Task Force Meeting April 27, 2015
Task Force members in attendance: Dan Burgess, Angie O’Connor, Camilo Serna, Amy Rabinowitz, Bob Rio, David Colton, Charles Harak, Liam Holland, Larry Aller (alternate for Geoff Chapin), Bill Stillinger, Fred Zalcman, Janet Besser, Paul Brennan, Eric Krathwohl, Lisa Podgurski (arrived late).
Dan Burgess – Welcome to the last week of the Task Force. This morning we will hear the Task 3 results and then this afternoon have a recommendations discussion. First, let’s vote on minutes from the last meeting. Any edits? Seeing none, is there a motion? [vote on minutes]. Minutes passed unanimously (14-0). Now let’s hear from Bob and the team.
Bob Grace (consultant) – Thanks. We’ll go through an abbreviated version of what was sent out, but I do have all of the information that I sent in an Appendix if we need to refer to it later on during our discussion. 
Reviews “Lay of the Land” describing cases modeled and key terminology; process for modeling solar build out; and, key takeaways for each policy path.
Dan Burgess –Let’s take a few questions at this point. For clarification, how did you treat the federal investment tax credit (“ITC”)?
Bob Grace (consultant) – It’s perceived to proceed as outlined under current law, ending/stepping down at the end of 2016. This is consistent across all scenarios.
Dan Burgess – Other questions?
Charlie Harak – On slides 11 and 12, you say “unsustainable growth”. What makes it unsustainable?
Bob Grace (consultant) – The level of subsidy is the biggest factor in drawing that conclusion. The subsidy would get too expensive and you would get to the point of stressing the utilities’ ability to interconnect that amount and the industry’s ability to maintain that pace.
Charlie Harak – On slide 11 you say SREC I is more expensive than SREC II. The utilities provided cost estimates, have you looked at those?
Bob Grace (consultant) – We haven’t had a chance to review the analyses provided. I don’t know if their assumptions align with the ones used here.
Charlie Harak – The numbers are large, and don’t seem to align with your results. It would be helpful to understand this more.
Bob Grace (consultant) – We will get more into program costs later on.
David Colton – I have a question about “unsustainable growth”. I think that there has to be empirical evidence to support this, not just saying this is unsustainable from a policy perspective. Do you have any evidence?
Bob Grace (consultant) – In some cases, the level of incentives available is more than needed to provide commercial returns to investors. Those are unlikely to be sustainable either politically or otherwise. It’s an analytical result – the costs are well below the revenue being provided. It’s the Task Force’s job to make these decisions.
Fred Zalcman – On slide 8, you’re saying there’s a year difference in reaching 1,600 megawatts (“MW”) between the capped and uncapped scenario. Is this because the slack is picked up by small systems in the capped world?
Bob Grace (consultant) – Yes, and systems sized to load. I’ll have more information on this later.
Fred Zalcman – Have you exercised any judgment on the ability of the residential sector to actually pick up this slack?
Bob Grace (consultant) – Let’s come back to that later. I have more information on this.
Fred Zalcman – Assuming a capped world, to make the economics work, the revenue has to come from somewhere, like the SREC market. Does the total cost to the ratepayer change?
Bob Grace (consultant) – That’s exactly what we’ll cover next.
Eric Krathwohl – Following up on the tax question, I see you have the federal tax benefits as a benefit for the customer generators and to a lesser degree for the citizens at large. I would have expected the federal tax benefits to be bigger than the costs.
Bob Grace (consultant) – To clarify, we have the federal tax incentives (such as the ITC) as one line item, and then we have federal tax liability as another line item.
Eric Krathwohl – OK, thank you.
Larry Aller –  On slide 13, where you mention that without net metering community shared solar (“CSS”) and low income housing (“LIH”) are cast out, can you provide more detail about what specific components of net metering would be required to make this work?
Bob Grace (consultant) – It’s more a matter of mechanics than the size of the credit. You can’t do CSS or LIH if you can’t aggregate load and move the benefits to other parties than the host. One of the conclusions we’ll talk more about is that if you lower the rate at which you compensate net metering, you keep these types of projects viable but perhaps less profitable. 
Larry Aller – Thanks. On Path B large, did you have any assumption about the percent of bid winners executing projects?
Bob Grace (consultant) – We assumed an additional cost under competitive bid based on past experience with similar programs. We applied a 2.5 bids to 1 win approach, taking a conservative estimate of customer acquisition costs and upfront costs. It’s not immaterial but it doesn’t drive the results in a significant way.
