, and avoided environmental costs (Figure 9).

Figure 9: Minnesota Value of Solar value stack—sample calculation
from April 1, 2014. (Source: Minnesota Department of Commerce)

Utilities in Minnesota have the option of using either the VOS tariff or the NEM tariff for electricity produced
by on-site renewable energy systems smaller than 1 MW. In July 2016, the Minnesota PUC issued an order
setting a VOS tariff for community solar.49 This tariff is based on a set 25-year bill credit schedule designed
to ensure transparency and reduce risk for subscribers, and is calculated at $0.09950/kWh for the year 2016.
(This rate is lower than the rate shown in Figure 9 because the acutal values used in the final 2016 VOS rate
have been adjusted in response to Xcel Energy’s cost estimates.) The same order also directed Xcel Energy
to apply the VOS tariff (rather than the ARR) to any community solar project officially proposed after
December 31, 2016. With 400–450 MW of projects under Xcel’s community solar program expected to be in
service by the end of 2017, Minnesota is poised to be the first state to test the viability of a VOS valuation
scheme on a large scale.50 There is some concern that in the short run the new and significantly lower
value-of-solar rate will discourage community solar development. However, advocates are optimistic that by
putting a framework in place that properly values the benefits of solar, the VOS will help the sector in the
long term. This is especially true given that solar installation costs are widely expected to continue declining.

47 Hinkle, M. (2015). “Minnesota’s Value of Solar: Shining Light of Hidden Value?”.
48 Cory, K. (2014). “Minnesota Values Solar Generation with New ’Value of Solar’ Tariff”. National Renewable Energy

Laboratory, U.S. Department of Energy.
49 Minnesota Public Utilities Commission. (2016). “Order Approving Value-of-Solar Rate for Xcel’s Solar-Garden Program,

Clarifying Program Parameters, and Requiring Further Filings”. Docket No. E-002/M-13-867. September 9, 2016.
50 Maloney, P. (2016) “Minnesota first to adopt ’value of solar’ approach for community solar”. Utility Dive.
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Example 3: New York

As part of New York’s Reforming the Energy Vision (REV) initiative, the New York Public Service Com-
mission (PSC) has taken several steps to enable more precise valuation and pricing of distributed energy
resources. These efforts include the development of a benefit-cost analysis (BCA) framework and utility
Distributed System Implementation Plans (DSIPs). The BCA framework was put into place to “ensure
‘an accurate and consistent analysis methodology’ for comparing potential investments that will enable an
animated market at the distribution system level.”51 Along with the framework, the NY PSC ordered the
state’s IOUs to publish BCA Handbooks that describe and quantify the benefits and costs that the utilities
attribute to distributed energy resources (DERs), and how the utilities take these benefits and costs into
consideration when evaluating DER development proposals. NY PSC staff identifies four major categories of
benefits of DERs as part of the BCA framework: avoided system energy costs, avoided generation capacity
costs, delivery costs, and avoided societal damage/mitigation costs. DSIPs are formal filings prepared by
utilities that identify system needs and articulate plans for meeting these needs with DERs or other energy
resources. Utilities are expected to use the BCA framework in putting together their DSIPs.

A more recent REV effort is the Value of Distributed Energy Resources (DER) proceeding, which will es-
tablish a value-based compensation framework for community distributed generation (CDG) projects and
other DERs. The PSC released its proposal for the framework in October 2016 and is expected to issue a
formal decision in early 2017. To smooth the transition to this new valuation approach, the PSC proposal
includes an initial interim (or Phase One) value of DER (VDER) methodology during the development of
a Phase Two methodology. The recommended Phase One VDER methodology is designed to ensure that
imperfect value calculations do not inadvertently send the wrong price signals about the benefits and costs
that DERs provide to the grid. The proposal recommends that each individual kWh of DER must be as-
signed an individual monetary value based on when and where it is generated, and that this monetary value
should then be used to compensate the customer who owns the method of generation. The proposed Phase
1 value stack includes the following components: energy value, installed capacity value, environmental value,
demand reduction value, and locational system relief value.

CDG projects in New York may receive lower compensation under the Phase One tariff relative to what they
would receive under current NEM mechanisms since the Phase One value stack is somewhat imprecise in
terms of total value provided by generators, and does not yet reflect full distribution system values. The NY
PSC therefore proposes that these projects receive an additional market transition credit based on a utility’s
assessment of impact to net annual revenue. This net impact is the calculated difference between a customer’s
fully bundled volumetric retail rate and a CDG project’s value-based rate per the PSC methodology.

3.1.3 Other approaches
Policymakers in Hawaii are experimenting with alternatives to both net metering and value-of-solar credit
schemes. In October 2015, the Hawaii Public Utilities Commission (PUC) issued a ruling52 ending NEM for
all customers who install new rooftop PV systems on their own properties. New customers can now select one
of two tariffs: a “grid-supply” option and a “self-supply” option. The “grid-supply” option is similar to the
NEM approach previously used by the state, but instead of allowing customers to offset the electricity they
consume from the grid on a one-to-one basis with rooftop PV electricity that they export back to the grid,
customers are credited a below-retail rate for the electricity they export. The “self-supply” option allows
customers to directly consume the PV electricity they produce, but does not allow them to export any elec-
tricity back to the grid, except for small, uncompensated amounts of electricity for a short duration. While
the new credit scheme avoids cross-subsidization, many have argued that it is less attractive to customers
than net metering, and hence will discourage further expansion of rooftop PV and reduce solar employment.53

51 New York Department of Public Service. (2016). Staff Report and Recommendations in the Value of Distributed Energy
Resources Proceeding. 15-E-0751.

52 Hawaii Public Utilities Commission. (2015). “Instituting a Proceeding to Investigate Distributed Energy Resource Policies”.
Decision and Order No. 33258. October 12, 2015.

53 Walton, R. (2016). “Hawaii solar industry reports 39 percent drop in employment after the end of retail net metering”.
Industry Dive.
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Hawaii policymakers have developed a separate credit scheme for its Community-Based Renewable Energy
(CBRE) program, which is currently in the final stages of development. The proposed CBRE tariff calls for
competitive procurement of credit rates for community solar customers. Under this approach, community
solar projects would be separated into two tiers: Tier 1, comprising projects with 25–250 kW of capacity;
and Tier 2, comprising projects with more than 250 kW of capacity. Project developers in each tier would
submit credit-rate bids (below time-of-day rate caps set by the Hawaii PUC), and the winning bid would be
used to calculate credits for community solar customers. This process is referred to as a “reverse auction.”
Many elements of this credit scheme are still under discussion.

The use of “adders” is another option for community solar credit schemes. Adders are extra charges built
into a tariff to account for externalities, or to motivate a utility to pursue projects and goals identified by
regulators. Adders could be integrated into community solar tariffs to encourage participation of low- and
moderate-income customers, reliance on local companies in project development, and other objectives. In
Minnesota, for instance, regulators are considering using adders to incentivize the development of community
solar projects that serve targeted populations, relieve grid congestion, or are located on low-value land, such
as brownfields. Adders offer a direct way for policymakers to promote desired outcomes, but, like any tax
or subsidy, they can be controversial and may support or inhibit solar development. Debate over adders
is particularly contentious with respect to VOS credit schemes, as the inclusion of adders in such schemes
undermines the argument that VOS rates represent the “true value” of solar.

Table 2: Community solar compensation and valuation schemes by state.54,∗

State Legislation/incentive Compensation/valuation scheme

California Green Tariffs Shared
Renewable Programs (SB 43)

Customers are compensated only the wholesale
generation value of the electricity. Customers also
pay additional program fees.

Colorado Community Solar Gardens
Act (HB 1342)

Subscribers are compensated the retail rate
minus a “reasonable” fee for electricity delivery,
integration, and program administration.

District of
Columbia

Community Renewable
Energy Act

Participants are compensated via net metering at
a standard service offer rate.

Delaware Community Net Metering
Provisions (Order 7946)

Enables virtual net metering. Customers on the
same distribution feeder as the facility are
compensated the full retail rate. Customers not
on the same distribution feeder are compensated
at a lower rate.

Maine Net Energy Billing To Allow
Shared Ownership

Participants are compensated at the retail rate.

Maryland Community Solar Energy
Generating Systems (HB
1087)

Value of electricity generated by the solar PV
system is credited at the retail rate to its
subscribers through virtual net-metering.

54 Adapted from National Renewable Energy Laboratory. (2015).
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Massachusetts Massachusetts Green
Communities Act (SB 2768)

Enacts virtual net metering. Participants are
compensated at full retail rate.

Neighborhood Net Metering
(SB 2395, Section 140)

Participants are compensated at the full retail rate
minus default service, transmission, and
transmission service charges.

Minnesota Solar Energy Jobs Act (HF
729)

Participant compensation transitioned from the
retail rate to the value-of-solar rate on January 1,
2017.

Vermont Group Net Metering Participants receive credits at the retail rate.

∗Only includes states that have enacted community solar legislation.

3.1.4 Renewable Energy Certificates
Value-of-solar credit rates are often augmented by Renewable Energy Certificates (RECs) or Solar Renew-
able Energy Certificates (SRECs). RECs are certificates representing the renewable attribute of electricity
generation, with one REC representing one MWh of renewable electricity generated and supplied to the
grid. Many states have encouraged REC sales by enacting Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPSs), which
require that a certain percentage of electricity come from renewable sources. Utilities can meet their RPS
requirements either by procuring renewable energy directly, by purchasing the RECs from a renewable en-
ergy project owned by a third party, or through an REC aggregator (brokers who trade RECs on the behalf
of their clients). Many states try to encourage in-state purchases of RECs without running afoul of the
Commerce Clause of the Constitution, which regulates interstate commerce. As a result, there is a wide
range of REC prices across states, from under $1 per REC in Texas, to more than $50 per REC in New
Hampshire,55 and more in some cases. Certain states (including New Jersey) include a carve-out in their
RPS’s specifically for solar generation, and award Solar Renewable Energy Credits (SRECs) for power pro-
duced by solar energy systems. SRECs are often much more valuable than traditional RECs, with prices
reaching between $100 and $500 in several states.56

In designing a community solar program, policymakers must decide who should receive the (S)RECs from
a community solar project: the utility, the developer, or the customers. Awarding (S)RECs to the utility
makes community solar a more attractive proposition for utilities, which may incentivize them to invest the
time, effort, and resources to develop a quality program. Awarding (S)RECs to developers improves the
financeability of community solar projects. Awarding (S)RECs to customers increases the financial benefit
of subscribing to a community solar project, if customers sell the (S)RECs back to the utility or to another
party subject to RPS requirements.57 If customers do not retain the SRECs for a community solar project,
however, then it can be misleading to advertise the project as providing customers with renewable power
(since the renewable nature of the project is effectively transferred to whomever does retain the SRECs).
This in turn may make it difficult to attract customers, as they often cite their preference to consume re-
newable energy as an important reason for subscribing to community solar projects.58

Policymakers also sometimes use REC pricing strategically in pursuit of certain goals. In Minnesota, the
PUC set artificially high REC prices to inflate the price of electricity from community solar above the retail

55 Office of Energy Efficiency & Renewable Energy. (2016). “Renewable Energy Certificates (RECs)”. U.S. Department of
Energy.

