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July 10, 2026 

Oregon Public Utility Commission 
Attention: Filing Center 
201 High Street SE, Suite 100 
Salem, Oregon 97301-3398 

RE: AR 688 – Comment on Staff’s Updated Proposal and June 24, 2026 Workshop 
 

Dear Mr. Drennan: 

The undersigned organizations respectfully submit these comments in response to Oregon Public 
Utility Commission Staff’s updated interconnection rules proposal in AR 688 and the discussion 
at the June 24, 2026, workshop. The undersigned support distributed energy resource (DER) and 
microgrid deployment across Oregon, and many also participate in the AR 681 microgrid 
framework docket (together, the coalition); these comments are drafted to keep the two dockets 
aligned. Coalition members develop, install, and interconnect distributed generation and storage 
under Divisions 82 and 39, and these comments reflect the coalition’s shared positions. We 
appreciate Staff’s work to build a durable permanent rule set from the temporary rules adopted in 
Order No. 26-108 and the record developed in UM 2111. 

These comments follow the order of Staff’s updated proposal and address each of Staff’s 
positions. We agree with much of what Staff has proposed, with a few distinctions and 
clarifications. We begin with terminology because the boundary definitions in Divisions 82 and 39 
are the foundation for every substantive rule that follows. Our detailed comments follow. 

The undersigned authorize the Commission to post this letter and the enclosed comments publicly 
to the AR 688 docket. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
 
Alex Clingman 
Clean Energy Program Manager, Sustainable Northwest, joined by: 
Cascadia Renewables 
Clean Coalition 
Microgrid Resources Coalition 
Oregon Solar + Storage Industries Association 
ProtoGen, Inc. 
Reimagine Power 
Sulis Energy 
 
  



AR 688 Coalition Comments Page 2 of 13 

Joint Comments of the AR 688 Coalition 
Docket No. AR 688 – Division 82 and Division 39 Rules 

I. Terminology: Align the Boundary Definitions With Current IEEE Usage 
Divisions 82 and 39 rely completely on terms and definitions, specifically on where a customer 
facility meets the utility system. Yet the two divisions define that boundary differently from one 
another, Division 39 remains anchored to a superseded edition of IEEE 1547, and neither fully 
aligns with the terminology that the microgrid framework docket, AR 681, relies on. Because these 
terms carry legal consequences, we ask the Commission to resolve the terminology before it 
finalizes the substantive rules. 

The two divisions no longer align with each other, and neither fully aligns with current IEEE usage. 
IEEE 2030.7-2017 defines a single boundary term, “point of interconnection (POI),” as the 
electrical point at which the microgrid connects to, or disconnects from, the main distribution grid, 
and it deliberately declines to use “point of common coupling (PCC)” because that term carries 
different meanings across standards.1 Division 82 labels its boundary “point of interconnection” 
but defines it to mean the PCC of IEEE 1547, the same merging of terms that IEEE 2030.7 was 
written to prevent.2 Division 82’s definitions were modernized in 2024 and now adopt IEEE 1547-
2018 and IEEE 1547.1-2020, and the division now defines a reference point of applicability, 
although more narrowly than the standard allows, as discussed below.3 Division 39 has not kept 
pace: it still anchors its IEEE references to the 2003 edition of IEEE 1547 and the 2005 edition of 
IEEE 1547.1, and it defines “point of common coupling” as the point beyond the customer-
generator’s meter.4 The table below summarizes. 

Source Term used Anchored to Core meaning 

IEEE 2030.7-
2017 

POI only; rejects 
PCC 

Self-contained Single controlled interface for 
connect and disconnect (islanding) 

OAR 860-082-
0015 (Div 82) 

“Point of 
interconnection” 

IEEE 1547-2018 
PCC 

Facility-to-utility point; POI and 
PCC merged into one term 

OAR 860-039-
0005 (Div 39) 

“Point of common 
coupling” 

IEEE 1547-2003 via 
(3)(k) 

The point just beyond the customer 
meter 

 
Three consequences follow. First, Division 82 labels its point “POI” but defines it as IEEE 1547’s 
PCC. That is precisely the conflation of POI and PCC that IEEE 2030.7 was written to prevent, 
and Division 39 then uses “PCC” to mean a third thing, a meter-referenced point. Second, the two 
divisions are now anchored to different editions of the same standard: Division 82 was 
modernized in 2024 to IEEE 1547-2018, while Division 39 still cites the 2003 and 2005 editions. 