Larry Aller – One thing that has been observed in the past is that the winning bidder doesn’t follow through.
Bob Grace (consultant) – We assumed a 10% failure rate each year.
Janet Besser – When you talk about what’s holding back CSS and LIH, is the fact that without a cap increase they can’t execute the way they do now? But if you are sized to load, even if you don’t net meter every kilowatt hour (“kWh”), your offset is essentially paid to you at the retail rate.
Bob Grace (consultant) – Yes.
Charlie Harak – Can you clarify what you mean by retail rate parity?
Bob Grace (consultant) – Sure. It’s the time at which the compensation level of what the project needs on a long-term revenue basis in less than what it receives as the avoided value.
Dan Burgess – Great, let’s keep going.
Review of cost and benefit results
Janet Besser – Are these benefits and costs that are paid out in dollars?
Bob Grace (consultant) – These are either dollars received or savings. 
Fred Zalcman – I’m still not understanding how, in a capped world, the benefits to non owner participants are larger than in an uncapped world.
Bob Grace (consultant) – The mix is different, and in aggregate they add up to a similar order of magnitude but from very different sources.
Continue to review cost and benefit results.
Liam Holland – I had a question on slide 18. My understanding is that a key benefit for customer generators is that financing costs are lower. Are you saying that the cost of capital decrease is not included?
Bob Grace (consultant) – We do assume different costs of capital under the different policies. How that relates to this, is that the profit margin and needed returns may be lower. We couldn’t pull out the aggregate threshold return, but this shows the actual return received. 
Larry Aller – Did you do the cost of capital separately across segments?
Bob Grace (consultant) – Yes, there is a detailed assumptions appendix that outlines all of this. 
Continue to review cost and benefit results.
Dan Burgess – Let’s stop for questions.
Eric Krathwohl  – In this modeling, non-participating ratepayers are covering all of the program costs. If customer generators had some minimum contribution, would that change?
Bob Grace (consultant) – We decided earlier that we wouldn’t model minimum bill explicitly. That said, in this case, implementing a contribution from customer generators would create some difference in net costs and benefits. You can get a sense of that in looking at Policy A since that drops the value of net metering credits. A similar directional shift would happen under a minimum bill.
Camilo Serna – On the Commonwealth at large values, the only costs are SREC and federal income taxes. Why are virtual net metering costs not included?
Bob Grace (consultant) – In many cases, the costs and benefits to different parties offset. 
Camilo Serna – But they should still appear, unless you netted them out? I’m looking at slides 61-64.
Charlie Harak – I had a similar question on slide 61 (in deck sent out over the weekend).
Bob Grace (consultant) – In the report, we show how things are netted at what level. In some cases, they net within a given line item. In other cases, they net elsewhere (flow in on one line item and flow out on another).  I’m happy to talk about this more offline.
Camilo Serna – OK, we can talk offline. Can you speak to the sunk cost issue? The difference in costs of Policies A and B relative to SREC III is much less than what I would expect.  You have costs from SREC I and SREC II built in, but I don’t see incremental costs of SREC III, which would be very important to understand.
Angie O’Connor – I’m going to second Camilo’s point. I don’t know if there’s a way to update this?
Bob Grace (consultant) – I assure you everything is in there. There are three places in the structure of the cost and benefit framework where there were other ways to approach the issue, but we choose an approach based on discussions with DOER. 
Camilo Serna – On Wednesday can we dig deeper into this? I think that the other analyses are relatively straightforward, but this is complicated and the results don’t make sense given what we saw in prior slides.
Bob Grace (consultant) – There are many benefits that don’t accrue directly through rates and that are socialized impacts.
Camilo Serna – OK, but I’m struggling to see where they appear. All of a sudden the ratios are very large.
Janet Besser – Following on this conversation, it would be useful to see what is netting out.  
Bob Grace (consultant) – The report, which DOER has a near final draft of, explains all of this.
Dan Burgess – We’ll send that out today. 
Janet Besser – Looking at the charts, there doesn’t seem to be a big difference between Policy Paths A and B.
Camilo Serna – That’s my point. I think that the SREC I costs are dominating the results, seeing the incremental costs would provide a clearer picture.
Janet Besser – I agree.
Bob Grace (consultant) – To address Camilo’s question, in the report we have tables that show how things netted for every component, showing what’s included and from what perspective.
Larry Aller – We’re really looking for a summary of numbers in these charts so we can understand this more.
Bob Grace (consultant) – We have some more charts later on that may help address this.