56 Ibid.
57 To simplify the process, many programs that award RECs to customers include a mechanism by which the RECs are

automatically sold back to the utility and the profit included as a credit on the customer’s electric bill.
58 Some utilities offer “Green Choice” programs, which give customers the option of greening their power portfolio for a small

fee. (New Jersey’s CleanPower Choice Program is one example.) While rarely described as such, many of these programs are
effectively mechanisms for customers to buy and retire (S)RECs so that they cannot be used for RPS compliance, thereby
forcing an increase in total renewable capacity. Few community solar programs in operation today offer this option.
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rate, in order to increase developer and utility interest.59 In Colorado, the PUC asked developers to bid on
REC prices as a way of supporting the lowest-cost project. This led to the unexpected result of negative
REC prices, meaning that developers were paying to purchase renewable energy from the utility.60

New Jersey relies on SRECs as its main state-level incentive for solar. Relatively high solar RPS standards
have led to an active SREC market with high prices in the state. Partly as a result, New Jersey has one
of the largest residential solar sectors in the nation. However, SREC prices in New Jersey have fluctuated
significantly since the SREC market was established in 2009, from an original high of almost $700 to $130
just a few years after. This volatility creates significant risks for developers and can upset customers who
install solar with the expectation that SREC prices will remain high over time. This problem is compounded
by the fact that while SREC prices are capped in the form of an alternative minimum payment that comes
into effect if SREC prices exceed a pre-set threshold, there is no SREC price floor. Furthermore, because
SRECs can be banked for up to four years, expected future market conditions can affect current prices.

In 2012, the New Jersey state legislature intervened to stabilize the SREC market by moving up some of the
solar requirements from future years. The legislature also significantly decreased the alternative minimum
payment. These actions have had moderate success. Since 2012, New Jersey SREC prices have continued to
fluctuate, but less dramatically than in the period prior to the intervention. There remains a concern that
the SREC market may crater again in the next few years from a sudden plateau in the solar RPS, which the
2012 legislation incidentally created. New Jersey Senate Bill 2276, which has passed the Senate and (at the
time of writing) is under consideration in the Assembly, seeks to prevent this market disruption. The bill
would create a committee of energy experts to propose future changes or expansions to the SREC program.

3.2 Financing

Key Takeaways

• A community solar program that limits financial risk for developers and their investors is more likely to
succeed.

• Limiting the financial risk of community solar can be achieved by:

– Establishing a clear, transparent, and predictable credit scheme.
– Creating mechanisms that mitigate credit risk.
– Improving the quality and availability of information relevant to project development.
– Ensuring that developers can easily replace customers who leave and sell unsubscribed energy.

• On-bill financing is an attractive, effective way to increase customer interest and participation in
community solar.

While the credit scheme is arguably the most significant determinant of a community solar project’s finance-
ability, other factors affect financeability as well. All else equal, a community solar program that limits
financial risk offers a much more attractive value proposition for developers and their tax and project in-
vestors. Factors that can affect financeability include the predictability of returns, cost uncertainties, internal
rate of return for tax equity, interest rate and term for debt, rules regarding unsubscribed energy, the terms
of contracts offered to subscribers, and financing options for customers.

3.2.1 Predictability of returns
Projects with predictable returns are easier to finance. The simplest way to achieve predictable returns for a
community solar project is to secure a credit rate that will apply for the life of the project, typically around
20 years, even if regulation changes. In states that use net metering, pre-set rates may include an annual

59 Minnesota Public Utilities Commission. (2014). “Order Approving Solar Garden Plan with Modifications”. Docket No.
E-002/M-13-867. September 17, 2014.

60 Lacey, S. (2015). “Negative REC Prices Could Create a ’Race to the Bottom”. Greentech Media.
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escalator, typically 2–3 percent, that increases over time to account for inflation or expected increases in the
retail rate of electricity. The State of Minnesota used this approach until transitioning recently to a VOS
rate design. VOS rates are periodically recalculated to adjust in accordance with shifts in the economic
and regulatory climate. To ensure that these recalculations do not significantly affect the predictability of
returns, the VOS methodology in effect at the time a project is approved should apply for the expected
lifetime of the project. Furthermore, the VOS methodology should be transparent and consistent, allowing
financers to predict how future certain time-dependent variables (e.g., changes in natural-gas prices) may
affect future VOS rates.

3.2.2 Development uncertainties
Because community solar is nascent, there are often significant uncertainties throughout the development
process. Developers often find it difficult to predict how many customers will subscribe to a project, how
expensive it will be to acquire those customers, how expensive it will be to integrate a project into the grid,
and how likely it is that a project will be approved by the local utility. In Minnesota, uncertainties about
interconnection costs presented a serious obstacle to developers: cost estimates provided by the managing
utility, Xcel Energy, had uncertainties of 50 percent. Improving the quality and availability of relevant
information can help reduce uncertainty that inhibits community solar development.

3.2.3 Customer acquisition and attrition
Customer acquisition and attrition are significant concerns for community solar developers. The rate at
which developers can sell unsubscribed energy to the grid affects the significance of this risk. While a high
credit rate will encourage developers to pursue more community solar projects, it can also decrease the effort
that developers put into ensuring that their projects are fully subscribed. Most states purchase unsubscribed
energy at the wholesale rate, a rate low enough that projects must maximize subscriptions to be profitable.

Rules governing customer replacement can also affect project financeability. In any community solar program,
some subscriber attrition is inevitable. Some states, such as New York, have policies that make it harder for
new customers to take over the subscriptions of delinquent customers, thereby increasing project risk. This is
especially true for projects with high numbers of low-income customers, who are more likely to face financial
shocks that limit their ability to pay subscription fees. Policies that make it easy to transfer subscriptions
can help offset the risk of participants with above-average expected default rates. Another way to reduce
the risk of default is to allow a large customer, such as a business or government agency, to subscribe to a
significant percentage of a community solar project, essentially guaranteeing a minimum revenue stream for
the project’s investors. Most states allow relatively large share sizes; for instance, Minnesota and New York
allow single customers to subscribe to as much as 40 percent of the capacity of a given project.

3.2.4 Financing options for customers
Most state PUCs and other policymaking bodies are not involved in customer-developer interactions. Nev-
ertheless, crafting a successful community solar program requires an understanding of the financing options
commonly offered to community solar customers, as customers can realize very different levels of benefits
depending on the option they select. Customers typically receive greater benefits over the project lifetime
if they purchase an ownership share rather than lease. Depending on project design, this can mean either
buying a share of the overall project, or buying specific panels in the community solar array. These options
are more accessible to wealthier customers and those with high credit scores, who can secure a loan.

However, even consumers with good credit may be reluctant to make such a large investment. A 2016 report
produced by the Smart Electric Power Alliance (SEPA), in partnership with the Pacific Consulting Group
(PCG), cited the initial investment requirement as the primary determinant of customer participation.61 A
SEPA survey found that when offered zero-down, low-interest financing options, 27 percent of customers

61 SEPA & PCG. (2016). Accelerating Adoption of Community Solar .
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who were initially uninterested in participating in a community solar program changed their minds.62 For
this reason, pay-as-you-go financing for community solar subscriptions has become popular. In pay-as-you-go
models, customers pay a monthly subscription fee with no long-term commitment. Pay-as-you-go models are
particularly attractive because they allow participants to leave if the benefits of participation decrease (e.g., if
a community solar project consistently performs below expectations) or their circumstances change. Pay-as-
you-go also makes the financial benefits of participation apparent to customers, who can easily compare the
monthly costs and credits associated with their subscription on their electricity bill. Finally, pay-as-you-go
options can help expand community solar to low- and moderate-income households without the access to cap-
ital needed for other financing options. In most states, the developer decides whether to offer pay-as-you-go
financing. One exception is New York, where community solar customers must commit to a one-year contract.

A newer option, and one widely recommended by practitioners, is on-bill financing. On-bill financing con-
solidates a customer’s community solar payments and standard utility payments into one bill, which has
multiple benefits. First, it is convenient. Second, it allows customers to easily compare the costs and bene-
fits of participation in community solar. Third, evidence suggests that on-bill financing reduces the likelihood
of default, reducing risk for developers and financiers. Finally, using on-bill financing allows customers and
developers to avoid questions regarding securities law that can arise when credits are paid out to customers
separately. Utilities often incur initial costs (e.g., costs of redesigning billing and customer-management
systems) in transitioning to on-bill financing, but the low lifetime costs and significant benefits of on-bill
financing arguably make these initial investments worthwhile.

3.3 Grid integration

Key Takeaways

• At low solar penetration levels, community solar projects pose little risk to safe, reliable grid operation.

• At high solar penetration levels, accommodating more community solar projects may require
additional variable power plants capable of quickly ramping up generation.

• Improving the quality and availability of technical information about the electric grid enables
developers to site projects in areas where interconnection is inexpensive and most beneficial to the
grid.

3.3.1 Penetration level
One of the greatest challenges in expanding the market share of solar and other renewable energy resources
is that such resources are intermittent; that is, their availability varies depending on the time of day and
local weather conditions. To understand this issue, it is necessary to understand the structure of electricity
markets. Because electricity-storage technologies are generally immature, expensive, and not yet widely
integrated into the grid,63 most electricity markets have little or no ability to capture and save excess power.
The grid must always be balanced: all electricity must be consumed at almost exactly the same time as
it is produced, and an increase in electricity demand must be met by an almost instantaneous increase in
production. To manage this challenge, most electricity markets maintain two types of capacity: base-load
and variable. Base-load capacity is typically comprised of steam turbines (which take hours to switch on
and off), while variable capacity is typically comprised of fast-response gas turbines (which can be switched
on and off within minutes).

Intermittent solar power is relatively easy to integrate into the grid at low penetration levels, as most electric
systems have enough variable capacity to compensate for drops in solar output. In New Jersey, there is likely
sufficient variable capacity to accommodate expected solar for the next decade, assuming that the state does

62 SEPA & The Shelton Group. (2016). What the Community Solar Customer Wants.
63 A notable exception is Hawaii, where very high solar penetration levels have accelerated the development and large-scale

deployment of battery storage.
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not considerably overshoot its solar RPS target. As penetration increases, however, accommodating solar
requires a more substantial system restructure.64 It may no longer be cost-effective to operate base-load
power plants given high levels of solar output during the day, and additional variable capacity may be
necessary to provide power at night and on cloudy days. System restructuring is already taking place in
Hawaii, where the combination of excellent solar resources and high prices for conventional electricity has
caused a dramatic expansion of solar capacity. On the island of Kauai, for instance, solar generation accounts
for 50 percent of total electricity generation. Much of the remainder comes from variable power plants, and
just 10 percent from base-load. One concern of system restructuring is that variable power plants emit
higher levels of greenhouse gases than certain base-load power plants like nuclear power, which is the main
source of base-load power in New Jersey. Replacing base-load power plants with variable power plants to
accommodate additional solar power may therefore offset some of the environmental benefits of transitioning
to solar in the first place.

3.3.2 Interconnection
Interconnection is the process by which distributed energy resources are connected to the electric grid. Gen-
erally speaking, the interconnection process for small residential projects is straightforward and typically
takes a few days or weeks. (Once solar installers complete a project, they request permission from the
local utility to interconnect it; after conducting any necessary due diligence on the solar system’s impact
on the grid, utilities grant permission to the installer to activate the system.) The interconnection process
for community solar projects can be more complicated, time-consuming and expensive due to the larger
sizes of systems and their associated grid impacts. Utilities often require community solar developers to
pay for interconnection studies prior to construction. These studies measure the impacts of projects on the
grid, often last several months and can cost as much as $100,000.65 Additionally, an interconnection study
may find that an existing circuit or substation is not adequate to accommodate a community solar project.
Developers must pay for any necessary upgrades, which could cost hundreds of thousands of dollars and may
render the project uneconomical.

