Net Metering Task Force March 26, 2015 Meeting Minutes
Participants: Angie O’Connor, Dan Burgess, Larry Aller (alternate for Geoff Chapin), Janet Besser, Charles Harak, Camilo Serna, Bob Rio (arrived late), Amy Rabinowitz, Liam Holland, Christina Fisher, Katie Rever (alternate for Fred Zalcman), Eric Krathwohl, David Colton, Bill Stillinger, Paul Brennan, Lisa Podgurski
9:30 AM
Angie O’Connor: Let’s get started.
Dan Burgess:  We are going to jump right into things.  (Goes over agenda).  Any additions to the agenda?
Larry Aller:  Given the current situation with net metering caps, we need to make recommendations to effectively achieve 1,600 megawatts (“MW”).  For reasons such as cost effectiveness and open access for solar, we need to discuss recommending addressing the caps.  
Dan Burgess:  We expect to cover that in our recommendations section.  Any other issues?  Seeing none, let’s vote on minutes.  Any comments on the minutes?
Janet Besser: The minutes have the wrong date for one of our meetings.  It should say April 16th , not April 14th.  
Dan Burgess: Agreed, that’s a typo.  Do I have a motion to accept as amended?  Vote. Unanimous approval 15-0 (Bob Rio was not present).
Dan Burgess:  On to the consultant tasks.  Have we gotten all comments on Task 0?
Andy Belden (Consultant):  Yes, that is final.
Dan Burgess:  Any comments on Task 1?
Amy Rabinowitz: National Grid has a few clarification edits.  Also, on Task 2, one thing to add now is that the final report should have a comparison across the different states of total compensation to solar owners.  A levelized basis for comparison that includes everything, PBI, tax credits, etc.
Andy Belden:  That sounds good but it is outside the scope of work.
Dan Burgess:  Are you looking for additional analysis from the consultant?
Amy Rabinowitz: Yes.  I find it hard to see how my request is outside the scope.
Bob Grace (Consultant):  We proposed a short summary, not that sort of detailed analysis.  If that is desired we can do it.
Dan Burgess: The co chairs will discuss further.
Camilo Serna: We are not fully done reviewing Tasks 1, 2, and 5.  I also want to emphasize what Amy said.  I think that it is hard to assess the effectiveness of each state’s policies without the numbers.  We still need to know what a major incentive is and what a minor incentive is.  There should be data.  If the consultant can’t produce that, we will need to supplement the report.  This information is critical.
Angie O’Connor:  I tend to agree with Camilo but we will take that discussion offline.  But from the utilities, the more we can add numbers to this report the better.  Can the utilities provide a projection of costs for solar generation customers from 2014-2020 that show the actual projected SREC costs in each year?  I ask that you coordinate with each other so that the assumptions are the same.  
Janet Besser:  Other Task Force members will want to look at that request too and be able to comment on the assumptions and any numbers that the utilities use.
Larry Aller:  If we are going to look at solar costs, we should also look at solar benefits.  
Angie O’Connor:  I think that we had some of this discussion at the last meeting.  I don’t think that there is a debate to the value of solar and all of the benefits to the Commonwealth.  There are already many good reports out there.  But we need numbers and data.
Larry Aller:  I agree.  We need to have a balanced view of what is possible to achieve with solar investments.  Maybe we don’t need to deliver all at once.  So maybe the cost projections can come first.  But we need the benefit data in too.  I agree that it is valuable to have data.  But we also want to have an equitable and diverse solar market so we should look at what states are doing in the context of diverse solar installation.  For example, North Carolina is almost entirely utility scale solar.  We need to be careful about what we are comparing.
Eric Krathwohl:  We need to have more discussion about the value of solar.  What sort of studies and analysis do we need to get those numbers?  So far, I haven’t heard about netting the avoided costs (substations, line upgrades, etc.).
Angie O’Connor:  That is a deeper analysis than what I was asking for.
Eric Krathwohl:  I think that the distribution companies must have at least a thought on that.  I’m not sure if there are studies.