Charlie Harak – I want to second Camilo’s point, we need to understand what was netted. This obscures the cross subsidization. On slide 18, if we compare the right-most column to the same column on slide 20, of the $13.5 billion, is $11.5 billion coming from customer generators?
Bob Grace (consultant) – No, there is a lot of netting going on. Seeing the costs and benefits from each perspective actually allows you to see the cross subsidization.
Charlie Harak – On slide 55 (in the deck sent this weekend), how does the$2 billion generation benefit work?
Bob Grace (consultant) – We took a look at solar’s actual contribution during peak. Slide 46 shows more information on this.  Yes, at a certain penetration, solar has no capacity or peak reduction value, but at lower penetrations like what we looked at, it does have a value, and that’s what is reflected in our analysis.
Fred Zalcman – On the Commonwealth at large, there is a fairly significant portion of dollars that accrue out of state.
Bob Grace (consultant) – These are payments for equipment, labor, operations and maintenance, and profit margins. For example, no one in Massachusetts is making panels. We used assumptions from National Lab models to determine what portion accrues in-state versus out of state. The assumption on profits is the least certain (most speculative).
Reviews build out under each scenario by subsector.
Reviews benefit/cost ratios.
Reviews key takeaways and observations.
Dan Burgess – Can you remind me what the small/large delineation is?
Bob Grace (consultant) – Small is set at 25 kilowatts (“kW”) in the modeling. It may be that increasing that threshold a bit may make sense.
Dan Burgess – Path A had the highest “magic” ratio (net benefit to Commonwealth at large: net cost of non participating ratepayers). Can you review the growth by subsector again?
Bob Grace (consultant) – Yes. [reviews information]
Janet Besser – Why is Policy A uncapped so much better in that ratio? 
Bob Grace (consultant) – That is driven by the different mix and the ability to have the mechanics of net metering without the cost (the rate is at the wholesale qualifying facility rate). So you can build large projects, but they receive lower revenues from net metering.
Janet Besser – I don’t understand what’s driving the difference between Policy A and Policy B uncapped. 
Bob Grace (consultant) – Two things are happening and they are related to retail rate parity. We artificially constrained the market, and we’re effectively not letting a negative payment occur. 
Janet Besser – By equalizing across distribution companies you show a greater benefit accruing under Policy A – is that because we hit retail rate parity earlier? But not in Policy B?
Bob Grace (consultant) – Yes, because you are not willing to pay a negative incentive. This difference may be a result of the nuances of how we defined the policies. 
Janet Besser – So what you are saying is that in Policy A it is driven by the retail rate parity, and in Policy B, because there is so much development, you cut off the development sooner, truncating benefits.
Bob Grace (consultant) – There is something else. Policy B has today’s net metering rates, so some segments are getting greater returns.
Janet Besser – So, is there a different shift to large projects?
Bob Grace (consultant) – Yes, and there is a shift in profitability due to the different net metering rates.
Camilo Serna – When you presented the non-participating ratepayer costs, you said the ratio will always be less than one and that they will always be paying. I believe that we could develop a cost effective policy for solar deployment, similar to what we do for energy efficiency.
Bob Grace (consultant) – If you were able to cleave out the SREC I past, then the numbers would be closer to one. And some segments become cost effective sooner than others.  
Camilo Serna – On slide 33, you say that costs could decrease if the load serving entities (“LSEs”) participating in the auction, but you didn’t do that analysis.
Bob Grace (consultant) – We did do the analysis as part of other work.
Camilo Serna – OK, but it’s not in here. You may have made it in other places, but not here.
Amy Rabinowitz – On slide 33, where you talk about virtual net metering (“VNM”) being a useful tool, how do those benefits flow to non-participating ratepayers?
Bob Grace (consultant) – This is a narrower point. SREC does achieve a diversity benefit. 
Amy Rabinowitz – But it doesn’t say anything about costs.
Bob Grace (consultant) – Correct.
Amy Rabinowitz – On slide 34, regarding net metering caps changing project mix, how do the economies of scale and diversity benefits accrue to the non-participating ratepayers?
Bob Grace (consultant) – Diversification benefits don’t accrue to ratepayers as ratepayers.  They can be economic or equity issues. 
Amy Rabinowitz – Following up on your point regarding LSE participation in the auctions, National Grid estimates about $1.3 billion of SREC costs from 2014-2020. Is there a material difference our participation could make? I would be interested in your analysis.