There are both federal and state-level standards for interconnection. Interconnection performance, oper-
ation, testing, safety, and maintenance at the national level are regulated by the federal government per
the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE) Standard 1547 (Standard for Interconnecting
Distributed Resources with Electric Power Systems). However, most distributed solar PV systems serve
demand within a single distribution system, and are therefore subject to state rather than federal regulation.
In these cases, IEEE Standard 1547 serves as a guideline instead of a mandate, and state PUCs have the
final say over interconnection standards and procedures for distributed PV.

Even if overall solar penetration levels are low, the interconnection process can pose challenges to community
solar development. At the state level, developers face two primary challenges. First, relevant grid informa-
tion, such as information about the age and capacity of the local distribution system, is often not disclosed
by utilities. Second, there can be issues with the way that grid upgrade costs are allocated. While the
benefits of upgrading a distribution system apply to all parties that rely on the system, many areas simply
require the last party that joins a system—the party that pushes the system past its existing capacity to the
point at which an upgrade is required—to bear the marginal upgrade costs. The marginal cost of intercon-
nection can sometimes create a market failure by discouraging solar developers from pursuing a project on a
congested circuit, even if local demand for additional electricity is high. Policymakers in New York are cur-
rently considering a proposal to allocate grid upgrade costs across all developers benefiting from the upgrade.

It is critical to have a fair, efficient process for resolving interconnection disputes. In the early stages of
Minnesota’s community solar program, delays in project development led to interconnection disputes between
utilities and solar project developers. In response, the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission modified rules

64 Although the penetration level at which the integration of renewable energy resources becomes problematic is highly system-
specific, 40 percent is sometimes cited as a reasonable estimate.

65 NYSERDA & New York Department of Public Service. (2015). Interconnection of Distributed Generation in New York
State: A Utility Readiness Assessment .

23

http://www3.dps.ny.gov/W/PSCWeb.nsf/96f0fec0b45a3c6485257688006a701a/dcf68efca391ad6085257687006f396b/$FILE/83930296.pdf/EPRI%20Rpt%20-%20Interconnection%20of%20DG%20in%20NY%20State-complete%20-%20Sept%202015.pdf
http://www3.dps.ny.gov/W/PSCWeb.nsf/96f0fec0b45a3c6485257688006a701a/dcf68efca391ad6085257687006f396b/$FILE/83930296.pdf/EPRI%20Rpt%20-%20Interconnection%20of%20DG%20in%20NY%20State-complete%20-%20Sept%202015.pdf


on interconnection in August 2015 so that the Department of Commerce would hire independent engineers to
evaluate disputes and issue recommendations. Under this structure, a project developer that disagrees with
a utility’s assessment of grid capacity or other technical parameters may request review by an independent
engineer. The developer that brings the dispute must assume 50 percent of the costs of review.66

3.4 Siting and permitting

Key Takeaways

• Requiring community solar developers to site projects close to subscribers can minimize transmission
and distribution costs, but may impede customer acquisition and the use of optimal project locations.

• Community solar programs should encourage projects with high locational value; i.e., projects
located in areas of low solar penetration and/or constrained grid capacity.

• Community solar programs should encourage projects located on low-value land, as well as projects
designed to allow multiple land uses.

• Streamlining state and local permitting processes facilitates community solar development.

In determining where to allow and encourage community solar projects, policymakers should consider three
factors: the project’s proximity to subscribers, the locational value of the project on the grid, and alternative
land uses. Policymakers should also consider ways to streamline the permitting process.

3.4.1 Proximity to subscribers
Policymakers should specify how close a community solar project must be to its participants. Proximity rules
vary by state. In Minnesota, Xcel Energy’s Solar Rewards Community program requires that participants be
located in the same or adjacent county as the community solar project to which they are subscribed.67 The
geographic requirement in New York is less restrictive. There, participants must be within the same utility
zone and within the same New York Independent System Operator (ISO) zone as the project.68 Similarly,
in Massachusetts, participants must be located within the same utility service territory and the same New
England ISO load zone.69

More geographic flexibility allows developers to site projects in areas with cheaper land, better solar resources,
and greater economies of scale,70 resulting in savings that can be passed on to customers. However, locating
projects further away from subscribers can increase transmission and distribution costs and line losses, and
may be seen as incompatible with the spirit of a “community” solar program.

3.4.2 Locational value
Policymakers may consider designing a community solar program to encourage the development of projects
with higher locational value on the grid. These are projects sited “in areas of either low solar penetration or
high grid resiliency in a utility’s service territory. . . [areas that] are better able to (1) integrate an intermittent
power resource at a lower cost due to minimal network upgrades or (2) benefit from solar generation.”71

Although there is not yet consensus around a single metric for assessing locational value, several states and
utilities are working to integrate locational-value assessments into their planning and approval processes for

66 Minnesota Public Utilities Commission. (2015). “Order Adopting Partial Settlement as Modified”. Docket No. E-002/M-
13-867. August 6, 2015.

67 Xcel Energy. (2016). “Solar Rewards Community”.
68 NYSERDA. (n.d.). “NY-Sun Brings Shared Solar to Your Community”.
69 Commonwealth of Massachusetts. (2013). Community Shared Solar: Implementation Guidelines for Massachusetts Com-

munities.
70 San Francisco Department of the Environment. (2012). “Community Shared Solar”.
71 Edge, R.; Taylor, M.; Enbar, N.; Rogers, L. (2014). Utility Strategies for Influencing the Locational Value of Distributed

Solar . SEPA & Electric Power Research Institute.
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distributed energy resources. For example, the Hawaiian Electric Company maintains a freely accessible
Locational Value Map for the islands of Maui, Lanai, and Molokai. This online tool displays the amount of
distributed generation (as a percentage of minimum and peak loads) deployed on a distribution system at any
time. Under Maryland’s pilot community solar program, utilities are expected to publish information online
about areas for which interconnection is constrained, and to help developers identify potential project sites
with high locational value.72 In New York, state utilities maintain online “red zone” maps that illustrate
congested areas on the grid. In addition, Central Hudson Gas and Electric, in partnership with Nextant, is
piloting an approach to assess locational value. The approach is based on a “load carrying capacity factor”
indicating how much a distributed energy resource effectively reduces the peak load in a certain location.73

3.4.3 Alternative land use
Most jurisdictions already have regulations governing the placement of solar installations, including regula-
tions related to zoning, safety, aesthetics, and environmental impact. These regulations can often be applied,
with little or no modification, to community solar projects. In addition, policymakers should consider giv-
ing preference to community solar projects located on low-value sites (e.g., brownfields), and to projects
designed to enable dual usage of land (e.g., projects located on parking lots or on the rooftops of municipal
buildings).74 Such projects are also more likely to attract public support.75

3.4.4 Permitting
Once a site is selected for a community solar project, developers must obtain permits, such as a building
permit, an electrical permit, and/or a permit from the local fire department.76 The permitting process
can be time-consuming for developers, particularly if the process varies considerably across jurisdictions.77

Streamlining the permitting process across jurisdictions can reduce costs to developers and the administra-
tive burden on public officials, thus expediting and encouraging project development.

Vermont is an example of a state that has successfully simplified solar permitting. Until 2011, solar devel-
opers were required to apply for and receive a Certificate of Public Good from the Vermont Public Service
Board. The Board then deliberated on each project’s environmental, economic, and reliability impacts, and
held a 30-day public comment period. Any issues raised during this period had to be resolved through a
series of public hearings.78 Even approval for residential systems took up to six weeks or longer.

Vermont became the first state to implement a statewide solar permitting system with the passage of the
Vermont Energy Act of 2011.79 Under this new system, customers seeking to install a solar PV system of 5
kW or smaller must (1) complete a one-page registration form describing the proposed system; (2) complete
a self-certification of system compliance and informational accuracy; and (3) send a copy of the registration
form to the governing utility. If no interconnection issues are raised by the utility within 10 days of customer
filing, the system is automatically approved.80 The bill has since been revised to include residential systems
under 10 kW, and results have been notable. The number of solar installations in Vermont quadrupled within
the first three years of the bill’s passage. Solar developers have seen significant reductions in project costs,81

72 Maryland Public Service Commission. (2015). “Admin Docket Number: RM56. Revisions to COMAR 20.62 – Community
Solar Energy Generation Systems”.

73 SEPA & Nextant. (2016). “Addressing the Locational Valuation Challenge for Distributed Energy Resources”.
74 Massachusetts Institute of Technology. (2015). The Future of Solar Energy.
75 Association of New Jersey Environmental Commissions. (2012). “Solar Siting and Sustainable Land Use”.
76 Coughlin, J.; Grove, J.; Irvine, L.; Jacobs, J.F.; Phillips, S.J.; Sawyer, A.; Wiedman, J. (2012). A Guide to Community

Shared Solar: Utility, Private, and Nonprofit Project Development . U.S. Department of Energy: National Renewable
Energy Laboratory.

77 Stanfield, S.; Schroeder, E; Culley, T. (2012). Sharing Success: Emerging Approaches to Efficient Rooftop Solar Permitting.
Interstate Renewable Energy Council, Inc.

78 Wesoff, E. (2011). “Has Vermont Solved the Solar Permitting Problem?”. Greentech Media.
79 Savage, A. (2015). “Is Standardized Solar Permitting the Next Industry Breakthrough?”. Solar Energy Industries Associa-

tion.
80 Vermont Public Service Board. (2013). “Harmonizing Permitting”.
81 Savage, A. (2015).
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and the Vermont Public Service Board has reported that the new process allows staff to use their time ex-
amining larger, more complex solar projects instead of processing routine approvals for small-scale projects.82

Other states have also had success with standardized permits. The New York State Energy Research and
Development Authority (NYSERDA)’s Clean Energy Communities Program recently implemented a Unified
Solar Permitting process for small-scale solar installations of 12 kW or less. Under this process, applicants
must submit (1) an eligibility checklist; (2) a set of plans that includes a description of the solar installa-
tion, an electrical diagram, and component specification sheets; (3) a two-page application form; and (4) a
permit fee.83 This process enables municipalities to “efficiently handle large numbers of solar permits, help
applicants get in and out quickly, and support the local solar industry.”84 NYSERDA provides resources to
help guide municipalities through the permit-adoption process, including on-site training, model ordinances,
and decision-making support. Municipalities that adopt the Unified Solar Permit process are eligible to
receive grants up to $5,000, and gain access to additional funding opportunities through the Clean Energy
Communities program.85

3.5 Capacity and co-location

Key Takeaways

• Capacity limits and co-location restrictions encourage equitable distribution of community solar
project benefits, but can also impede solar development.

• Overall capacity limits on community solar programs can ease technical and administrative burdens,
but may also restrict program benefits. Strategically designed caps can help strike a balance.