Kate Rever:  There are lots of studies that already show the benefits of solar.  The outcomes of these studies are very state specific.  So we should focus on Massachusetts specifically, with a value of solar study, and not just import numbers from another state.
Dan Burgess:  We need to spend a lot of time on assumptions today.  But we will get to the cost and benefits discussion.
Janet Besser:  We can’t just focus on costs.  We need to have benefits in there too.  DOER and DPU need to undertake a value of solar study.  Having just the costs can be taken out of context.  You can’t talk about one without the other.
Bill Stillinger:  Those benefits are real practical numbers.  The business I run has three dozen heads of households with full time jobs.  That is a real quantifiable benefit.
Amy Rabinowitz:  Are we supposed to look at the actual costs that are passed through to rates?  And then projecting that out?  If so, we are happy to provide that.  But the cost and benefits study is a different analysis.
Camilo Serna:  We can say the level of investment that we are making to get to 1,600 MW.  That is the data we can provide.  What we want to know is how much other states are investing to get to those benefits.  The value of solar number in Maine had $0 for distribution benefits.  But this is very system specific.  Maybe this group should take that as a policy recommendation.
Bob Grace:  As one of the co-authors of that Maine study, it put in the $0 value as a placeholder for transmission and distribution, because the numbers are very site specific.  That is not the actual number, just a placeholder.
Dan Burgess:  Seeing no further Task 1 discussion onto Task 2.
Amy Rabinowitz:  We are expecting another draft of Task 2 from the consultant.
Janet Besser:  Can we see comments in redline?  That makes it easier to sort through them.
Dan Burgess:  We can do that from a process perspective.
Amy Rabinowitz: We have comments.  But maybe everyone else on the Task Force does too.  So we should lock in the time for future meetings to discuss that.
Bob Grace (Consultant):  It is our intent to accept comments and incorporate them.  But if we don’t agree with them, we will call them out and identify their source.  
Dan Burgess:  Great.  This is all part of the process.  Anything else on Task 5?
Janet Besser:  How should we send feedback?
Dan Burgess:  We can figure out a way to do redline, but we need to talk through the process.
Kate Rever: As changes are made to Task 5, can we understand what those changes are and highlight them?
Andy Belden (Consultant):  We did change the capacity factor in Task 5 to get closer to an average capacity factor for Massachusetts.  Also, we added the distribution portion of the customer bill for one of the cases.
Dan Burgess:  We will lay out a process to finalize these reports.  If there are no further questions, we need to go onto the Task 3 assumptions.  There is a lot of information and a lot of slides.  This is our bite at the apple on these assumptions so if we have questions, we need to raise them now so we can all be comfortable with the model and agree that assumptions were developed in a fair manner.  Please ask clarifying questions and flag any major concerns.  Bob and the team put together 100+ slides.  We sent out the key 50 or so slides and will post the whole deck to the site after this meeting.
Bob Grace (Consultant) begins presentation on modeling assumptions:  We will focus on key assumptions that we expect feedback on from the Task Force.
Slide 2 – Overview of analysis of costs and benefits.  This presentation will lay out the framework and boundaries of analysis for base case and for the 2 policy paths (A and B) agreed to by the Task Force.
There are two sets of issues - What are the costs and benefits of solar, which is not materially different between policy futures/paths, and how to think about solar carve-out. 
Larry Aller: Can we ask questions now?
Bob Grace (Consultant): The slides may answer your questions.
Larry Aller: are you modeling the renewable portfolio standard (“RPS”) or the Green Communities Act (“GCA”) number?
Bob Grace (Consultant): RPS.  This isn’t a value of solar study, thought there are many similar qualities covered in this that would be covered in a value of solar study.  This is just not the focus here.  We’re not doing a full macroeconomic cost benefit analysis but we may try to address some issues qualitatively.  We focus on the cost benefits that differ between futures.
Amy Rabinowitz: What do you mean by futures? How are we determining the elasticity of demand?
Bob Grace: By futures we mean base case versus policy path A and policy path B.  Regarding elasticity, we’ll get to that.
Janet Besser: How is the pace at which solar is developed and the costs of the different paths being captured?