 
1IEEE Std 2030.7-2017, IEEE Standard for the Specification of Microgrid Controllers, Clauses 3 
(Definitions) and 4.1. 
2OAR 860-082-0015(34). 
3OAR 860-082-0015(15), (16) (adopting IEEE 1547-2018 and IEEE 1547.1-2020); id. (39) 
(defining the reference point of applicability); as amended by PUC 4-2024. 
4OAR 860-039-0005(3)(k) (anchoring “IEEE standards” to the 2003 and 2005 editions); id. (3)(q) 
(defining “point of common coupling”); id. (3)(c) (citing IEEE 1547 § 4.1.4 (2003)). 



AR 688 Coalition Comments Page 3 of 13 

IEEE 1547-2018 draws a distinction that neither division presently expresses, between the point 
of common coupling and the point of DER connection, and IEEE 2030.7 adds the concept of the 
POI as the single controlled interface for connection and disconnection, which is essential for 
storage, grid-forming inverters, and islanding. Third, AR 681 is being built on this current IEEE 
stack. Staff’s May 22, 2026 AR 681 Update states that PCC, POI, and related terms already have 
standardized definitions in IEEE standards and cannot be redefined, and Staff committed there 
to coordinate policy direction with the permanent interconnection rulemaking in AR 688.5 Divisions 
82 and 39 should be aligned to the same definitions so the two dockets do not diverge. 

The distinction runs deeper than a single boundary point, and this is the core issue the rulemaking 
has not yet resolved. IEEE 1547-2018 and IEEE 2030.7 use at least four related but non-
interchangeable terms, each with a distinct function, physical location, and associated equipment. 
Aligning the Oregon rules to current IEEE usage therefore requires more than substituting one 
label for another; it requires understanding how these terms operate together. 

Term (standard) Function Typical location Example device(s) at this 
point 

Point of common 
coupling (PCC), IEEE 
1547-2018 

Boundary between the 
customer’s Local EPS and 
the utility’s Area EPS; where 
import and export are 
defined 

At the service point, 
on the utility side of 
the premises wiring 

Utility revenue meter; CT or PT 
metering on larger services; 
service or manual disconnect; 
meter-mounted disconnect 

Point of DER 
connection (PoC), 
IEEE 1547-2018 

Where an individual DER 
unit connects into the Local 
EPS 

At the DER unit 
output, within the 
customer system 

Inverter AC terminals; backfed 
DER breaker; PV or storage 
combiner 

Point of 
interconnection (POI), 
IEEE 2030.7 

The single controlled 
interface where a microgrid 
connects to and disconnects 
from the grid (islanding) 

At the microgrid’s 
grid intertie; could be 
utility owned in some 
cases 

Intertie breaker or recloser; 
motor-operated switch; 
automatic transfer switch (ATS); 
microgrid interconnect device 

Reference point of 
applicability (RPA), 
IEEE 1547-2018 

Where the IEEE 1547 
performance requirements 
are measured and enforced 

Configurable: at the 
PCC, the PoC, or a 
point between 

Not a device; a designated 
measurement or reference point 
(for example at the meter, a 
relay, or the inverter) 

 
The reference point of applicability is the concept that resolves most of the current ambiguity, 
because it separates where a resource physically connects from where the interconnection and 
interoperability requirements are measured and enforced.6 Division 82 now defines a reference 
point of applicability, but narrowly, as “a location proximate to the generation.” IEEE 1547-2018 
is more flexible: the RPA may be located at the PCC, at the point of DER connection, or at a point 

 
5OPUC Staff, AR 681 Update and Request for Comment (May 22, 2026), Workstream 3 and AR 
688 coordination note. 
6IEEE Std 1547-2018, Clause 3 (definitions) and § 4.1. The standard defines the point of 
common coupling as “the point of connection between the Area EPS and the Local EPS”; the 
point of DER connection as “the point where a DER unit is electrically connected in a Local 
EPS”; and the reference point of applicability as “the location where the interconnection and 
interoperability performance requirements specified in this standard apply.” Under § 4.1 the 
electrical quantities in the standard are measured at the RPA unless stated otherwise, and the 
RPA may be located at the PCC, the point of DER connection, or a point between them. 
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between them, depending on the system configuration. A definition that fixes the RPA near the 
generation cannot express the configurability that makes the concept useful, and Division 39 does 
not use the RPA concept at all. This is why a simple label swap will not fix the problem. The 
reference point of applicability is also not a switching device and is not defined by ownership; it is 
the point where the standard’s requirements are measured. Although it may be co-located with 
the utility-operated point of interconnection in a community microgrid, the two remain distinct: the 
POI is where the system is switched, and the RPA is where compliance is measured. 