Bob Grace (consultant) – So SREC I and SREC II, most of that cost is committed. That study is out of the scope of this work. We provide it on a subscription basis.
Amy Rabinowitz – If you make it as an observation in the report, the analysis needs to be included. So either we include the analysis or we don’t include the observation.
Dan Burgess – I understand your point. We can address that.
Amy Rabinowitz – We have to make sure we take into account engineering realties on the system when we talk about changing small/large delineations.
Bob Grace (consultant) – Such consideration was outside the scope of our study.
Bill Stillinger – Individual projects bear the costs of interconnection. How would your results change if we changed the definition of small project? And in terms of the SREC policy?
Bob Grace (consultant) – Small matters to the different mechanisms. I’m not sure how to interpret relative to SREC since the delineation wasn’t a factor there.
Larry Aller – What are the scenarios and sensitivities around these numbers? What ability do we have to look at the range of results?
Bob Grace (consultant) – In terms of scope and budget, we had limited ability for sensitivities. We did a series of sensitivities on a set of “parametric” assumptions that could be flipped on and off relatively easily. These are included in what we provided, and you can explore these in the spreadsheet we sent.
Reviews sensitivity analysis results.
Janet Besser – Camilo, could you clarify your point on the energy efficiency programs? The cost-benefit ratio is for the entire program, not per subset, right?
Camilo Serna – Yes.
Fred Zalcman – Going back to your conclusion that Policy A uncapped provides the highest “magic” ratio, I’m trying to understand what is driving the higher number. Is it the higher efficiency of a competitive procurement or is it the lower net metering compensation?
Bob Grace (consultant) – Relative to Policy B uncapped, part of it is the mix, part of it is what is being paid out. In competitive supply, we assume that there is some degree of price differentiation. The cost of Policy A is the mid-point between full price differentiation and a single clearing price. The rest may be an artifact of the constraints on the market, and the difference in net metering compensation. You can dive into this in detail in the full set of results we provided. The Appendix has all of this information, including our notes on these issues. 
Fred Zalcman – You talked about the possibility of negative bidding. If you are only paying the generation component through net metering is there a possibility of cross subsidization where the solar system provided more direct benefits to ratepayers (such as transmission and distribution avoidance).
Bob Grace (consultant) – The transmission and distribution avoidance is included. I’m not sure how to answer your question.
Eric Krathwohl – Do you have non-participating ratepayers over time turning into customer generators in your analysis?
Bob Grace (consultant) – While likely, I’m not sure how to capture that.
Eric  Krathwohl – Can you explain the difference between your study and a value of solar study that has been talked about?
Bob Grace (consultant) – Effectively a lot of the components are identical. This study has gone a very long way toward valuing solar. But you don’t have the perspective you look at from a value of solar study, which is the societal value of putting solar in one location over another. The value of solar study does not look at cost and does not look at policy. In the Maine study, we also looked at the value of solar of different locations and different orientations, which we didn’t do here. Or you could look at the value of a portfolio of solar projects.
Dan Burgess – Let’s thank Bob and his team.
Bob Grace (consultant) – Thank you, and thank you for letting us help you.
Dan Burgess – Let’s take a lunch break, and meet back at 1.05pm.
Lunch Break
Dan Burgess – We are going to start the second half of our meeting by going through the Task Force recommendations line by line.  The objective of this afternoon is to get as far along in the recommendations as possible.  We will go through each section and make changes.  Once we get to a place with each recommendation where we are comfortable, we will move on.  If we cannot come to consensus, we will try to deal with that either today or Wednesday.  We will take a general vote on the report as a whole.  
Camilo Serna  – For clarification, in sections where there is not a consensus, the document will present both options?
Dan Burgess  – Yes.
Janet Besser – Will we indicate who says what?
Fred Zalcman – The ground rules indicate that the individual Task Force members should identify themselves.
Dan Burgess – I think we are open to different options.  I think we will decide on this on Wednesday.
Eric Krathwohl – So we are voting on the recommendations and the consultant report will be an attachment to that?
Dan Burgess – That’s correct.
David Colton– At the end of the day, the report is going to be what is a consensus and what isn’t?  So there is no room to indicate where Task Force members do not agree?
Dan Burgess – I think that we are still figuring that out.  Where there is a clear divide, we could indicate which Task Force members support which position, but our goal was to present a consensus document.
Charlie Harak – Are we expecting to reserve all of Wednesday or just half of Wednesday?
Dan Burgess – Just half of Wednesday right now.
Camilo Serna – I recommend moving the recommendations before the consultant reports.