Bob Grace: We’ll get to it.
Larry Aller: We need to include absolute benefits.
Bob Grace: We’ll get to it.
Most of the progress to the 1,600 MW will be made before the close of ITC, before changes in Massachusetts policy can be implemented.  There is nothing special about 2025 or 2,500 MW.  We just need to pick something for modeling purposes.
Janet Besser: Regarding “allowing roughly comparable volumes” - we won’t reach 1,600 MW unless we raise the caps.
How policy paths may play out over time requires a sensitivity analysis beyond the scope and timeline that we have.  If DBI, the actual build out could change dramatically.  It could be a further study to further illustrate, which will illuminate a lot of this.
Amy Rabinowitz: We don’t need to raise the cap to get to 1,600 MW.
Bob Grace (Consultant): As we are modeling, there is a slow-down in build out but we’ve modeled current caps.  We are still is building, just a slow down.  This issue is more complicated than yes or no.
Regarding perspectives – the statute requires three perspectives, but in working with DOER as a sounding board, we expanded “participants” to non-owner participants and customer-generator owner.  
Amy Rabinowitz: Are you able to separate out the “hosts” from the developers so that we can see what our own customers are getting and paying for versus entities from outside the state?
Bob Grace (Consultant): We will be able to tease out a certain amount of that information.  I will come back and talk more about that.
Katie Rever: For wholesale generators are we talking about central station generation?
Bob Grace: We are just accounting for PV generation in wholesale.
Janet Besser: Are we talking about costs and benefits?
Bob Grace: Yes.
Bob Rio: Can we try not to double count facilities?
Bob Grace (Consultant): That is an excruciating exercise, and we are taking great pains to avoid double counting.
Eric Krathwohl: Same question about the overlap. 
Janet Besser: Is there a distinction between non-participating and citizens of the Commonwealth? Are you seeing that there are differences?
I will focus on “ratepayers” avoided emissions, etc. of what flows directly to them.
Amy Rabinowitz: I interpret citizens at large to include municipal light plant (“MLP”) citizens as well.
Bob Grace (Consultant): That becomes part of it.  We want to actually get into MLPs more.  In general, this captures all citizens, beyond electric distribution company members.
David Colton: When I think of citizens at large, I’m thinking of municipal installations – reduction in budget, tax income.  Those flow to both non-participating and participating participants.
Bob Grace (Consultant): We try to account for those and put them in the proper column.
Bob Rio: Sometimes we are transferring cost from one party to another.  On emissions – are the emission reductions actually accurate?  What I say is: what is the cost of that reduction (per ton)?  Not all emission reductions are equally treated.  I want to know that.
Bob Grace (Consultant): I think you will see that.  SREC is a carve-out of Class I.  When you compare carbon differences of wind versus solar, but capturing different viewpoints (for example if you start to displace natural gas). 
Amy Rabinowitz: We’re not doing a value of solar study.  How would that be different?
Bob Grace (Consultant): It’s a different perspective.  The benefit perspectives are only taken from the perspective of the generators and citizens at large.  A lot of the same elements are there, but they’re not organized in same way as a value of solar study.
Katie Rever: And we’re not looking at distribution benefits?
Bob Grace (Consultant): We’re not looking at the specific costs and benefits of policy detail that might look at where they build solar for a higher value.
Janet Besser: There is a potential greater benefit to solar if we know where they are located on the system.  I would like to qualitatively note that.  
Bob Grace (Consultant): We want to talk about that qualitatively.
Camilo Serna: Why do PV systems costs differ?
Bob Grace (Consultant): Financing.
Janet Besser: Financing is not a transfer, it’s an actual cost.
Amy Rabinowitz: Same question for virtual net metering. 
Bill Sillinger: Is it just the participant who is touched by PV system costs?
Bob Grace (Consultant): We’ll get into that.
Katie Rever: Isn’t a PV system cost a subset of policy?
Bob Grace (Consultant): It will show up in the total cost of different policies.  This is just a high-level overview.