We recognize that these terms are difficult, and that experienced engineers on all sides, including 
within the coalition, apply them inconsistently and disagree about specific configurations. We also 
recognize that the utilities carry significant liability for the safe operation of the electric power 
system, and that changes to defined terms can carry unintended operational and safety 
consequences. For both reasons, the coalition does not ask the Commission to redraft these 
definitions unilaterally or in haste. We ask instead that the Commission work with the utilities and 
stakeholders to settle a coherent set of definitions promptly, each paired with supporting single-
line examples tied to common use cases, so that every term is clear in application and not only in 
the abstract. 

We recommend that the Commission: 

1. Convene the utilities and stakeholders to conduct, on an expedited schedule, a functional 
audit of the relevant boundary terms as defined in IEEE 1547-2018 and IEEE 2030.7, 
namely the point of common coupling (PCC), the point of DER connection (PoC), the point 
of interconnection (POI), and the reference point of applicability (RPA). The audit should 
map each term to its function and physical location, identify where each governs, and pair 
each with supporting single-line examples tied to common use cases. This collaborative 
audit is the predicate for coherent definitions and should precede the drafting of rule text. 

2. Adopt, in OAR 860-082-0015 and OAR 860-039-0005, boundary definitions consistent 
with IEEE 1547-2018 and IEEE 2030.7-2017: a “point of interconnection (POI)” as the 
controlled interface at which a facility or microgrid connects to and disconnects from the 
utility system; a “point of common coupling (PCC)”; and a “point of DER connection,” 
distinguished as IEEE 1547-2018 distinguishes them. Cite each standard with the phrase 
“or its successor” so the rules do not fall out of date again. We note for Staff that IEEE 
requires its standards to be revised or withdrawn within ten years of approval, so any fixed 
edition citation is certain to go stale. If the Commission concludes that a rolling citation is 
not permissible under Oregon incorporation by reference practice, we ask in the 
alternative that the Commission commit to periodic review of the cited editions on the 
same ten-year cycle. 

3. Modernize Division 39 to match Division 82: update “IEEE standards” in OAR 860-039-
0005(3)(k) from the 2003 and 2005 editions to the editions Division 82 already adopts in 
OAR 860-082-0015(15) and (16), and conform the stale 2003 reference in OAR 860-039-
0005(3)(c). 

4. Revise the reference point of applicability definition in OAR 860-082-0015(39) to track 
IEEE 1547-2018: the RPA may be located at the point of common coupling, the point of 
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DER connection, or a point between them, rather than only at “a location proximate to the 
generation.” 

5. Coordinate these definitions with AR 681 and UM 2111 so that a single, consistent set of 
boundary terms governs interconnection, net metering, and microgrids. 

6. Direct the utilities to include in their handbooks standardized single-line drawings that 
show where each boundary term applies for common configurations, and to keep those 
drawings current as designs evolve. This is consistent with the coalition’s AR 681 position 
that standardized topologies and implementation detail belong in utility handbooks rather 
than in rule. 

Two related items the coalition raised in AR 681 belong in AR 688 as well, and we restate them 
here because the audience and record are different. First, the 10 MW nameplate cap in Division 
82 traces to the 10 MVA scope limit of IEEE 1547-2003, which IEEE 1547-2018 removed, and 
the federal threshold for a small generating facility is 20 MW. We recommend raising the Division 
82 cap to 20 MW in coordination with UM 2111.7 Second, we recommend adding a “microgrid 
operator” definition and role to Division 82, consistent with HB 2066, because operators can serve 
individual projects under Division 82 as well as community microgrids under AR 681. This keeps 
Division 82 forward-compatible with the microgrid framework. 

II. Third-Party Involvement and the Option to Build 
We support Staff’s proposal to extend the option to build to all interconnection applicants and to 
remove the dependency on the utility’s 600-day construction timeline, consistent with the QF-
LGIA framework in Order No. 25-355.8 This gives applicants a proven path to control cost and 
schedule. We add one clarification: any utility oversight of applicant-built facilities should be 
scoped to safety, reliability, and compliance with reviewed and published standards, and should 
not become a discretionary veto over the applicant’s election to build. HB 2065 makes this 
standard statutory for microgrid interconnections: the utility’s decision to approve or deny “must 
be based on safety, reliability and compliance with published standards.”9 