3.5.1 Project limits
Some community solar programs restrict the capacity of individual projects or include co-location restric-
tions, which limit the total capacity of projects within a designated area (e.g. a parcel of land). Whether to
include capacity and co-location limits as part of a community solar program depends on the overall program
goals. If the primary goal of a community solar program is to expand solar access across a broad area, it
may be useful to impose capacity and co-location limits that prevent developers from concentrating projects
in a few areas. Such limits can also help prevent developers from using community solar programs to build
large amounts of solar without going through standard regulatory and review processes.86

If the primary goal is to increase overall solar capacity, then capacity and co-location limits may prove detri-
mental. Minnesota provides an informative case study in this regard. Appendix C.3. contains an in-depth
description of the development of Minnesota’s community solar program. In short, a 5 MW total capacity
cap per parcel of land was applied to all co-located community solar projects proposed before September
25, 2015, and a 1 MW cap applies to all co-located projects proposed thereafter. Many stakeholders have
contended that this limit makes it difficult to realize economies of scale that improve project financeability
and profitability. The evidence shows, at least in the short term, that the implementation of capacity and
co-location limits discouraged community solar development in Minnesota. In October 2015, project appli-
cations in the queue for Minnesota’s community solar program had reached a peak of 2,000 MW in total
capacity. After the co-location limit was passed in September 2015, developers withdrew many applications,
and the rate of new applications decreased significantly. By July 2016, total capacity in the queue had
dropped to 855 MW. Minnesota’s experience suggests that policymakers should carefully consider whether

82 Vermont Public Service Board. (2013).
83 NY-Sun. (n.d.). “New York State Unified Solar Permit: Expedited Solar Permit Process for Small-Scale Photovoltaic

Systems”.
84 NYSERDA. (2016). “Unified Solar Permit”.
85 Ibid.
86 Minnesota Public Utilities Commission. (2016). “Order Approving Value-of-Solar Rate for Xcel’s Solar-Garden Program,

Clarifying Program Parameters, and Requiring Further Filings”. Docket No. E-002/M-13-867. September 9, 2016.
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the benefits of capacity and co-location limits outweigh their detrimental effect on developer enthusiasm for
community solar.

3.5.2 Program limits
Several states have caps on the total capacity of their community solar programs. Other states, such as
Massachusetts and Vermont, have caps only on the amount of net-metered community solar.87 Program
capacity caps can limit the potential technical and administrative challenges of deploying community solar,
but will also limit potential benefits. In deciding whether to set a capacity cap, policymakers should consider
four factors:88

(1) the approximate number of people currently lacking access to solar energy who would gain access under
a community solar program;

(2) the estimated current and future market demand for community solar;

(3) the state’s RPS; and

(4) the amount of solar power the electric grid can absorb without significant safety or reliability concerns,
and the expected time and resources required for upgrades that would enable the grid to accommodate
additional solar.

Caps are less appropriate for programs with high potential to expand community solar access, where es-
timated current and future demand for community solar is high, and when the state requires additional
capacity to meet its overall and/or solar-specific RPS targets. Caps are more appropriate in regions where
the electric grid is heavily burdened.

States can compromise on program capacity caps by establishing separate caps for different types of com-
munity solar projects or by establishing caps that phase out over time. In Maryland, the Public Service
Commission (PSC) is piloting a community solar program with three program caps: one for small projects
under 500 kW, one for larger projects between 500 kW and 2 MW (the maximum allowable project size),
and one for projects that primarily serve low- and moderate-income households.89 These cap structures are
intended to allow sufficient opportunities for investment in community solar, while giving state regulators
and other stakeholders time to identify and address problems in program design before the program grows
too large. Through the cap and categorization mechanism, this pilot program is designed to generate suffi-
cient interest from solar developers while allowing the PSC and other stakeholders time to learn and study
the differential impacts of project size and market segment.

3.6 Subscription structure

Key Takeaways

• A minimum requirement for residential participation or “residential carve-out” may help prevent
commercial customers from crowding out residential customers.

• Similarly, implementing a maximum subscription size can help ensure the subscriber base is not
dominated by a small number of high-consuming members. Also, rules mandating a minimum
subscription size can lessen the administrative burden of the program.

Most community solar programs allow residential and commercial customers to purchase subscriptions.
However, relying too heavily on commercial customers may run counter to the spirit of a “community”

87 Bergan, S.E.; Moratzka, A.P. (2015). “Proof Of Concept: Community Solar Is Ready to Soar Despite Complications”.
88 Coalition for Community Solar Access. (2016). Community Solar Policy Decision Matrix: Guidance for Designing Com-

munity Solar Programs.
89 Skulnik. G. (2016). “A Few Highlights from the New Maryland Community Solar Program”. Neighborhood Sun.
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solar program, and may result in a few larger businesses crowding out residential customers by buying
up large fractions of the available community solar capacity. Accordingly, some states have requirements
designed to ensure a balance of residential and business participation. California specifies that “at least 50
percent (by number of customers) and at least 1/6th (by load) of the demonstrated community interest in
[a given community solar] project is from residential subscribers.”90 States also have rules ensuring that
the community solar subscriber base is not dominated by a small number of individuals and/or institutions.
California mandates that no customer can subscribe to more than 20 percent of the capacity of a given
project (although there is an exemption for public institutions like universities and hospitals). Minnesota
limits the maximum subscription size to 40 percent of a project and requires each project to have at least
five subscribers. Both states cap the subscription size of an individual customer to 120 percent of the
customer’s annual energy consumption. Finally, community solar program designers may wish to set a
minimum subscription size to lessen the burden of program administration. The California PUC suggests a
minimum size of 50 percent of a customer’s annual energy demand, while several developers in Minnesota
have set the minimum size at 200 watts.

3.7 Developer application process

Key Takeaways

• Community solar project applications are typically managed by one of two processes:

– A competitive Request for Proposals (RFP) or reverse-auction process.
– A first-come, first-served interconnection queue process.

• Queue-based processes are relatively simple to administer but can give rise to several major
challenges if not designed and managed properly.

There are two main approaches states can use to evaluate and approve applications for community solar
projects. These are (1) a competitive Request for Proposals (RFP) or reverse-auction process; and (2) an
interconnection queue in which utilities process applications on a first-come, first-served basis.

In a competitive RFP process, the state PUC or another managing entity authorizes utilities to issue an
RFP for community solar projects representing a designated amount of generation capacity. Developers
submit project applications in response to the RFP, the utility evaluates applications based on project cost
and other relevant criteria, and the winning project(s) enters a power purchase agreement with the util-
ity. A reverse auction is comparable to the RFP process. Project developers make increasingly lower bids
to win the rights to develop community solar projects. A competitive approach is under consideration in
Hawaii, where the Hawaiian Electric Company will likely oversee an RFP for 32 MW of community solar
capacity in the first phase of the state’s program. One advantage of a competitive process is that it allows
the managing entity to give preference to projects that offer the greatest locational benefits. Disadvan-
tages of a competitive process include higher administrative costs, greater uncertainty for developers, and
arguably a slower development timeline, which could delay the fulfillment of a state’s renewable energy goals.

Under an interconnection queue system, state utilities process community solar projects on a first come, first
served basis, following the process and timeline established in the state’s community solar order. To prevent
developers from “flooding the queue” with early-stage projects (in order to secure an optimal position on
the grid), the managing authority should set appropriately stringent minimum requirements for project ap-
plications. Additionally, developers must be required to reach project development benchmarks by specified
deadlines, or be removed from the queue to allow developers behind them to proceed. New York is perhaps
the most prominent state with an operational community solar program that uses a queue-based application
system. Queue-based application processes are relatively simple to administer but can pose challenges. First,
the cost of carrying out due-diligence measures can be quite high. For example, the cost of a Coordinated

90 PG&E. (2016). “Regional Renewable Choice / Enhanced Community Renewables: Bidders Webinar”.
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Electric System Interconnection Review (CESIR)—the interconnection study required for community solar
project applications in New York—can be as much as $100,000 91 and is usually borne entirely by the de-
veloper.

Second, it is often difficult for developers to access information needed to assemble a robust project proposal,
or indeed, to determine whether it is even worth submitting a proposal at all. For instance, if developers do
not know which substations have available capacity to accommodate load from community solar projects,
then the developers risk expending effort and resources on nonviable proposals for projects that would con-
nect to overburdened substations. Solving this problem will require investment and cooperation by utilities,
and may also require regulatory proceedings to determine how to make necessary information available to
developers without violating privacy, security, or proprietary-information constraints. New York and Cali-
fornia are among the states making progress on disclosing information relevant to project development. In
2016, utilities in New York began providing preliminary interconnection data via publicly available “Redzone
Maps”. California is currently undertaking a Distribution Resources Plan regulatory proceeding to require
the state’s utilities to identify the optimal locations for distributed energy resources.92 Working with utilities
to provide grid information will facilitate the smooth and efficient development of community solar projects.

Third, because a queue only advances when the application in the first slot has been processed, it is easy
for a complex project or poorly prepared application to hold up the development process for all subsequent
projects in the same queue. This has been particularly problematic for New York’s community solar program.
To resolve the bottleneck, NYSERDA convened a working group of industry stakeholders that produced an
interconnection queue management proposal in September 2016. The proposal recommended strict project-
development milestones that developers must meet to maintain their place in the queue, as well as a proposal
for community solar developers to share the costs of necessary grid upgrades. As of this writing the proposal
is before the New York Department of Public Service (DPS).

3.8 Community engagement and education

Key Takeaways

• Consumer outreach and education is essential to increasing demand for and participation in
community solar projects.

• Policymakers should implement consumer protections against overly aggressive or misleading
marketing claims about community solar.

Limited awareness and understanding of community solar can make it difficult for developers to acquire
customers. A SEPA survey found that only 20 percent of respondents were familiar with the concept of
community solar. When respondents were given clear information about how a community solar program
works, however, nearly half were interested in participating.93 Consumer education is essential to achieving
the full potential of community solar.

At the same time, it is also important to protect consumers from overly aggressive marketing and misleading
information. It can be difficult for customers to compare the costs and savings of participating in community
solar, as both costs and savings are dependent on a variety of factors—including contract terms, federal,
state, and local subsidies, the estimated increase in the customer’s cost of electricity, and the performance
of the solar panels themselves. As a 2016 report prepared for the Maryland Office of People’s Counsel
observed, it is therefore “easy for a consumer to be misled into a purchase based on exaggerated assumptions
about future savings. Indeed, consumer complaints have prompted states to take action in the courts, and

91 NYSERDA & New York Department of Public Service. (2015).
92 California Public Utilities Commission. (2016). “Distribution Resources Plan (R.14-08-013)”.
93 SEPA & The Shelton Group. (2016).
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propose consumer protections to address actual and potential abuses and misconceptions.”94 Consumer
protection is of particular importance in low- and moderate-income communities, where customers may not
have information needed to fact-check advertising, or may lack resources to seek restitution for false or
misleading advertising from the operator of a community solar project.

3.9 Ensuring widespread access

Key Takeaways

• Community solar projects can expand solar access to disadvantaged groups, including low- and
moderate-income (LMI) households and environmental justice (EJ) communities.

• To facilitate LMI and EJ participation in community solar, policymakers should consider:

– Targeting the specific barriers that inhibit these groups’ access to solar energy.
– Approaches to easing capital and credit constraints.
– Mandating a minimum level of LMI and EJ involvement.
– Incentives to encourage developers to include LMI and EJ customers.

Community solar has the potential to reach two groups that often lack access to solar energy. These are:

• Low- and moderate-income (LMI) households. The term “LMI households” refers to households with
below-median family income, a threshold that can be defined differently depending on the state, region,
or program. It is important to recognize that there is income stratification within the LMI designation,
and that barriers to solar access will vary across LMI income levels. In general, LMI households are
more likely to lack access to credit and capital, rent rather than own their homes, live in multifamily
units without individual energy meters, and experience predatory lending, making them skeptical of
solar developers. These characteristics cause LMI customers to be less able and less willing to take
advantage of participation in solar programs.