Larry Aller: I want to be clear about what is included and what is not included.  For example, dollars in state versus dollars out of state.
Bob Grace (Consultant): You will see this when you look at line-items. We identify where there is an impact and if we intend to speak about it qualitatively.
Bill Stillinger: “Significance” to what?  What does the ITC have to do with this?
Bob Grace: For every line item, the ITC impacts various parts of the equations, particularly when looking at the different perspectives (i.e., participants versus citizens at large). 
Janet Besser: Where are the transaction costs to this going? 
Bob Grace: We include it in a line item.
Camilo Serna: What is the process for edits? Can we offer changes?
Dan Burgess: The consultants are starting work this afternoon.  They may have 36 hours to take into account any edits.  I encourage you to not get mired in what is really important to you.  Practically, we can’t stop the bus due to timeline. Any tweaks or adjustments can be run through co-chairs. Email Mike Judge.  
Katie Rever: Should the Task Force come back together to address major issues?
Dan Burgess: Keep in mind the public meeting laws.
Bob Grace (Consultant): We’ve taken a lot of time to make this right.  It is important to understand the different perspectives on what is important.
Camilo Serna: Will all policy options have this shape (referring to the pg. 20 chart)?
Bob Grace (Consultant): We will try to meet it as best as possible.
Larry Aller: I need further discussion of the 70% reduction. That’s not something that supports a stable environment. I differentiate between recommendations and what we need to do for modeling purposes.
Camilo Serna: Is the drop off of the ITC driving this?
Larry Aller: I would expect the opposite to happen.  I would expect to see further growth through 2016. 
Camilo Serna: The point is that there will always be a drop off at some point.  In any model that we do, we can’t assume no drop.
Janet Besser: Is this driven by the net metering caps?
Bob Grace (Consultant): It’s driven by both.
Janet Besser: It’s an issue identified by the Task Force.
Larry Aller: It’s valuable to understand the numbers.  We can look at it for allowing the market to run from now to 2016 versus essentially having caps decelerate the market.  If we don’t take advantage of the ITC, we will have to make up the loss of that money.
Bob Grace (Consultant): I think that we can tease some of that out in the results.
Janet Besser: Are we running no-cap scenarios too?
Bob Grace (Consultant): We will show you when we get there.
Janet Besser: Will we show if the caps are filled in 2015?
Bob Grace (Consultant): That will be accounted for in our modeling of SREC-II.  History will be the same in all of these.  
Amy Rabinowitz: I like the 1/1/17 date.  To me, we need to figure out what the long-term policy is so we don’t have to keep thinking about the cap.
Bob Grace (Consultant): We will model each sub cap. 
Dan Burgess: From a modeling perspective, this makes sense.
Camilo Serna: Are you modeling in aggregate or separate by electric distribution company?
Bob Grace (Consultant): We are modeling by electric distribution company because the economics differ between electric distribution companies.  I’m not sure if we can aggregate.  We are considering the granularity of markets a lot.
Eric Krathwohl: Regarding the overcompensation bit, how do you determine what that is?
Bob Grace (Consultant): In the next several points I will get into how.
Larry Aller: I didn’t see a capped approach to the incentive.  The implication of a model like this is important on the residential side to be able to reduce electric rates.  There is no consensus on this structure. 
Janet Besser: It may seem trivial but I have an issue with the characterization of “overcompensation”.  We don’t know if that is true.  The language is wrong.  In H.4185, the construct talked about the hedge value for community shared solar in another way.
Bob Grace (Consultant): We can change that – looking at the concept of adjustment of incentive.   
Charlie Harak: Will the needed incentive consider a certain return on investment?
Janet Besser: On #2 on pg. 23, I don’t agree that a carry-over month to month and that it is currently treated annually.  This differs for modeling information versus policy.  We need to model one policy to model the annual carryover to see the impacts of monthly rollover versus an annual roll over. 
Bob Grace (Consultant): Not sure that we can do everything everyone wants.  This is what we were directed to do.
Janet Besser: Never mind – going to model in policy B.
Amy Rabinowitz: We’re not choosing any particular path.