The same principle requires one correction to the rule text. Proposed OAR 860-082-0060(13)(d) 
allows an applicant to assume responsibility for the design, procurement, and construction of 
“mutually agreed-upon” interconnection facilities and stand-alone system upgrades. As drafted, 
the mutual agreement condition attaches to the election itself, so the option to build exists only 
for the facilities the utility agrees to release. That is a discretionary veto by another name. The 
LGIA framework on which the proposal is expressly modeled is more precise: since FERC Order 
No. 845, the interconnection customer’s election to build the utility’s interconnection facilities and 
stand-alone network upgrades is unconditional, and mutual agreement plays only one role, 
identifying which network upgrades qualify as stand alone, with a written technical explanation 

 
7IEEE 1547-2018 removed the 10 MVA applicability limit carried in IEEE 1547-2003; the federal 
threshold for a small generating facility is 20 MW. See FERC Order No. 2006, Standardization 
of Small Generator Interconnection Agreements and Procedures. 
8Order No. 25-355 (Commission-approved terms and conditions for the option to build in the 
QF-LGIA). 
9 HB 2065, Section 2(8)(a). 
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and dispute resolution when the parties disagree. Order No. 25-355 adopted Staff’s 
recommendation to incorporate the Order No. 845 reforms, including the option to build, into the 
QF-LGIA. We recommend conforming subsection (13)(d) to that structure: strike “mutually 
agreed-upon” as a condition on the election, provide that the applicant may elect to build 
interconnection facilities and stand-alone system upgrades as of right, and pair the stand-alone 
determination with a written technical explanation and dispute resolution. Staff’s proposal already 
strikes subsections (13)(b)(A) through (C) of the temporary rule, which contain the same phrase, 
so the correction needs to reach only (13)(d). 

III. Implement HB 2065 by Its Terms: Its Rights Attach to Every Microgrid, Not 
Only Tier 4 
The temporary rules and this permanent rulemaking were prompted in significant part by HB 2065, 
and the permanent rules should implement the statute by its terms. HB 2065 grants procedural 
rights to any person who applies to interconnect a microgrid or community microgrid whenever 
the public utility concludes that the proposed interconnection requires a study or engineering 
evaluation.10 The statutory definition of “microgrid,” a group of interconnected loads and 
distributed energy resources within clearly defined electrical boundaries that functions as a single 
controllable system, whether operating independently of or in conjunction with the grid, contains 
no capacity threshold and no tier reference. A behind-the-meter solar and storage system may 
meet this definition when its components are operated as a single controllable system. The 
statute’s rights therefore attach by function, not by project size or review tier, and they reach 
systems interconnecting under Division 39 as well as Division 82. These rights are procedural, 
elective, and additive. HB 2065 contains no compensation provisions and did not amend ORS 
757.300. Nothing in the statute, and nothing in these recommendations, modifies a facility’s 
eligibility for, or compensation under, net metering pursuant to ORS 757.300 and OAR chapter 
860, division 39. 

The draft rules implement these rights only in part. The third-party study election, the twenty-one-
day data access, and the professional engineer stamp appear only in OAR 860-082-0060, the 
Tier 4 review, and only for the system impact study. The statute is broader in four respects. It 
applies to any “study or engineering evaluation,” a phrase that reaches supplemental review of a 
lower-tier application, a feasibility study, and a facilities study. Both divisions already speak this 
language: Division 82 requires applicants to pay the costs of “studies and engineering 
evaluations” at any tier (OAR 860-082-0025(3)(b)), and Division 39 defines an “impact study” as 
an engineering analysis of a net metering facility’s probable impact (OAR 860-039-0005(3)(L)). 
Its data access provision, Section 2(6), includes particulars the draft omits: a standardized, 
machine-readable format, redaction only where disclosure would jeopardize grid security or 
violate law and then only with a mutually acceptable alternative, clear identification of proprietary 
information, a designated utility liaison, and charges limited to reasonable and actual costs. 
Section 2(7) entitles the applicant’s consultant to submit a preliminary design and receive written 

 
10 Enrolled House Bill 2065 (2025), Section 2, added to and made a part of ORS chapter 757. 
The definition of “microgrid” appears at Section 2(1)(b); the study and evaluation options at 
Section 2(2); data access at Section 2(6); preliminary design review at Section 2(7); and the 
decision standard and priority timeline at Section 2(8). 
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feedback within thirty days, at no charge. And Section 2(8)(b) requires the utility to approve or 
deny an application that adheres to published standards, the utility’s technical data, and that 
feedback within ninety days. The trigger is also invisible as drafted: the utility concludes internally 
that a study or evaluation is required, and nothing tells the applicant that statutory options are 
attached at that moment. 