For the purposes of the community solar program receiving loan assistance, we recommend defining
the LMI threshold as 100 percent or below the statewide area median income, which was $78,900
for a three-person household in 2016.95 For determining eligibility for community solar subsidies, we
recommend using the criteria set by the New Jersey Universal Service Fund, which provides ratepayer
assistance to very low-income customers.96

• Environmental justice (EJ) communities. New Jersey defines EJ communities as those whose residents
are predominantly persons of low-income and persons of color who have experienced or experience
discrimination and a disproportionate share of the impact of pollution and other threats to public
health and quality of life.97 These residents are particularly vulnerable to the impacts of climate
change and are less likely to have access to solar energy.

Expanding solar access to LMI and EJ customers is important for several reasons. First, expanding solar
access is critical to increasing public support for a clean energy transition and to avoiding the most harmful
impacts of climate change. Bringing solar energy to LMI and EJ communities not only helps green the
energy market in and of itself, but also changes the perception that solar energy is for only high-income
consumers, thereby accelerating the deployment of clean energy nationwide.

94 Alexander, B.R. (2016). Solar Power on the Roof and in the Neighborhood: Recommendations for Consumer Protection
Policies. Prepared for the Maryland Office of People’s Counsel, with the assistance of J. Briesemeister.

95 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. (2016). “FY 2016 Income Limits Summary”.
96 New Jersey Board of Public Utilities. (n.d.) “Universal Service Fund”.
97 New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection. (2004). “NJ Governor’s Executive Order on Environmental Justice”.
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Second, distributed energy resources such as rooftop and community solar can improve grid resilience, which
is especially important in a coastal state like New Jersey. By shortening energy transmission and distribu-
tion distances, and by spreading the risk of failure or physical damage from extreme weather events across a
greater number of facilities, community solar installations will reduce the negative impacts of another storm
like Hurricane Sandy. EJ communities are often located in the areas most vulnerable to climate change, due
to higher exposure and weaker infrastructure, making EJ access to solar energy even more important.

Third, low-income households face the highest energy burden, often spending almost 10 percent of their
incomes on utility bills (Figure 10). The price of solar electricity in the medium- and long-term is more
affordable and less volatile than the price of electricity generated from fossil fuels. Transitioning to more
predictably priced power is particularly valuable for LMI customers, who have less capacity to absorb sudden
increases in their electricity bills.

Figure 10: Percentage of income spent on electric bills, by
income quintile. (Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics)

Fourth, all customers, including LMI and EJ customers, support local, state, and federal solar initiatives
through tax payments and by serving as part of the rate base. In the interest of equity, there is a moral
imperative to ensure that all customers, including LMI and EJ customers, have access to solar energy. The
remainder of this section discusses options for increasing LMI and EJ participation in community solar.

3.9.1 Easing capital and credit constraints
Because LMI customers often lack access to capital or are perceived as credit risks by lenders, it can be
difficult for them to finance the high up-front costs of purchasing or even leasing a rooftop solar PV system.
On-bill financing, as discussed in Section 3.2.4, has emerged as an effective way to circumvent these con-
strains and enable LMI participation in community solar. Since most on-bill financing programs exhibit very
low default rates (between 0–3 percent, according to one review98), lenders may be more willing to extend
credit through these programs to LMI customers they perceive as credit risks. On-bill financing also lessens
the paperwork burden associated with community solar participation.

Another way to address financing constraints is to underwrite loans and provide subsidies for LMI participa-
tion. New Jersey currently provides ratepayer assistance in the form of subsidized electric and gas payments
to low-income households through its Universal Service Fund (USF). New Jersey also underwrites loans to
LMI customers for rooftop solar. Many LMI households are unable to participate in solar projects that

98 Bell, C.J.; Nadel, S.; Hayes, S. (2011). On-bill Financing for Energy Efficiency Improvements: A Review of Current
Program Challenges, Opportunities, and Best Practices. Report Number E118. American Council for an Energy-Efficient
Economy.
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require an upfront buy-in (either community or rooftop) because their credit scores are too low to get loans.
State underwriting addresses this barrier directly by shifting some of the risk from loan providers to a govern-
ment fund that guarantees the loans if customers default. This allows a broader pool of potential customers
to access solar loans, and potentially leverages a pool of private capital much larger than the government
fund. This approach is used in Connecticut, which created a Green Bank to provide more than $60 million
in solar financing for multi-family and commercial property owners through affordable, fixed-rate loans.99

The Green Bank is funded by Connecticut’s participation in the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI).

A third important structure for LMI participation is the anchor or backup subscriber. The anchor subscriber
is a local institution, such as a hospital, school, or municipal government that buys a large portion of a
community solar project. If one or more low-income subscribers default, the backup subscriber can easily
assume these subscriptions by increasing its consumption of the project’s electricity. These institutions can
also leverage greater access to capital and overcome credit barriers, which are critical for broadening LMI
access and engaging a diverse customer base.

3.9.2 Carve-outs and incentives
Some states have adopted a “command and control” approach to broadening solar access, establishing a
carve-out in community solar legislation that requires a minimum level of LMI or EJ participation. Colorado
requires a minimum of 5 percent LMI participation in any community solar project. New York prioritized
LMI participation by allowing projects with at least 20 percent LMI participation to interconnect before all
other projects.100 While California has not set an LMI or EJ threshold that applies to all projects, it has
mandated that 100 MW of community solar capacity be sited in EJ communities. A disadvantage of this
approach is that it does not motivate developers to go above and beyond the required minimum, meaning
that developers tend to treat the carve-out level more as a ceiling than a floor. Strict carve-out requirements
can also discourage or slow down the development of community solar projects. Other states such as New
York have created incentives for developers who secure high levels of LMI and EJ customer participation.

99 Ibid.
100 New York Public Service Commission. (2016). “Proceeding on Motion of the Commission as to the Policies, Requirements

and Conditions for Implementing a Community Net Metering Programs [sic]”. Case 15-E-0082. August 15, 2016.
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4 Policy Recommendations

Section 3 provided a general discussion of topics that should be considered when designing community solar
policies. This section offers specific recommendations for legislation to establish a statewide community
solar program in New Jersey (although many of the recommendations are applicable to other states as well).
Thirteen major recommendations are presented, along with explanations and supporting recommendations.

4.1 Statute and program design

Recommendation 1

Be clear on legislative intent, but delegate program details and technical
specifications to the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (NJ BPU).

While “community solar” projects exist in several states without a specific statute authorizing them, a com-
munity solar statute signals legislative intent and state support for a community solar program. However,
an overly prescriptive statute is likely to stifle business innovation and makes fixing problems that may arise
very difficult, requiring an act of the state legislature. We therefore recommend that the statute specify
key elements of the program, including goals and intent, intended beneficiaries, and major milestones in the
implementation timeline, but remain broad enough to delegate authority for determining program details
and technical specifications to the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (NJ BPU). This will allow for greater
flexibility in adjusting the program to meet demonstrated needs.

We further recommend that the BPU direct utilities to manage the day-to-day implementation of the program
and the application process. Utilities are best positioned to ensure that community solar is well integrated
into the grid and to flag potential problems as they arise. Utilities should be allowed to recover program
oversight costs, but these costs should be carefully limited by the BPU to limit the effect on non-participants.

Recommendation 2

Administer the community solar program in two phases: a pilot stage to
identify and correct problems, followed by full implementation.

Even carefully designed programs are likely to encounter unanticipated challenges. In Minnesota and New
York, for instance, policymakers were caught off-guard by unexpectedly high numbers of project applications
shortly after the launch of their programs. In California, by contrast, statutory language mandating “non-
participating ratepayer indifference” significantly curtailed developer interest. Building a one- to two-year
pilot phase into New Jersey’s community solar program would give the NJ BPU the opportunity to identify
and correct problems before they become severe. A pilot phase also enables customers, developers, and other
stakeholders to begin experimenting with—and reaping the benefits of—community solar sooner rather than
later. To manage the size of the program during the pilot, the NJ BPU should set an appropriate cap on the
aggregate amount of community solar capacity. This cap could be phased out as the program transitions to
maturity. The NJ BPU should have the authority to implement additional pilots as appropriate.
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Recommendation 3

Require utilities to collect and disclose information relevant to project development.

Information relevant to project development (e.g., information on available substation capacity or traffic
patterns in the electric grid) is often held by utilities and is difficult for developers to access. We recommend
that the NJ BPU direct utilities to perform a locational value assessment that identifies areas on the grid
that would benefit from additional capacity provided by community solar. The assessment’s results should
be publicly accessible and enable developers to site projects optimally. The BPU may wish to use the results
of the locational value analysis to inform its value-of-solar calculation (see below). We also recommended
that the locational value analysis and its results be included in New Jersey’s Energy Master Plan (EMP).101

This will help integrate community solar and other distributed energy resources into New Jersey’s long-term
goals of expanding in-state electricity resources and supporting cost-effective renewable resources.

Recommendation 4

During the pilot stage, use a Request for Proposals (RFP) to process project applications.
For full implementation, use a queue-based first-come, first-served process.

There is no perfect system for processing community solar project applications. Both queue-based systems,
like those used in Minnesota and New York, and Request for Proposals (RFP) systems, like the one used in
California, have experienced challenges. The NJ BPU must carefully consider which system is likely to be
the most successful in New Jersey. RFP systems generally require more time to set up and more effort to
oversee. However, we believe an RFP process may be more beneficial for the pilot stage because it will allow
the managing authority to partner with utilities and account for the locational value of proposed projects.
This would not be possible with a queue-based system since project developers do not yet have access to
grid data. The NJ BPU should explore the feasibility of transitioning to a queue-based process once it
has required utilities to disclose information relevant to project development and once it has established
a value-of-solar methodology (see Recommendation 7). Before implementing the queue-based system, the
BPU must ensure that developers have access to all information needed to assemble a complete, informed
project application (see previous recommendation). The BPU should also set demanding project maturity
requirements and aggressive development milestones to ensure that developers do not “flood the queue” with
mediocre applications and that projects in the queue continue to move forward at a reasonable rate.

Recommendation 5

Establish transparent cost-sharing procedures for grid
upgrades needed to accommodate community solar.

A transparent procedure for sharing grid upgrade costs addresses a systemic obstacle to community solar.
We recommend that New Jersey consider the cost-sharing approach developed by policymakers in New York.
Under this approach, when a project requires a grid upgrade, the first developer to build a project utilizing
that circuit or substation will pay the utility the full upgrade cost. All future developers that build projects
that benefit from the upgrade will be required to reimburse the first developer in an amount proportional to
the capacity of their project.

101 New Jersey Board of Public Utilities & New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection. (2015). New Jersey Energy
Master Plan: Update.
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Recommendation 6

Create a simple, standardized process for community solar permitting.

New Jersey has more than 500 municipalities,102 which could each have unique permitting processes for
community solar. We recommend that a simple, standardized permitting process be designed by the New
Jersey Department of Community Affairs (DCA), with input from the BPU, to streamline planning, zoning
and construction timeframes. Where possible, the process should align with processes in neighboring states
to make it easier for developers to operate across the mid-Atlantic region. While adoption of the process
should remain voluntary for municipalities, we recommend that the NJ BPU and the NJ DCA explore ways
to encourage uptake. Options include drafting a model land use ordinance that local authorities can adopt,
offering grant funding to support municipalities that adopt the standardized process (an approach used
in New York), and offering training workshops to familiarize municipal employees with the elements and
advantages of the standardized process.

Recommendation 7

Develop and ultimately transition to a value-of-solar credit rate. In the interim,
use virtual net metering to credit customers at the applicable retail rate.