Fred Zalcman – We laid out in our letter to the chairs the concerns that we had with the utility response to the chair’s request.  To the extent that the utility analysis is included in the report, we’d like our letter to be included as a counter-point.  
Dan Burgess – I am going to turn this over to Mike Judge for an overview of what was done on the recommendation statements and what is now contained in the document.
Mike Judge (from DOER) goes over explanation and overview of the process used to construct the document.
Charlie Harak – This is different than what we have.
Mike Judge (from DOER) – I made a minor edit just now, but otherwise this should be what you received.  
Camilo Serna – On line 7, the insertion of “taking into account all benefits and costs.”  Janet or Fred, can you provide some context?
Janet Besser – We wanted to add this to clarify that different resources have different characteristics associated with them.  We’d be fine changing it to “taking into account the characteristics of each resource.”
Larry Aller –What is the problem with leaving it as it was?
Camilo Serna – I think that this is more accurate.
Janet Besser – I think that the change is fine.  
Dan Burgess– Ok, let’s accept that change.
Amy Rabinowitz – In that same paragraph where there is highlighted language, I would ask for an explanation.
Larry Aller – Most of the language that was here dealt with the supply side.  It’s necessary to consider balance not just on the supply side, but in the market overall.  
Amy Rabinowitz – If we want to have everything as a goal overall, we are just going to be raising prices for everyone.  If you live on a tree-covered lot, you would not have the same access as if you lived at the beach.
Larry Aller – We’ve talked about equitable sharing of costs.  It’s a lottery as to whether you have a good roof for solar, which should not keep people from taking advantage.  
Charlie Harak – I support the language because I don’t read it as meaning equal; all it’s saying is that we should consider options without necessarily giving every person equal access, but just that there is equal consideration of giving people equitable access.  
Dan Burgess – I’d prefer not to get into a line-by-line vote, so that we can leave this to think about, or Amy, you can suggest a different way to address this language.  
Amy Rabinowitz – I can’t think of anything right now.  It will just end up influencing whether we vote in support of the recommendations at the end.
Mike Judge (DOER) – In this next section, this language was suggested by the DPU.
Janet Besser – We thought that this first sentence did not address the benefits of solar at all, which I don’t think is what the DPU was suggesting.  We suggested the edit to take the benefits into account along with the costs (Janet explains the edits in detail).
Camilo Serna – First, yes, there are costs and benefits.  But it was clear under any scenario that it’s a net cost for non-participating ratepayers.  
Janet Besser  – So would you like to add something in to address that?
Camilo Serna – I am ok highlighting that there are costs and benefits, but I want to highlight the costs to non-participating ratepayers.
Angie O’Connor – I think that you can take out all of the language in the parentheses.
Janet Besser – The rationale for charging all customers for energy efficiency programs is because everyone benefits from them.  This is not the same as cross-subsidies.  We need to consider the total benefits and costs in addition to the cost shifts.  
Dan Burgess – I think that we can agree to take out the parentheses.  
Janet Besser suggests edits to the first and second sentences, which are reflected in the redline version of the document.  
Amy Rabinowitz – I suggest that we add language to the last sentence regarding avoiding cross-subsidization.  
Discussion of different language options
Fred Zalcman– I think that we could support the language as is.  I don’t think that we can presume that there is in fact a cost-shift.  We would want to see a much more thorough and transparent analysis before we affirm that there is in fact a cost-shift.
Eric Krathwohl - I am ok with the first couple of sentences.  I did like the analogy to energy efficiency.  In the last sentence for consistency, could we insert benefits after costs?
Camilo Serna – I think what we are talking about here is very different from energy efficiency.  I am ok leaving the language as we have changed it, but I did want to make that note.
Amy Rabinowitz – I want to address whether there are cost subsidies or not.  If one customer is getting a benefit, it’s coming at the cost of someone else.  I think that we need to acknowledge this so that we can move on to making good policy decisions.  Also, we haven’t seen what the benefits actually are.  
Angie O’Connor – There is only one wallet in the room, and that’s the customer’s.  
Janet Besser – You have to look at costs and benefits as a whole.  There has been no comprehensive value of solar study.  
Dan Burgess – Let’s move on. We will cover these issues as we go through the document.  
Janet Besser – I have a suggestion to paragraph starting on line 25.
Amy Rabinowitz – I would need to see your edit written out. 
Janet Besser – Ok, I think we can leave the language as it is.
Dan Burgess – Are there any other comments on that paragraph?  OK, let’s move on.