We recommend that the Commission: 

1. Adopt the HB 2065 definition of “microgrid” in OAR 860-082-0015, verbatim, with a parallel 
cross-reference in OAR 860-039-0005, so the statutory rights have a hook in both 
divisions. This complements the microgrid operator definition recommended in Section I. 

2. Make the third-party study election available at every tier and under Division 39 whenever 
the public utility concludes that a study or engineering evaluation is required, tracking the 
statutory phrase rather than naming only the system impact study. 

3. Codify the full data access requirements of Section 2(6) wherever a third-party consultant 
is engaged, including the twenty-one-day deadline, the standardized machine-readable 
format, the redaction alternative, proprietary markings, the designated liaison, and 
charges limited to reasonable and actual costs. 

4. Codify the no-charge preliminary design review with written utility feedback within thirty 
days. 

5. Codify the ninety-day decision requirement for applications that adhere to published 
standards, the utility’s technical data, and the utility’s design feedback. 

6. Define the trigger objectively and make it visible: provide that a study or engineering 
evaluation has been concluded necessary whenever an application, at any tier or under 
Division 39, cannot be approved on the applicable screens alone, and require the public 
utility at that moment to give the applicant written notice that an engineering evaluation is 
required and that the applicant may elect a third-party consultant under HB 2065. 

We recognize that this rulemaking properly covers more than microgrids, and nothing in this 
section asks the Commission to narrow its scope. The point is forward compatibility. The statute 
is fully enacted, its rights are defined by function rather than size, and permanent rules that confine 
those rights to the Tier 4 system impact study would be out of step with the law on the day they 
are adopted. 

IV. Delayed Construction Waivers 
We agree with Staff that utilities should not be penalized for delays caused by applicants, and 
that a single waiver filing at the end of construction is preferable to repeated interim filings. We 
support Staff’s approach and ask the Commission to confirm two points as it finalizes the 
language. The five percent per thirty-day construction cost discount in OAR 860-082-0060(13)(c) 
should remain the default that a utility must affirmatively rebut through the end-of-construction 
waiver. And a waiver granted for applicant-caused delay should be supported by 
contemporaneous documentation of the milestone or payment the applicant missed. Staff noted 
it would consider remedies for developers that consistently miss milestones. We would support a 
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symmetrical, documented standard that applies the same scrutiny to applicant delay and to utility 
delay. 

That symmetry should extend to the interconnection agreement itself. The value of a single end-
of-construction waiver is lost if delay disputes simply migrate into enforcement of the agreement, 
with the utility seeking to terminate for applicant delay rather than making its case through the 
waiver process. We recommend that the rules set criteria for termination for applicant delay: 
termination should require a material, documented failure to meet a milestone or payment set 
forth in the interconnection agreement, written notice and a reasonable opportunity to cure, and 
termination should not be available while the project remains within the 600-day construction 
timeline or an agreed extension. 

V. Potential Study Delays 
We agree with Staff’s recommendation. Limiting study-timeline extensions to the applicant’s 
request, and only for lower-queued projects awaiting the results of higher-queued projects, keeps 
schedule control with the party that bears the schedule risk. No change is needed. 

VI. Limited Operation 
We strongly agree with Staff’s proposal to decouple limited operation from the construction 
timeline. This change, which ITA and IREC recommended, lets a resource deliver energy at a 
reduced, studied export level while the remaining facilities are completed. It is a sound use of 
existing capacity. We ask for two conforming refinements to proposed subsection (14). As drafted, 
both the operating study and the authorization are available only after execution of an 
interconnection agreement. Two moments in the process do the most work, and the rule should 
name them. First, the applicant should be able to request the operating study proactively, at its 
expense, as part of the initial study phase, so that the executed agreement incorporates both the 
full and the limited operating parameters from the start rather than requiring a second study cycle 
after signing. Second, limited operation should be available retroactively where construction of 
the interconnection facilities or system upgrades encounters repeated unexpected delays, the 
circumstances that would otherwise ripen into waiver requests under subsection (13)(c), so that 
the facility can deliver energy at a studied level while the delay is resolved. In both cases, 
execution of the agreement remains the gate for operation, not for the study. We support proposed 
subsection (14)(d), which provides that a utility shall not unreasonably deny authority for limited 
operations, and the proposed definition of Limited Operations, which correctly ties the reduced 
export level to the export control methods of OAR 860-082-0033. The same principle supports 
the broader point we raise next. 