As discussed in Section 3.1, most community solar programs credit subscribers using either (1) virtual net
metering (VNM) at the applicable retail rate (ARR), or (2) a “buy all, sell all” approach in which customers
purchase electricity at the ARR, but are credited for produced power at a calculated value-of-solar (VOS)
rate. VNM is easier to understand and generally easier for utilities to implement. Because the ARR includes
the costs of maintaining distribution networks that a community solar project may utilize, there is sometimes
concern that crediting at the ARR could result in overcompensation of community solar power. Utilities may
attempt to recoup distribution expenses by raising rates for customers not participating in community solar.
A VOS credit rate solves this challenge in theory by valuing all the costs and benefits provided by community
solar projects, but can be difficult to apply in practice because there is not yet widespread consensus on
what components should be included in the VOS “value stack”, or on how to value certain components, such
as avoided environmental cost. Because the VOS includes both costs and benefits, it is unclear if it will be
higher or lower than the ARR before an analysis is completed.

Given the merits of VOS, we recommend that the NJ BPU begin developing a transparent, well-informed
methodology for calculating a VOS rate. VOS methodologies already in place in Minnesota and Austin,
Texas, will provide a useful starting point in determining which components to include in the VOS value
stack, and how they should be valued. Components may include:

• Fixed-charge coverage

• Administration and interconnection fees

• Firming expenses

• Transmission and distribution capacity

• Line losses and congestion

• Merit order effect

• Fuel price hedge

• Resiliency

• Local environmental impacts

102 New Jersey State Library. (2016). “Municipalities by County in New Jersey”.
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• Greenhouse gas effects

• Economic and job impacts

• Locational value

• Energy security

Once the VOS methodology has been developed, reviewed, and made public, the NJ BPU should specify
a date by which utilities must transition to crediting customers at the VOS rate. In the interim, the NJ
BPU should require utilities to use VNM to credit customers at the ARR, potentially with an appropriate
adjustment to account for fixed network costs.

Recommendation 8

Set a floor on SREC prices and provide SREC benefits to subscribers

Additional measures to limit volatility in the New Jersey SREC market will improve the financeability of
solar projects and reduce customer risk. We therefore recommend that New Jersey set a floor on SREC
prices. Although a floor could distort the market long term, in the short term it gives the legislature and
regulators time to react to market conditions without hurting the growth of the sector. We also recommend
that the NJ BPU either assign ownership of SRECs from community solar projects to project subscribers,
or require utilities to credit customers for the SRECs at the appropriate market value. Either option will
ensure that customers realize the full benefit of participating in community solar.

4.2 Project restrictions

Recommendation 9

Cap the size of individual projects at 5 megawatts (MW). Limit participation
to customers in the same service territory and county.

Capping the size of community solar projects helps make certain that projects serve distinct communities
and do not simply give developers an alternate way to install utility-scale solar arrays. It is important,
however, to ensure that developers can still realize economies of scale and enroll enough participants to limit
the risk of customer default. We recommend 5 MW (about 30 acres) as a project cap to balance these
competing concerns. We do not see a mandate on minimum size as necessary. To be effective in practice, the
cap on maximum project size must be combined with a restriction on co-location: for instance, a restriction
that prevents the same developer from siting multiple community solar projects on one parcel of land.103

The NJ BPU can further ensure that community solar remains “within the community” by requiring that
community solar subscribers be located within the same service territory and county as the project to which
they are subscribed, as is the case in Minnesota.

We emphasize that any restrictions on project size, co-location, and customer proximity should be set by the
NJ BPU rather than mandated by statute. This allows easier modification should these restrictions prove too
discouraging to developers. The NJ BPU may also consider waiving or easing restrictions for projects that ad-
vance other program goals. Examples include projects located on priority sites (Section 3.4) or projects that
primarily serve underprivileged communities (Section 3.9). If this option is pursued, the NJ BPU must be
very clear about the types of projects that are eligible and the criteria by which eligibility will be determined.

103 A parcel of land is generally defined as an area of land legally authorized for development or ownership as determined by
the relevant state or municipal land use authority.

36



Recommendation 10

Encourage development on low-value land and sites that allow multiple
land uses. Require project applications to include decommissioning plans.

As the most densely populated state, New Jersey’s open space is precious. Voters and policymakers in New
Jersey have recently taken steps to protect the state’s open space from unchecked development. In 2014,
voters approved a constitutional amendment that dedicated 6 percent of annual corporate tax revenues to
fund the Green Acres and Blue Acres Programs and to support “open space, farmland, and historic preser-
vation” from 2016 until 2045.104 In 2016, legislators passed the Preserve New Jersey Act, which details
how these funds will be allocated.105 Given the broad support for land preservation across New Jersey,
policymakers should take steps to ensure that community solar will not encroach on the state’s open space.
The NJ BPU should coordinate with the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) to
manage the aesthetic and environmental impact of community solar projects. We recommend that the NJ
BPU encourage development of community solar on low-value land, such as brownfields, and at sites that
allow multiple land uses, such as public roof space, parking lot canopies, and other built spaces. To do
so, the NJ BPU may consider offering developers incentives such as exemptions from size, co-location, and
customer-proximity restrictions for projects located on low-value or multiple-use sites.

We further recommend that the NJ BPU and DEP identify and publish a list of these priority sites, preferably
including information on other parameters relevant to project development (such as solar insolation levels,
soil and roof conditions, interconnection specifications, etc.). The NJ BPU and DEP should explore options
for integrating this list with existing resources, such as the NJ-Geo web mapping application. The NJ BPU
should also consider requiring that community solar project applications include decommissioning plans.
These plans should specify who is responsible for any environmental remediation or site restoration needed
once a project has reached the end of its useful life.

4.3 Subscriber base and customer outreach

Recommendation 11

Allow participation of residential and small-business customers. Limit the
subscription size of any one customer to 40 percent of project capacity.

We recommend that the subscriber base include small businesses in addition to residential customers. The
numerous small businesses in New Jersey are integral members of their local communities, and their inclusion
fits well within the ethos of community solar. The participation of small-business customers will also help
ensure the success of a community solar program in the state, helping to make the installations more finance-
able and diversifying the risk profiles the projects. Similarly, limiting subscription size to 40 percent ensures
that multiple customers from each community will have the opportunity to participate in community solar.
This limit is in line with other community solar programs, including those in Minnesota106 and Oregon,107

and prevents large customers from “crowding out” smaller subscribers for any one project.

104 Ballotpedia. (n.d.). “New Jersey Open Space Preservation Funding Amendment, Public Question No. 2”.
105 Ensslin, J.C. (2016). “N.J. Open Space advocates expect $70M to be available next year for projects”. Daily Record.
106 Xcel Energy. (2015). “Solar*Rewards Community Minnesota Subscriber FAQs”.
107 Oregon Department of Energy. (n.d.). “Community Solar”.
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Recommendation 12

Require developers to allocate at least 10 percent of subscriptions to low- and moderate-
income (LMI) customers, and adopt measures to increase LMI and environmental justice
(EJ) participation. Integrate community solar into existing energy assistance programs.

A major benefit of community solar is that it can help expand solar access to low- and moderate-income
(LMI) households and to environmental justice (EJ) communities. To ensure that this benefit is realized,
we recommend that New Jersey’s community solar program require a carve-out of at least 10 percent for
LMI customers. Under this scheme, each developer participating in the program would need to ensure that
LMI subscribers account for at least 10 percent of the aggregate community solar capacity offered by that
developer. This structure would allow developers to pursue projects in communities with small LMI pop-
ulations, as long as those projects were balanced by projects in communities with large LMI populations.
For the purposes of this program, we recommend defining LMI households as households at or below the
statewide area median income. In 2015, this was equivalent to an annual income of $61,000 for a one-person
household, or $79,000 for a three-person household.108

We also recommend that policymakers take two steps to encourage developers to seek LMI and EJ par-
ticipation beyond the 10 percent minimum mandated by the carve-out. First, the NJ BPU should require
utilities to offer on-bill financing for community solar subscriptions, a practice that significantly reduces
barriers to participation that LMI and EJ customers commonly face. Second, we recommend that the State
of New Jersey underwrite loans for LMI and EJ participation and subsidize the participation of qualifying
low-income customers through the Universal Service Fund. Additional subsidies for LMI participation could
be funded by New Jersey’s Clean Energy Program (NJCEP). Policymakers should also consider rejoining
the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI) and using a portion of the funds to support community
solar. When NJ was previously a member of RGGI, it received more than $100 million in revenue from 2005
to 2011.109 Given that greater LMI and EJ access to solar will reduce the need for ratepayer assistance,
allocating funding to community solar could achieve cost savings in the long run.

Finally, we note that to maximize the impact of solar energy on climate change and poverty reduction,
New Jersey should integrate its community solar program into existing energy-efficiency initiatives. Major
goals of LMI and EJ participation in solar include reducing electricity costs and decreasing greenhouse gas
emissions. By coupling community solar with a whole-building approach to energy efficiency, LMI and EJ
residents will realize greater economic and environmental benefits.

Recommendation 13

Create and implement consumer-protection measures, including
a standard disclosure checklist and an online information portal.

The NJ BPU should work closely with the New Jersey Division of Rate Counsel to ensure that New Jersey’s
community solar program includes sufficient consumer outreach and consumer-protection measures. One
recommended measure is creating a standard disclosure checklist to be incorporated in customer contracts.
This checklist would include information on recurring and nonrecurring charges, terms and conditions of
early termination, and other items central to customer interest. Such a checklist is currently a mandated

108 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. (2016). “FY 2016 Income Limits Summary”.
109 Baussan, D. (2014). “How Leaving RGGI Leaves New Jersey Behind”. Center for American Progress.
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component of Xcel Energy’s Community Solar Garden Program in Minnesota.110,111 A standard disclosure
checklist could also be implemented to ensure all customers receive information in plain language on key
contract terms.112 We also recommend creating an online portal that allows customers to easily compare,
enroll in, and manage their subscriptions to community solar projects. This type of portal is a component
of the Hawaii PUC’s proposal on community solar.113

5 Conclusion

A clean energy future in the United States will increase energy security, improve human and environmental
health, and support long-term economic stability and growth. Solar energy, as the most abundant renewable
power source in the world, is a critical pillar of this future. Community solar can help expand solar power
capacity and access in the United States by serving as a complement to utility-scale and residential solar.
A statewide community solar program in New Jersey would empower developers to build solar projects
on urban and suburban brownfields, vacant lots, and other low-value sites. It would give the estimated
49 percent of households currently unable to participate in residential solar programs an alternate way to
become solar customers. Finally, it would ensure that New Jersey continues to be a national leader in solar.
The information and recommendations provided in this report serve as a resource to assist state officials in
crafting community solar legislation that builds on New Jersey’s rich, successful history of using policy to
grow the solar sector in a way that delivers the greatest benefits for all.

110 Minnesota Public Utilities Commission. (2015). “Order Rejecting Xcel’s Solar-Garden Tariff Filing and Requiring the
Company to File a Revised Solar-Garden Plan”. Docket No. E-002/M-13-867. April 7, 2014.

111 Another, more prescriptive, example of a standard disclosure checklist can be found in Alexander, B.R. (2016).
112 Coalition for Community Solar Access. (2016).
113 Hawaii Public Utilities Commission. (2016). Draft Hawaii Public Utilities Commission Staff Proposal for Community-

Based Renewable Energy Program.
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A Model Legislation

***This section contains model legislation for establishing a statewide community solar program in New Jer-
sey. It is based on a section of New Jersey Senate Bill (SB) 2275, sponsored by Senator Bob Smith, that
also proposes such a program. The authors of this report have enriched the relevant text in SB 2275 with
additional detail according to the recommendations presented in the main text.***

SENATE, No. xxxx

SYNOPSIS
Establishes “Neighborhood Solar Energy Program.”