Janet Beser – I don’t believe that the paragraph beginning on line 31 belongs in the General Principles section.
Amy Rabinowitz – I disagree.  I do think that this is a general principle.
Fred Zalcman – I think I hear you, Amy, but I think that you are approaching this from a utility-centric view.  Customers are going to choose to deploy solar for their own reasons, so once the solar is installed, the question becomes what is the fair value of the service it provides?  
Amy Rabinowitz – The utilities should not then be obliged to pay whatever for that solar.  
David Colton – I don’t agree that this should be a general principle at all.  
Dan Burgess – I think that we need to flag this as an area that does not have consensus.  Let’s move to line 34.
Janet Besser – I don’t know where this came from, but I agree with this.
David Colton – The word cross-subsidy confuses me.  Where are the lines crossing?
Charlie Harak – I think that it’s just a redundant term.
David Colton – Well, it makes it sound much worse than it is.  
Camilo Serna – Subsidy to me is a broader term, so to me it’s actually better to switch from cross subsidy to subsidy.
Dan Burgess – Ok, let’s change that.  Moving on to page 2.
Janet Besser – On no later than 1/1/7, we’d prefer that it state “by or no earlier than 1/1/17” to give people certainty.
Camilo Serna  – I feel comfortable with “by no later than” so as not to preclude the legislature from moving forward earlier.  I recommend deleting the second sentence.  
Janet Besser – I think that the business community needs to know a certain date.
Eric Krathwohl – I am fine with just notice, and I am fine with the language that is here, but I would have a problem with Janet’s proposed language.  There has to be a date certain for something to end.  
Fred Zalcman – I think that we can just provide for due notice to the industry.  
General agreement that this would be appropriate.
Amy Rabinowitz– I feel very strongly about paragraph 41.  The subsidies cannot continue forever.
Bob Rio – There are no guarantees for life. Rates change all the time.
Fred Zalcman – To the extent that Massachusets wants to deploy solar, we need to give them some certainty.  
Eric Krathwohl – I agree that rates change all the time, but people put solar on their roof, and I thought that the agreement was that the designs were not going to change.  People make an investment based on expectations.  
Larry Aller – I agree. People made investments with a set of expectations.  If we do this, there will be no solar developed in this state ever again and 20,000 people will storm the State House. 
Amy Rabinowitz – SRECs are for 10 years, not forever.  This language is for systems, not for people.  When people make an investment and then sell their house, we are still paying for the system forever.  
Bob Rio – I hope that you warned people that there would be no guarantees that this stuff would be around forever.  I don’t think that the Task Force should be recommending that.  
Janet Besser – I think that we are combining two issues here.  First, the SREC deals are like contracts.  That ought to be respected.  Rates do change all the time, hopefully the developers have made this clear to people.  What we would argue is that if you made the deal with the net metering construct as it is today you get to stay under the existing construct, recognizing that the rates can change over time.  Is there a way that we can reach agreement?  Otherwise, I think that we need to address this issue individually. 
Dan Burgess – I’d propose that we mark this as unresolved and flag this for further drafting.  Let’s keep going.
Larry Aller – One section that I wanted to put out for consideration in the overall principles relates to how to align the utility compensation mechanisms with the solar goals of the Commonwealth.  
Camilo Serna – I think that this is a worthwhile consideration, but it would confuse things here.  I would recommend not including that as part of this discussion.
Dan Burgess  – We have one section done.  Moving on to Value of Solar.
Mike Judge (DOER)  – We created a new section here in an attempt to lay out the two viewpoints that were emerging here.  Position one is in support of conducting a value of solar study.  Position two lays out concerns with this approach.  
Dan Burgess – I think that it might make sense to have Janet explain position one.
Janet Besser  – You can delete the second paragraph, as that is not reflective of our view.  Our view is that conducting the value of solar study would answer the question as to how the study would be used.  In fact, you could delete the whole first paragraph, which would leave us with two nice summary paragraphs.
Camilo Serna  – If we launch ourselves into a study, I think it’s how the number that comes from the study is used that is concerning.  
Janet Beser – I suggest that we add language that makes it obvious that you would take the resulting numbers and use them to inform policy-making.  You could do that sort of study in 3-6 months.
Amy Rabinowitz – My main concern is the scoping of the study.  Instead of just saying we need a value of solar study, we need more specificity on what information we would need in order to move ahead.
Fred Zalcman – I think that the study should be actionable so that it leads to a sense as to whether net metering provides fair compensation.  It would not necessarily lead to a move away from retail net metering. 