VII. Flexible, Limited-Export Interconnection Should Be a Default Study Option, 
Not a Reapplication 
At the June 24 workshop, utilities suggested that an application that cannot be approved as 
submitted or that would require significant system upgrades should have to reapply and submit a 
separate limited-export or flexible interconnection study. We disagree. A reapplication 
requirement in that situation is counterproductive because it sends a viable project to the back of 
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the queue, forces utility staff to open and process a duplicate application for a resource they have 
already studied, and adds cost and months of delay for no engineering benefit. 

Flexible interconnection, including limited export under OAR 860-082-0033, is a tool for making 
better use of the grid that already exists and for connecting new resources faster. Treating it as a 
second, separate process defeats both purposes. The information needed to evaluate the 
alternative, namely the resource, the point of interconnection, and the identified constraint, is 
already before the utility at the moment the study finds the problem. Industry certification practice 
points in the same direction: UL 3141, the emerging certification outline for power control systems, 
addresses equipment that electronically limits export at a defined reference point. We cite it not 
as a requirement but as directional confirmation that certified, testable export limiting is becoming 
the industry norm. Division 82 anticipates this development: OAR 860-082-0033(3)(c)(A) accepts 
NRTL certification of power control systems “until similar test procedures for power control 
systems are included in a standard.” 

We ask the Commission to make flexible interconnection the default path for any application that 
does not have a clear and expeditious path to completion at its full requested capacity. 
Specifically, where a feasibility study, system impact study, or facilities study determines that 
interconnection at the full requested export level cannot be approved, or would trigger significant 
system upgrades, the utility should, at the applicant’s election, evaluate a flexible or limited-export 
configuration under OAR 860-082-0033 within the same study cycle and under the existing 
application, preserving the applicant’s queue position. A new application, new fees, and a new 
queue position should not be required to study an export-limited alternative to a resource already 
in the queue. The applicant retains the choice to accept the upgrades, elect the flexible alternative, 
or withdraw. 

We acknowledge a technical limit on this recommendation. For an export-only project with no host 
load, a limited-export configuration may be technically infeasible until the constraining upgrade is 
complete; where the constraint binds even at minimal export, there may be no studied level above 
zero at which the facility can operate. The default we propose is therefore conditioned on 
feasibility: where a flexible or limited-export configuration is possible and technically reasonable, 
it should be the default outcome, and where it is not, the study should document the infeasibility 
rather than assume it. The Governor’s direction in Executive Order No. 25-29, to which the 
temporary rules respond, and the condition of the grid both call for the maximum amount of 
generation to come online on the shortest achievable timeline. A rule that defaults to studying the 
flexible alternative, and documents infeasibility where it exists, serves that objective in every case. 

This is the same principle Staff applied when it decoupled limited operation from the construction 
timeline. A flexible, export-limited interconnection is often the fastest and lowest-cost way to 
connect a resource, and the study process should reach that outcome inside a single application 
rather than sending the applicant back to the start. 

Our proposal is also consistent with the limited operation provision in OAR 860-082-0060(14). 
Subsection (14), as Staff proposes to revise it, addresses a different moment in the project life 
cycle: it allows a facility, after execution of an interconnection agreement and pending completion 
of required interconnection facilities or system upgrades, to operate at a studied, reduced level 
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upon the applicant’s request and at the applicant’s expense. What we propose operates earlier, 
at the study stage, and produces a durable configuration rather than an interim one. Staff’s 
proposed definition of Limited Operations, parallel operation at a reduced export capacity using 
export control methods permitted under OAR 860-082-0033, already connects the two provisions. 
As under subsection (14), the flexible evaluation we propose would occur at the applicant’s 
election and expense. Beyond the study-timing refinement described in the Limited Operation 
section above, no change to subsection (14) is needed. 