An Act concerning solar energy projects, and amending P.L. 1999, c.23.

Be It Enacted by the Senate and General Assembly of the State of New Jersey:

1. Section 38 of P.L.1999, c.23 (C.48:3–87) is amended to read as follows:

y. (1) The board shall establish the “Neighborhood Solar Energy Program” to permit customers of an elec-
tric public utility to invest in solar energy projects for the purposes of:

(a) expanding access to solar power for low- and moderate-income residents, especially those residing
in multi-unit dwellings.

(b) expanding access to solar power for renters and residents with roofs that are not suitable for
solar.

(c) furthering New Jersey’s status as a leader in renewable energy and meeting State climate goals
pursuant to The New Jersey Global Warming Response Act of 2007, N.J.S.A 26:2C–37.

(d) advancing the green economy and workforce development in New Jersey.

(e) increasing the resiliency of New Jersey’s power supply.

(2)A1

(a) The board shall permit electric public utility ratepayers to subscribe to a solar energy project
in a manner and at a price that is determined by the owner of a solar energy project, provided that
the solar energy project is connected to the electric grid and located in the same county and service
territory as the electric public utility which services that ratepayer. A ratepayer who participates
in a solar energy project (“subscriber”) shall be permitted a credit on their electric public utility
bill for the value of energy produced by their subscription. Subscription size shall be limited to an
amount expected to generate electricity that is less than or equal to the customer’s annual electric
usage in the energy year prior to initial subscription. A customer shall be compensated for any
surplus credits each billing period or at the end of the annual billing period.

(b)A2 Within twenty-four months of the passage of this act, the board shall initiate a proceeding to
determine a Value-of-Solar (VOS) rate at which to credit subscribers for electricity generated. The
VOS rate shall quantify the value and costs of solar energy to New Jersey ratepayers, including the
value of energy produced, increased capacity, reduced transmission and distribution costs, fuel price
hedging, grid resiliency, administration charges, avoided air pollution, environmental benefits, and
any other costs or benefits the board deems relevant. In developing this rate, the board shall con-
sider the best-available science as well as similar methodologies that have already been developed in
other states and localities. Estimated placeholder rates may be used if exact subcomponent values
are not yet calculable. The board may also include a temporary additional charge to encourage
participation if the initial VOS rate is too low to incentivize development. The board shall hold

A1 see Section 3.1 for a discussion of crediting mechanisms for community solar.
A2 see Section 3.1.2 for a discussion of Value-of-Solar rates.
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biennial hearings to revisit and improve the accuracy of the VOS rate and subcomponent values.
To the extent possible, the VOS should account for differential costs and benefits based on a solar
energy project’s location and current market conditions.

(c) Prior to the adoption of a VOS rate, subscribers shall be credited at the full applicable retail
rate for their customer class and service territory.

(d)A3 Unsubscribed energy from a solar project registered under the Neighborhood Solar Energy
Program may be sold to utilities at the wholesale rate.

(e) The board shall require the owner of a solar energy project to: provide a copy of its agreement
with its subscribers to the subscriber’s electric public utility; report the amount of energy produced
by a subscriber’s share each billing period to the subscriber’s electric public utility; notify the sub-
scriber’s electric public utility once the agreement between the owner of the solar energy project and
the subscriber has been terminated; and provide other information as determined by the board.

(3) The board shall make available on its Internet website information on solar energy projects whose owners
are seeking subscribers.

(4) The board shall establish standards for solar energy projects that are eligible to be included in the
Neighborhood Solar Energy Program. These standards should be reviewed every twenty-four months, or
more regularly at the discretion of the board. The standards for the Neighborhood Solar Energy Program,
shall include, but not be limited to:

(a) a verification process to ensure that solar energy projects are producing an amount of energy
that is greater than or equal to the amount of energy that is being credited to its subscribers’ electric
utility bills pursuant to paragraph (2) of this subsection.

(b)A4 a cap on total aggregate generation capacity for projects that qualify under this subsection,
as well as a process for raising and eventually removing this cap. This cap shall be independent of
limitations on grid-connected solar described in NJSA 48:3-87 section r, although the board should
consider the effect of additional solar capacity on the grid in setting the Neighborhood Solar Energy
Program cap.

(c)A5 restrictions on project co-location and a cap on individual project size, such that utility-scale
projects cannot apply for the Neighborhood Solar Energy program.

(d)A6 a requirement that each project have at least 3 subscribers, and that each subscriber subscribe
to at most 40 percent of a project’s total capacity.

(e)A7 a carve-out of at least 10 percent for low- and moderate-income residents. The carve-out
will apply to the aggregate capacity of projects registered under the Neighborhood Solar Energy
Program by an individual developer. The board shall authorize a higher carve-out, or sector-specific
carve-outs, if it determines that these measures would improve low- and moderate-income partici-
pation without significantly impeding solar development. The carve-out(s) should be reconsidered
every 24 months. New and/or modified carve-outs, if implemented, shall apply only to applications
submitted after the date the new and/or modified carve-outs goes into effect.

(f)A8 a standard disclosure checklist with items that participating solar projects are required to dis-
closure to subscribers, including information on charges, financial benefits, and terms and conditions
of early termination.

A3 see Section 3.2.3 for a discussion of unsubscribed energy credits.
A4 see Section 3.5.2 for a discussion on total program size limits.
A5 see Section 3.5.1 for a discussion of project size limits and colocation.
A6 see Section 3.6 for a discussion of subscription structure.
A7 see Section 3.9 for a discussion of the inclusion of disadvantaged groups.
A8 see Section 3.8 for a discussion of community protection and education.
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(5)A9 The board shall establish an application queue or RFP process for owners of solar energy projects who
wish to be included in the Neighborhood Solar Energy Program. This application process shall allow for fair
competition and timely construction of solar energy projects. Prior to the adoption of the value-of-solar rate
the process should favor applications located near their subscribers with the aim of encouraging projects
that will minimize costs to the grid.

(6)A10 With reasonable limitations based on what is technically feasible, the board shall direct utilities to
begin providing data to solar developers about the locations where solar energy projects are likely to yield
the greatest reductions in grid distribution costs and greatest improvements in grid resiliency.

(7)A11 The board shall begin proceedings to establish a transparent cost-sharing mechanism for grid up-
grades necessary to accommodate solar projects applying for the Neighborhood Solar Energy Program. All
upgrade costs shall be borne by the owners of participating solar energy projects.

(8)A12 Subscribers to solar energy projects are eligible to apply for and receive Solar Renewable Energy
Credits (SRECs) for each megawatt-hour of electricity produced by their share of a solar energy project
pursuant to subsection r. of this section. The board shall consider the possibility of allowing groups of
subscribers (e.g., homeowners’ associations) to aggregate their SRECs.

(9) Participation in a neighborhood solar project shall not affect subscriber eligibility for ratepayer assistance
from the Universal Service Fund.

(10) As used in this subsection:

“Subscribe” means a utility customer that purchases shares in a qualifying solar energy project
located within the same utility jurisdiction and county,

“Solar energy project” means a system containing one or more solar panels and associated equip-
ment.

“Solar panel” means an elevated panel or plate, or a canopy or array thereof, that captures and
converts solar radiation to produce electric power, and is approved by the board to be included in
the Neighborhood Solar Energy Program.

“Solar power” includes flat plate, focusing solar collectors, or photovoltaic solar cells and excludes
the base or foundation of the panel, plate, canopy, or array.

A9 see Section 3.7 for a discussion of application procedures.
A10 see Section 3.4 for a discussion of locational pricing.
A11 see Section 3.3.2 for a discussion of interconnection and cost-sharing challenges.
A12 see Section 3.1.4 for a discussion of the New Jersey REC and SREC markets.
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B Community solar policy in California, Hawaii,
and Minnesota

B.1 California
With the largest economy and population in the nation, California’s energy demand is necessarily high (sec-
ond only to Texas), and dominated by the transportation sector. Yet due largely to state and local policies,
California also has one of the lowest per capita total energy consumption levels in the nation, and has exten-
sively developed its solar resources. Today, California is the national leader in installed solar capacity, and
solar continues to expand in the state.B1 The San Francisco Bay Area is home to an unparalleled number
of solar companies, including the top two largest residential solar installers in the country (Solar City and
Sunrun), and both the workshop client (Grid Alternatives) and the primary solar advocacy organization in
the country (Vote Solar).

California is also pushing the envelope on community solar. In 2008, the Sacramento Municipal Utility
District launched a community solar program in 2008, and in 2013, California Governor Jerry Brown signed
into law Senate Bill (SB) 43, which authorized the creation of a “Green Tariff Shared Renewables” (GTSR)
program.B2,B3 The program has two parts: a Green Tariff component and an Enhanced Community Re-
newables (ECR) component. The Green Tariff component provides ratepayers the option to pay a premium
and receive 50 percent or 100 percent of their electricity from renewable energy sources. Utilities cannot
claim RECs generated by participating customers and must procure additional renewable generation to
meet program demand.B4 The GTSR component authorized 600 MW of shared renewables projects—such
as community solar—statewide, and required California’s three largest utilities to design community solar
programs and submit them to the California Public Utilities Commission for approval. The GTSR further
specifies that 100 MW of the 600 MW authorized must be located in EJ communities.B5 SB 43 enabled third-
party solar developers to build shared renewables projects and sign power purchase agreements (PPAs) with
ratepayers. Projects as large as 20 MW are eligible to provide electricity to the utilities at an established rate.

Attempted implementation of the GTSR program has revealed several problematic aspects. Chief among
these is SB 43’s requirement that the GTSR program “be implemented in a manner that ensures nonpar-
ticipating ratepayer indifference.” This language has been the source of significant discontent. Critics argue
that the strict “ratepayer indifference” clause forces developers to raise the prices of community solar sub-
scriptions such that customer participation has been low. In addition, the compensation offered to developers
under the ECR program is relatively modest (compared to states like Minnesota and New York), meaning
that an unusual number of developers have declined to respond to utilities’ requests for community solar
proposals.B6

B.2 Hawaii
Hawaii has been cited as a “postcard from the future” in terms of energy generation and consumption,
especially with respect to renewable energy. As an island nation, Hawaii has historically been dependent on
imported oil, meaning that energy price levels and volatility in the state are usually well above the national
average.B7 These energy challenges have served as catalysts for change, motivating Hawaii to rapidly de-
velop its renewable energy capacity. In June 2015, the Hawaii state legislature updated Hawaii’s Renewable
Portfolio Standard (RPS) to require that all of the state’s electricity come from renewable resources by 2045,
making Hawaii the first state in the nation to set a target of 100 percent renewable energy.B8

B1 U.S. Energy Information Administration. (2015). “Profile Analysis: California”. U.S. Department of Energy.
B2 California State Legislature. (2013). “Senate Bill No. 43 Electricity: Green Tariff Shared Renewables Program”. September

28, 2013.
B3 Energy Policy Initiatives Center. (2015). Community Solar in California. Prepared for the Center for Sustainable Energy.
B4 Ibid.
B5 Office of Senate Floor Analyses. (2013). ““Bill Analysis:SB 43”. California Senate Rules Committee.
B6 Clean Energy Collective. (2016). Personal interview. November 3, 2016.
B7 U.S. Department of Energy. (2008). Assessment of Dependence of State of Hawaii on Oil .
B8 U.S. Energy Information Administration. (2015). “Profile Analysis: Hawaii”. U.S. Department of Energy.
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Solar energy is a major part of Hawaii’s ambitious renewable energy plan. Solar power already provides nearly
a third of Hawaii’s renewable energy, and Hawaii’s capital, Honolulu, has more solar capacity installed per
capita than any other U.S. city.B9 Hawaii is currently looking at how to best deploy community solar
projects as part of the state’s renewable energy mix. The 2015 update to Hawaii’s RPS required each
electric utility in the state to file a proposed community-based renewable energy tariff with the Hawaii
Public Utility Commission (PUC) by October of that year.B10 The Hawaii PUC used the draft tariffs to
inform its Community-Based Renewable Energy (CBRE) proposal, which was released for public comment
in June 2016 and is expected to be finalized in the near future. The proposal includes a call to use time-of-use
rates to set bill credit value for program participants—a first for a community solar program. Under this
structure, generation sent to the grid at peak demand periods will be more highly compensated, which will
likely create a market for energy storage. The proposal also calls for a phased implementation approach.
The CBRE tariff ultimately issued by the Hawaii PUC will be in effect for one year. The Hawaii PUC
will then have an opportunity to issue a revised tariff that addresses lessons learned and incorporates new
technologies developed during the first year that the CBRE program is in effect.