Janet Besser: Yes, we will talk about particular components of these policy paths. Why choose 25 kilowatts (“kW”)?
Bob Grace (Consultant): That is the current net metering cap. We’re not reinventing the wheel.
Katie Rever: That’s fine for residential, but not for small commercial.  Small commercial would have trouble participating in a competitive solicitation.
Bob Grace (Consultant): A perfectly good policy point to make but not needed for modeling.
Larry Aller: On #5 (p. 24), do those have to be below a 25 kW threshold or can they be larger? On #7 (p.24) it seems like the market isn’t growing from year to year.  But if the annual target is changing, how can you have a constant block size over time? 
Bob Grace (Consultant): On #5 - The cut off is size determined.  On #7 - if you think of DBI as a staircase, this is the size of the steps.  The degree to which steps get taken up relate to economics of the projects.  The block size is constant. 
Eric Krathwohl: Do you have a sense of what the time is for the stepping of the stairs in DBI?
Selecting Policy Path A. pg. 25.  Choice A8-1 and A8-2
Janet Besser: Does this matter? The incentives would be different, but the total of combined net metering credits and incentives would be same.
Bob Grace (Consultant): Do you want to model a policy that acts like today? 
Camilo Serna: There is an attractiveness of having total incentives the same across state.  But this is a key policy decision.  If we pick different from what is happening today we would learn from that.
Katie Rever: The notion of equality across electric distribution companies is good
Bob Rio: I will back this up.  Come across this in energy efficiency.  We need to think about equalizing this.  
Amy Rabinowitz: The cost to install could also be different depending in different parts of state.  How are we going to differentiate?
Eric Krathwohl: Uniformity across the state has benefits.  Differences can be attributed to random issues.
Janet Besser: How will we deal with change in commodity costs (residential versus commercial and industrial)?
Bob Grace (Consultant): We have it covered.
Consensus from the Task Force on moving forward with modeling the same total incentive across the state. Option A8-2
Larry Aller: What is the work done on setting SREC-II incentive?  Sounds like you reference that, but where do you see differences to that and why?  Do large projects benefit for more-stable SREC-II, but residential installations don’t see that benefit?
Bob Grace (Consultant): We have to assume something.  The work for SREC-II was a few years ago and changes have occurred.  We need to set a price for DBI and we need to choose something.
Camilo Serna: What is SREC-II?  Aggressive or conservative?
Bob Grace (Consultant): Somewhere between aggressive and typical. 
Larry Aller: Talking about timeframe of 2017.
Bob Grace (Consultant): We’re taking that into account.
Janet Besser: what does aggressive mean?
Bob Grace (Consultant): The aggressive standard offer will result in more solar.
Amy Rabinowitz: The curve is always the same, what is the conversation.  Would different paths make different curves?
Bob Grace (Consultant): On the next slide we have a long-term target to get to.  We need to tune it so that it gets to where we want to go.  The DBI doesn’t go by a schedule.  We need to have a place where we start.  If we choose a much lower number, it could take us a lot longer than 2025.  The next two points will speak to this.  We need to specify this in order to do modeling.  If we choose aggressive, we should be able to get 2025.
Camilo Serna: I said aggressive because I thought that we were getting to most cost-effective.  I take back what I said earlier.  What is the path of deployment?  I would argue for a conservative approach.  What is most cost effective to get us to the goal?
Bob Grace (Consultant): We can do any of these things.  It will allow us to move through analysis to choose an initial point of similar uptick as today and then step down.  These are levers that work together.  What we may learn is that to get to 2025, it costs more and maybe to cost less, you should spend less and not meet the deadline.  
Camilo Serna: The underlying assumption is to get to the same MW at same time.  There may be no option here.  
Bob Grace (Consultant): We could have more conservative here but change other points.
Charlie Harak: Does it make sense to have one conservative and one more aggressive?
Bob Grace (Consultant): I suggest using the same philosophy for both so looking at comparable volume of solar installation, to see how much it costs.
Eric Krathwohl: The incentive design here is something that goes down.  So if it’s too rich, then it will go down.