Flexible interconnection can also solve a collective action problem. Where the system upgrade 
needed for full export is too costly for any single project, a limited-export interconnection lets an 
applicant connect now at a studied level and remain in place while other projects queue on the 
same portion of the network. Once a critical mass of projects has accumulated, the utility can right 
size the common upgrade once and allocate its cost pro rata among the interested local 
applicants, each of which can then convert to its full requested export level. The Commission’s 
own record supports this cost-sharing logic: in Order No. 25-355, Staff recounted that cost sharing 
was a central rationale for including state-jurisdictional generators in PacifiCorp’s cluster study 
process, and found that small generators are seeing benefits from the cluster cost-allocation 
approach in the study phase even as the clusters themselves face withdrawal, restudy, and 
stagnation, with no Oregon cluster project operational to date.11 A limited-export bridge delivers 
the same cost-allocation benefit at distribution scale without importing the cluster machinery that 
has stagnated: each project connects and operates at its studied level while the common upgrade 
is sized once and shared. This is analogous in concept, though not in mechanism, to the local 
cost recovery framework in HB 2066: it is not rate recovery, but it allocates the cost of common 
infrastructure among the local participants who benefit from it, rather than forcing the first mover 
to carry the entire cost or abandon the project. We ask that the rules expressly permit an applicant 
to elect a limited-export configuration as a bridge to a shared upgrade, and permit the utility to 
study and allocate a common upgrade across multiple queued applicants on the same portion of 
the system. 

VIII. Communications 
We support Staff’s decision to place Communication Protocols in utility handbooks rather than 
prescribing them in detail in Division 82, and we support a minimum monthly meeting cadence 
after execution of an interconnection agreement, with the applicant able to request more frequent 
meetings that the utility may not refuse without written justification. We support the change-of-
ownership provision in proposed OAR 860-082-0043 as drafted: a simple written notice within 
fifteen business days of assuming ownership. We flag two corrections: Staff’s narrative describes 
the notice period as fifteen calendar days while the proposed rule text states fifteen business 
days, and we ask Staff to conform the narrative to the rule text. The narrative also once cites the 
new section as “860-84-0043”; the correct citation is OAR 860-082-0043. 

IX. Site Visits 

 
11 Order No. 25-355, Appendix A (Staff Report, Docket No. UM 2351) at 5–6 (small generators 
“seeing benefits from the cost allocation approach in the study phase”). 
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We agree that an early site visit can improve the accuracy of cost estimates. Staff’s proposal 
would require at least one site visit for Tier 2 and above applicants. We recommend limiting the 
mandatory visit to Tier 4 applicants, no later than the facilities study stage. The rule’s own timing 
supports this scope: only Tier 4 review includes a facilities study, so the deadline Staff proposes 
has no analog in the screen-based tiers, and because the applicant pays the utility’s costs of 
preparing for and attending the visit, a mandatory visit for small Tier 2 systems adds cost 
disproportionate to its value. A site visit at any tier should remain available upon the request of 
either party. We ask as well that the applicant’s obligation to pay the utility’s costs be tied to 
documented, reasonable costs, so the provision does not become an open-ended charge. 

We also ask the Commission to allow technology-based alternatives to the physical site visit 
where both parties agree. Pacific Power noted that its service territory is geographically large and 
that it does not maintain staff located in the state, so a mandatory in-person visit can impose 
significant travel costs that the applicant must bear. Drone-based photogrammetry, high-
resolution site imagery, and similar digital reference materials, paired with a virtual meeting, can 
accomplish the purpose of the site visit at far lower cost. The rule should permit the parties to 
substitute these methods by mutual agreement, with the in-person visit remaining available where 
either party prefers it. 

X. Cost Boundaries 
We agree with Staff’s recommendation to require the facilities study to include a detailed estimate 
of the cost to procure, construct, and install the required interconnection facilities and system 
upgrades. A reliable, detailed estimate at the facilities study stage is essential to the applicant’s 
ability to make an informed decision to build or to pay. 

XI. Waiver (OAR 860-082-0010(2)) 
We agree with Staff’s clarifying edit coordinating the general waiver rule with the study-timeline 
extension provisions in OAR 860-082-0060. No further change is needed. 

XII. Further Refinement 

A. Detailed Reports 
We support leveraging data already collected in PowerClerk for more frequent, lower-burden 
reporting, and we support the suggestion, which Staff accepted, to revisit the reporting 
requirements within three years. We are glad to help define the specific data points at the 
workshop. 

B. Protection and Safety: Disconnect Switches and Direct Transfer Trip 
This is the item where terminology matters most, which is why we placed the definitions foundation 
first. Our positions follow from that foundation. 

 

Purpose of the net metering disconnect. OAR 860-039-0015(2) requires a single manual 
disconnect switch that will disconnect the net metering facility from the public utility’s system. The 
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rule is singular, and its purpose, as PGE confirmed in its May 1, 2026 filing, is to provide safety 
to utility field personnel working on the distribution system.12 A single device that achieves 
functional isolation of the net metering facility from the utility system satisfies the rule. 