Dan Burgess – This could be an area where people could get on the same page before Wednesday.
Bill Stillinger – We could change the name, as the term value of solar study carries some baggage.  
Eric Krathwohl – I’d support what Bill just said.  The idea of developing the costs is necessary, so I don’t have a problem with that concept.
David Colton – If we did a poll, people would say that solar is good, though they don’t know why.  I think that the public would like to know what the value of solar is.  
Camilo Serna – I am willing to work to see if there is agreement, or we can present two sides and state our position one way or the other.  
Charlie Harak – How do things work if we reduce the value of net metering credits?  
Dan Burgess – I want to keep moving along.  
Mike Judge (DOER) – We took the recommendation statements and tried to combine the large and small to come up with a general statement.  We added a “medium” category.  There were questions surrounding whether the Task Force should recommend the size cutoffs.  We think this would be best addressed via a stakeholder process.  
Dan Burgess- I am comfortable with that.  Are there any disagreements there?
Amy Rabinowitz – On the incentive framework section, at g, shouldn’t this be a regulatory issue?
Fred Zalcman– All this is saying is that you have long-term revenue sharing.
Camilo Serna – On line 116, I don’t know why we are applying the use of outside funding just to small scale projects.
Mike Judge (DOER) – There is a question here about whether this would be more appropriate for large-scale projects.  We can just move this into the other section.
Dan Burgess – Ok, then we have the two positions.  Should we discuss these?
Camilo Serna – To me, the consultant analysis suggested that we should think about bringing costs down via a new construct.
Larry Aller - I don’t think that we are disagreeing on the future policy.  
Janet Besser – I think that for small scale, there would not be competitive bidding.  I want to be clear that we are not reintroducing uncertainty here for small scale solar.  
Camilo Serna – This seemed to suggest that we’d be ok with an SREC II model, and I thought that we were moving to a different model.  
Edits made to this language.  Position two is deleted.  
Amy Rabinowitz – At line 124, this used to be “some Task Force members feel that…, while some others disagree.”  
Mike Judge (DOER) – We moved this to the net metering section.  We also added in a medium section here.
Eric Krathwhol – We like the addition of a medium category.  My thought is that we would probably treat medium like small so that only for the really big projects would you have to have competitive bidding if you went in that direction.
Camilo Serna – We recommend that you have small outside of a competitive process.  Then the competitive process would have both a medium and a large category.  You would separate those so that they are not competing.  
Janet Besser  – We are wondering what would qualify as small versus medium.  Could this be added to the DOER/DPU proceeding?
Camilo Serna – That seems to make sense.
Fred Zalcman – There is a general principle supporting market diversity, so I do think that we want to recognize medium as being a distinct category without deciding on an actual size.  
Dan Burgess  – We are going to take a five minute break.  We’ll start back up at 3:10pm.
Dan Burgess – Ok, let’s move on to large scale solar.
Bill Stillinger – In the interest of saving time, I agree with preserving this language as is.
Dan Burgess – I would ask that before Wednesday, people decide whether they would like to make any small changes to these positions.  With that we will move on to net metering and net metering caps.
Mike Judge (DOER) – We introduced a statement here that possibly represents a consensus statement.  
Janet Besser – NECEC feels as though we do need to say something here.  We want to make it clear that we are making recommendations about solar, not changing things for other technologies.  
Dan Burgess – Ok, great.  On to net metering compensation.  Any comments on this?
Camilo Serna – We will probably work on refining that paragraph, but there are definitely two different positions.  
David Colton – I think that on the first position, the whole definition of “proximate to load” needs to be addressed in a hierarchy.  I think that Amy would agree that in a hospital scenario, the hospital could virtually meter from a facility on a single roof to all of the hospital’s buildings.
Amy Rabinowitz – National Grid has reached the caps, so we think that this is a moot issue.  In the future, if there were net metering at the QF rate, then we would be open to a conversation about this issue.  However, at this time, we’d be in support of position two.  
Camilo Serna – We definitely want to talk about these projects, but we cannot divorce those from the compensation issue.  We have to figure out how to bring down costs while supporting diversity in projects.  
Charlie Harak – Whatever the price might be for net metering, I want to make sure that we are removing barriers to access.
David Colton – The net metering caps impede diversity.  We cannot leave it to someone else’s discretion as to whether the caps are raised.
Amy Rabinowitz – This is going to be one of those areas where we agree to disagree.  In Bob’s analysis, we saw that we can reach the 1,600 MW goal without lifting the caps.  I would suggest that we move sub-bullets a through e in the caps section to the appendices.  