Bob Grace (Consultant): Yes. DBI is self-correcting.  If you fill up a block too fast it will adjust.
Larry Aller: I want to look at inputs being used to define “aggressive”.  
Amy Rabinowitz: For the demand curve that you’re using, will you be able to get to what the demand curve is? 
Bob Grace (Consultant): The next slide will speak to this.
Janet Besser: It’s not a modeling issue.  You might see slower development if a net metering block is hit and you may need to increase block price in order to spur development.
Charlie Harak: You can learn more by seeing how the price changes and the difference.
Dan Burgess: Is Connecticut doing solicitations three times per year? How did you get to three?
Bob Grace (Consultant): I believe the answer is yes.  Three solicitations is intended to keep the market moving.
Janet Besser: On pg. 27, 3rd bullet under #13.  
Bob Grace (Consultant):  This is not a modeling issue.
Katie Rever: Is there any way of capturing the development work that is done but doesn’t get selected in a solicitation?
Bob Grace: I’m not sure if we’re fully considering that.  We can address this at least qualitatively.
Liam Holland: Instead of doing 25% splits (pg. 27) can we take the existing market sector splits?
Bob Grace (Consultant): That is feasible and is a good improvement.
A17-1 or A17-2
If about equalizing, choose 2 for small and choose 1 here. 
Camilo Serna: Equalizing is important here. 
Larry Aller: I feel differently.  I think of the importance of community shared solar.  Option 1 would base on the value of net metering credits with an incentive, to the detriment of community shared solar. 
Bob Grace (Consultant): It’s a matter of the distribution of projects. You can equalize, but you can’t equalize for everything.  You will learn something no matter what you do.
Janet Besser:  Can you restate the choice? Equalize behind the meter across the state.  What is this?
Bob Grace (Consultant): Oversized projects would not be equalized.  It’s less obvious what is important.  Option 1 – you equalize the build out for virtual net metering but not sized to load.  Option 2 – equalized for sized to load, and have different options for the incentive piece.
Larry Aller: 25 kW-200 kW – closer to sized to load.  Above that, having oversized projects.  
Janet Besser: Equalize behind the meter.
[Consensus by group: A17-2.]
[Discussion of Policy Path B.]
Larry Aller: Are we solving for a certain rate of return? 
Bob Grace (Consultant): Yes, for each block.
Amy Rabinowitz: What is the incentive that we need to get what we want?
Bob Grace (Consultant): One has to make modeling choices to get there.
[P. 33 discussion about how to proceed.   Different perspectives see different returns.]
Larry Aller: I think that we need more time to absorb this.
Amy Rabinowitz: Is this taking into account the fact that basic service rates change every 3-6 months?  
Bob Grace (Consultant): We’re doing an annual average.
[Discussion of B17-1 and B17-2 on page 36.]
[Consensus from group: B17-2.]
Larry Aller: Please provide links to the studies used in slide 40.  The costs in Massachusetts don’t necessarily follow national trends.
Katie Rever: What are the size of systems for commercial and utility-scale?  This is fairly important.
Bob Grace (Consultant): We will cite sources in the report.  Many of the studies used for pg 40 don’t provide that information, however. Based on the timeline for the process to model, we don’t have time for extended review/discussion.  You have the key assumptions, but we still have technical calculations to do and we’re not going to provide you with all of the details.
From a process perspective, you need to understand what is going.  If there are major red flags, let us know what to tweak.
Bill Stillinger: Regarding the curve of solar development, does it include jobs in Massachusetts that go along with that?  Jobs are not outside of our scope.
Bob Grace (Consultant): Jobs are not included in the modeling.  SRECII is based on current policy and what is viable with current net metering caps.  We’re not assuming SREC-II factors don’t change.  With a no cap scenario, you will see a different curve chart.
Dan Burgess:  Our next meetings will be April 6th, April 16th, April 27th and April 29th.  All meetings will start at 9 am.  At the next meeting we will start discussing recommendations.  The co-chairs will send out a preliminary document to start the discussion.
1:30 pm - Meeting adjourned
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