Additional disconnects require a documented technical need. Where a utility requires 
disconnects beyond the one device needed to isolate the facility from the utility system, for 
example separate solar and storage disconnects for a single integrated system, that requirement 
should rest on a documented technical use case evaluated against the certified behavior of the 
equipment under UL 1741 and IEEE 1547, not on legacy assumptions. Staff already recognizes 
that multiple disconnect switches raise interconnection costs. We ask the Commission to adopt a 
single-disconnect default that a utility may rebut only with a documented technical need of last 
resort. 

Recognize utility-owned means of disconnection. Utilities now hold multiple means of isolating 
a facility, including the revenue meter itself, which a line crew can pull to create a visible break, 
and remote disconnection through smart meters, a practice the Commission’s Division 21 rules 
already govern.13 Division 82 already accepts the same principle for small systems: an inverter-
based facility interconnected through a utility-owned metered service may use the meter base 
itself as the required isolation device (OAR 860-082-0030(4)(b)). We recognize that line worker 
safety practice generally calls for a visible, lockable break, and that a smart meter switch alone is 
neither. But the industry’s own safety framework points in the same direction: utility Job Hazard 
Analyses (JHAs) and Methods of Procedure (MOPs) require line workers to apply additional 
protective measures, such as testing for the absence of voltage and applying protective grounds, 
regardless of the status of any customer-sited disconnect, which likely explains why these 
switches have a long history of never being operated in practice. Where a utility-owned means 
provides equivalent, verifiable isolation, the Commission should allow the customer-provided 
disconnect to be waived or satisfied by that means. If a utility maintains that a customer-sited 
disconnect is still necessary where these other measures are available, it would be instructive for 
the utility to provide the governing JHAs and MOPs, together with the specific use cases in which 
field personnel actually rely on a customer-sited DER disconnect. 

Distinguish utility isolation from emergency shutdown. For storage and grid-forming 
systems, the boundary for utility isolation is the point of interconnection as defined in Section I, 
not a device placed inside the customer system behind the islanding controller. Emergency 
shutdown devices, such as Emergency Power Off and Rapid Shutdown required by the electrical 
and fire codes, serve life safety and de-energize premises wiring. A utility isolation device 
separates the facility from the utility system without disabling islanded operation. The rules should 
not collapse these two functions into a single mandatory device, because doing so defeats the 
resiliency the customer paid for and provides no additional grid-protection benefit once isolation 
at the point of interconnection is achieved. 

 
12PGE Comments on Staff’s Questions, Docket No. AR 688 (May 1, 2026), at 11. 
13Order No. 22-353 (Sept. 29, 2022), Docket No. AR 653 (amending the Division 21 rules 
governing disconnection of service); PUC 10-2022. 
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Direct Transfer Trip. We support Staff’s effort to establish consistent, transparent, published 
criteria for when Direct Transfer Trip is required across all three utilities, and we encourage the 
Commission to hold that standard uniform rather than allowing each utility to set divergent criteria, 
consistent with the standardization goals in UM 2111. 

C. Housekeeping Correction to the Division 39 Kilowatt Limit 
PUC 3-2024 amended OAR 860-039-0030(1)(b) to allow generation of 50 kW or less with an 
export capacity of 25 kW or less, but it did not conform OAR 860-039-0010, the Net Metering 
Kilowatt Limit.14 As written, a residential facility generating more than 25 kW but not more than 50 
kW is out of compliance with OAR 860-039-0010 even though OAR 860-039-0030(1)(b) 
contemplates it. We ask the Commission to amend OAR 860-039-0010(1) in AR 688 to match 
the language of OAR 860-039-0030(1)(b). 

XIII. Conclusion 
We appreciate Staff’s work and the opportunity to comment. We urge the Commission, above all, 
to take four actions. First, fix the boundary terminology and align it with IEEE 1547-2018 and 
IEEE 2030.7 and with AR 681, because the terms are the foundation for everything else. Second, 
implement HB 2065 by its terms, so that its study, data access, and timeline rights reach every 
microgrid that triggers them, at every tier and in both divisions. Third, make flexible, limited-export 
interconnection a default study option, where technically reasonable, rather than a reapplication, 
so the process makes better use of the existing grid and connects resources faster. Fourth, adopt 
a single-disconnect default rebuttable only by a documented technical need of last resort. We 
support the balance of Staff’s proposal and look forward to the continued informal process and 
the path to a formal rulemaking. 

 
14PUC 3-2024 (amending OAR 860-039-0030(1)(b) to allow generation of 50 kW or less and 
export capacity of 25 kW or less).