Dan Burgess – We are now in the net metering cap section.  David, are you ok with this language?
David Colton – I feel that this language, left this way, is internally inconsistent.  This is why I have a problem with doing consensus or non-consensus.  If we had a vote, then the Legislature would know where we stand.  
Larry Aller – I echo David’s concern.  Realistically, if we don’t have the ability to develop solar in 50% of the state, there will be no development.  
Camilo Serna – There will be the same level of inconsistencies for many other sections.  It’s not just the net metering caps.  That’s why we will put our names with the different positions.  
Amy Rabinowitz – National Grid continues to receive a significant number of applications post cap-reaching.  National Grid has received more applications for interconnection than we had before we met the caps.  Solar remains alive and well despite the caps on solar.  
Dan Burgess –I am going to suggest that we move ahead.  If folks have one position or the other, please refine your position.  
Janet Besser – I suggest that we delete the section on the metrics for setting the short term cap, since we aren’t reaching agreement on the short term caps.  
Dan Burgess – We’re going to move to geographic distribution.
Janet Besser – In the earlier discussions about value of solar, there was a paragraph about local studies.  I made a small edit to that, but I think that idea should be captured here.  It was in the last paragraph of the value of solar section.  We should give incentives to solar on the distribution system where it can provide the most value, but more work needs to be done to discover where these areas are.  
Amy Rabinowitz – I would like that as a replacement of the language that’s in here now.  In 297 through 300, I don’t disagree with the general concept, but I would need to take this back to the shop to check on.  
Dan Burgess – We will move to transition timing.  
Camilo Serna  – Perhaps if we move this to the general principles, it seems to belong there.  I would recommend deleting the language about the 2017 end date.  
Eric Krathwohl – I think that gets rid of the end date, which I think we need to address to that things don’t get pushed out.  
Camilo Serna – Why wait until 1/1/17?
Eric Krathwohl – I am not saying that you couldn’t do things earlier. I just want to make sure that there is an end date.  
Janet Besser – I think that picking one date can create issues that we can’t foresee now.  But if we are adding the 6-8 month language, we’d be ok with adding “no later than 1/1/17.”
David Colton – I request that the conversation regarding monthly minimum contribution be tabled until Wednesday because I have a lot to say about it and I can’t stay to say it.  The language here has been truncated and there is no consensus.
Janet Besser – In the monthly minimum contribution section, there were two positions.  The question is if we don’t reach agreement over the removal of the net metering caps, the things that we’ve worked out in the monthly minimum contribution section, we may have to rethink.  
Charlie Harak – Let’s assume that the minimum contribution is so low, it hits few people, it will not address the utilities’ issues.  To the extent that it’s high, it will disproportionally impact elderly and low-income customers.  
Janet Besser  – I think that the minimum monthly bill ended up here as the most palatable option.  I think we can address concerns that it will impact low-income customers.  We are open to other options, but we haven’t heard any. 
Dan Burgess – We will table the rest of this discussion for Wednesday.  Moving on to municipal light plants (“MLPs”).  
Janet Besser – One of our members crafted language that addresses issues regarding MLP participation and the ceding of authority to the State regarding retail supply franchise.  
Bob Rio – I don’t see any MLPs represented around this table.  None of the MLPs have complained to me that they can’t get solar developed in their territories.  
Dan Burgess – I think that this language needs to be refined if we are going to include it.
Janet Besser – We just want to make sure that if an MLP wants to participate, they are not giving away their retail supply franchise.  
Dan Burgess – Let’s refine this offline.  That brings us to further recommendations.  
Mike Judge (DOER) – This is a new section.  There was language throughout the document that was a little bit all over the place.  We consolidated these issues here.
Camilo Serna – It seems to me that we should only include things with strong consensus given that we have not addressed these issues in the past.  
Larry Aller- I think that we should save it for next time and see how much time we have to discuss it.  
Dan Burgess – Ok, we’ll highlight sections of this document where we need further action from Task Force members.  We need edits of this document to Mike by 3:00 p.m. tomorrow.  Our next meeting is scheduled for April29th at the Federal Reserve at 9:00 a.m.  Please RSVP and bring an ID.  We are scheduled to run until 1:00pm, but may have to go longer, so please don’t schedule any meetings for 1:30pm.  There will not be a call-in number for the meeting on Wednesday.  Any questions?  Ok, we will adjourn.  Thank you everyone.  
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