B.3 Minnesota
Minnesota was one of the earliest states to actively support community solar. In 2013, Minnesota’s Solar
Energy Jobs Act (SEJA, Minnesota statute §216B.1641), required Xcel Energy, the state’s largest investor-
owned utility (IOU), to submit, by September of that year, a plan for a community solar garden program
for Xcel customers. SEJA stipulated that a customer’s subscription size was capped at 120 percent of the
customer’s average electricity consumption in one year, and that no one participant could subscribe to more
than 40 percent of the capacity of a single project.

Xcel’s proposed program, Solar* Rewards Community (S*RC), was approved by the Minnesota Public Util-
ities Commission (PUC) in 2014. In December of the same year, the company began accepting applications
from solar developers wishing to build community solar gardens within the purview of the program. Re-
sponse to the program was tremendous. Just a month after the program launched, applications representing
431 megawatts (MW) of community solar capacity had been submitted, and by June 2015, this figure had
increased to 1,000 MW. A considerable portion of proposed capacity came from applications for co-located
projects overseen by larger developers. In these cases, developers proposed constructing multiple—in one
case, as many as 50—1-MW solar gardens (the maximum size allowed under SEJA) immediately adjacent
to each other, effectively establishing a utility-scale solar installation.

In February 2015, Xcel filed comments arguing that co-location violated the spirit and intent of the statute,
and in August 2015, the Minnesota PUC agreed, issuing an order that limited developers’ ability to co-locate
solar gardens in large groups resembling utility-scale projects.B11 In December 2015, the Minnesota PUC
approvedB12 Xcel’s final community solar garden tariff, which placed a 5-MW cap on the aggregate capac-
ity of co-located projects proposed prior to September 25, 2015, and a 1-MW cap on co-located projects
proposed afterwards.B13 The co-location limit caused many developers to withdraw their applications. As
of July 2016, 370 kW of community solar garden capacity was operational through the S*RC program, and
the total capacity of applications in the queue had decreased to 855 MW.B14 Xcel expects 200 MW of solar
capacity to enter service by the end of 2016 and plans to double that capacity by the end of 2017.

B9 Ibid.
B10 Governor of the State of Hawaii. (2015). “Act 100, SB1050 SD2 HD3 CD1, 06/08/2015”. June 10, 2015.
B11 Minnesota Public Utilities Commission. (2015). “Order Adopting Partial Settlement as Modified”. Docket No. E-002/M-

13-867. August 6, 2015.
B12 Minnesota Public Utilities Commission. (2015). “Order Approving Tariffs as Modified and Requiring Filing”. Docket No.

E-002/M-13-867. December 15, 2015.
B13 In its December 2015 order, the Minnesota PUC defined co-located projects as projects that “exhibit characteristics of a

single development, such as: i. common ownership structure, ii. an umbrella sale arrangement, iii. shared interconnection,
iv. revenue-sharing arrangements, and v. common debt and equity financing.”

B14 Minnesota Public Utilities Commission. (2016). “Order Approving Value-Of-Solar Rate for Xcel’s Solar-Garden Program,
Clarifying Program, and Requiring Further Filings”. September 6, 2016.
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A key part of the community solar discussions in Minnesota centered around the rate design for community
solar. By statute, Xcel Energy was required to purchase all energy generated by community solar gardens
at a value-of-solar (VOS) rate. However, until the approval of such a rate, the company was to compensate
subscribers at the applicable retail rate. In transitioning to the VOS rate, one of the major concerns of
the Minnesota PUC was whether the new rate would be high enough for community solar projects to be
financeable, as required by statute. Following its calculation of the VOS rate, Xcel Energy’s position was
that using the rate could “overincentivize” participation in community solar gardens and shift costs onto
nonparticipating ratepayers. Generally, supporters of the VOS rate argued that the rate provided greater
predictability and transparency than the applicable retail rate—sufficient conditions for financeability.

In late 2015, the PUC sought comments on the transition to the value-of-solar rate. After a period of public
comments and oral arguments, the PUC determined in September 2016 that Xcel Energy would be required
to purchase energy at the VOS rate from community solar projects submitted to the S*RC program after
December 31, 2016. While Xcel Energy is the only power provider in Minnesota that has been mandated by
the Minnesota PUC to offer a community solar garden program, other entities in the state have initiated their
own community solar projects in various forms. The Wright-Hennepin electric cooperative (co-op) developed
Minnesota’s first community solar garden, a 40 kW array, in 2013, and has since pursued several additional
community solar projects.B15,B16,B17 Other co-ops that have established community solar gardens include
Great River Energy, Lake Region, and Connexus Energy, the latter of which completed a 245 kW community
solar garden in 2014.B18 Moorhead Public Service, a consumer-owned utility that serves customers in the
Moorhead/Fargo area of western Minnesota, has developed three community solar arrays since 2015 and is
planning to complete construction of a fourth array in 2017.B19 Minnesota Power, an IOU based in Duluth,
constructed two community solar gardens in 2016 with a total capacity of 1.4 MW. Although the utility
is awaiting Minnesota PUC approval of the rate structure for the projects, the projects have generated
significant interest among potential subscribers.

B15 Drake, T. (2013). “Wright-Hennepin kicks off community solar in Minnesota”. Clean Energy Resource Teams.
B16 Clean Energy Collective. (2016). “Wright-Hennepin Cooperative Electric”.
B17 Trabish, H.K. (2015). “Wright-Hennepin: A case study in utility transformation”. Utility Dive.
B18 Jossi, F. (2014). “In Midwest, rural co-ops taking a lead on community solar”. Midwest Energy News.
B19 Eisenbraun, D. Personal interview. October 17, 2016. Moorhead Public Service.
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Why community solar?
Solar is booming. The United States achieved more than 30 gigawatts of installed solar capacity in 2016, up from virtually zero just a 
decade prior. Yet almost half of households cannot access solar because they reside in rented or multi-tenant buildings. Other 
households have shaded roofs, or lack the capital needed to invest in solar panels. As the country’s most densely populated state, 
New Jersey stands to benefit greatly from new approaches for solar expansion.

Solar Gardens in the Garden State:
Community Solar Recommendations for New Jersey

Community solar is one such approach. 
Community solar systems are small- to medium-
scale solar-electric systems that provide power 
and/or financial payback to multiple participants. 
These systems can:

ü Enhance electric grid resilience
ü Support economic growth
ü Reduce transmission & distribution costs 
ü Increase low-income access to solar
ü Improve human & environmental health

Community solar systems are generally small 
enough to be located close to end users, but 
large enough to realize some economies of 
scale.

Community solar in New Jersey
New Jersey has a track record of innovative and effective solar policies. Thanks to its net metering 
policy, solar Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS), and Solar Renewable Energy Credit (SREC) 
market, New Jersey has enough installed solar capacity to power 257,000 homes, and ranks 
4th on the Solar Energy Industries Association list of top solar states. Community solar would be 
a valuable complement to the state’s robust utility- and residential-scale solar industries. 
Establishing a statewide community solar program would augment consumer choice and 
unlock a new market for solar development, helping New Jersey remain a national solar leader.

Thoughtful policy design is essential to program success. The below recommendations for 
community solar legislation in New Jersey are based on an extensive literature review, interviews 
with more than 100 experts and practitioners, and in-depth case studies of three states (California, 
Hawaii, and Minnesota) that already have community solar policies and programs in place. 

How does community solar work?

Source: NYSERDA, Shared Solar NY-Sun Program

Recommendations
● Be clear on legislative intent, but delegate details to the 

New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (BPU).
● Administer the program in two phases: a pilot stage 

followed by full implementation.
● Require utilities to make information relevant to project 

development transparent and easily accessible.
● During the pilot stage, process project applications via 

a queue-based system. 
● Establish transparent cost-sharing procedures for grid 

upgrades needed to accommodate community solar.
● Create a simple, standardized permitting process.
● Use virtual net metering to credit customers for power. 

Eventually, transition to a value-of-solar methodology. 

● Set a floor on prices for Solar Renewable Energy Credits 
(SRECs) and provide SREC benefits to subscribers.

● Cap project size at 5 MW. Limit participation to customers 
in the same service territory and county.

● Encourage projects on low-value land and sites that 
allow multiple land uses. 

● Allow participation of small businesses. Limit individual 
subscription size to 40% of project capacity.

● Require developers to allocate at least 10% of project 
subscriptions to low-income households. Take action to 
reduce participation barriers.

● Create and implement appropriate consumer-protection 
measures.
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1. Utilities to establish a separate and transparent interconnection process with a queue on 

first come first serve basis.  

2. Utilities to publish data and maps on where is the most feasible interconnections are 

located. 

3. Utilities to encourage storage system by giving the project an extra incentive as priority 

in the queue. 

4. BPU not to establish an escrow funds for decommissioning because projects will be 

more expensive to finance and difficult to develop. 

5. BPU to limit project distance with a 25 mile zone radius for the community that’s 

benefiting from the project. If the program is established to encourage communities to go 

solar then it needs to be visible for everyone to see it.  

6. Customers should be able to participate in the solar community project with up to 100% 

of the their electrical load. 

7. BPU to encourage floating solar projects and carports by having an additional incentive. 

These type of projects do not exhaust valuable lands that can be developed in the 

future.  

8. There should be a 20% minimum participation of LMI in any community solar project. 

9. Participating in the program should be simple with no contract requirements especially 

for duration longer than one year. There should be no upfront fees and participants can 

cancel by giving a 90 days cancellation notice. This will encourage LMI members to be 

part of the program without fearing of long-term commitment.  



10. USF and other energy help program within the State should be used in conjunction with 

any community solar program. Recipients of these assistance should be required to 

participate in any project that’s within their community. Because the new lower electric 

rate from the project will directly reduce the program contribution toward the energy 

assistance funds.  

 

Thank you, 

 

 

Yousef Ali representing Zanbur Energy.  
(929) 445-7788 | (973) 953-6525 
134 Evergreen Place, Suite 412 | East Orange, NJ 07018 
Yousef@zanbur.co 
www.Zanbur.co 
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