Net Metering Solar Task Force First Meeting
November 13, 2014
2:00 Task Force Meeting Called to order
16 Members in attendance. 
Introductions from Co-Chairs Meg Lusardi and Kate McKeever.  They briefly go over abiding by the open meeting law and the guidelines of the meeting.  Information about the task force meeting will be available on the website and the task force email address will be posted as soon as it is set up.  Commissioner Lusardi goes over the charge that the legislature gave to the Task Force and stated that during this meeting DOER and DPU will be presenting updates on Net Metering and the SREC program.
Commissioner Kate McKeever runs through a review and vote on the ground rules for the task force.
Question from Anna Lucey about the language on abstaining from a vote …the task force member suggests that appointees should actively indicate that they are abstaining and shouldn’t be silent.  Agreement from the task force.
Vote passes 16-0.
Further changes on number 2 in the ground rules followed by a vote on appointees to voice their objections and concerns; motion passes 16-0.
Clarification request from task force on Roman numeral one under numbers two and three: it is not clear whether alternates can participate in negotiations.  Commissioner Lusardi clarifies that an alternate would be acting on behalf of an appointee and would be able to negotiate and participate in the discussion as the original appointee would have.
There is no further discussion, followed by a vote on amended ground rules. Unanimous adoption of amended rules (16-0).
Now there will be presentations from DOER and DPU, starting with the DPU presenting on Net Metering by Mike Wallerstein.  Presentation is posted on the website.
Next a presentation on the status of solar development in Massachusetts from Dwayne Breger of DOER.  Presentation is posted on the website.
Question from Janet Besser for Dwayne: Are there formal projections from DOER or DPU for the timing of hitting the new solar caps? Could generate this data through the task force.  Dwayne responds there are no formal projections from DOER or DPU.
Reminder to abide by the open meeting laws for questions.
Next Commissioner Lusardi turns to the framework to review section by section.  There are comments on Section 2 in the first paragraph from Camilo Serna proposing new language that marries the task force goals with the legislation.  Camilo proposes new language about the 1600 MW (edits found on the framework document).  Janet Besser moves to adopt the language, which is seconded.  The vote unanimously adopts the new language on this section of the framework (16-0).
Commissioner Lusardi calls for further discussion on the framework.  Camilo Serna proposes that in Section two paragraph two: remove the “beyond”— and provide the opportunity for additional development. He moves to amend the language, seconded.  11 members vote in favor, the amended language in this section is adopted.
Bob Rio motions to strike the sentence about section two second paragraph, David Colton does not agree.  Janet Besser agrees with David, second sentence is just a statement, not necessary to the framework.  There is one motion on the floor to strike the sentence.  There is a vote, with only two members in favor, the vote to strike the sentence does not pass.
Amy Rabinowitz brings up moving to the last sentence of the last paragraph, and add the words “and fairness to all ratepayers in all rate classes.”  Seconded.  There is discussion from Larry Aller on how we define fairness, Amy Rabinowitz responds that is will be determined by this language, and is basically in the legislation.  There is a motion for a vote from Amy Rabinowitz; all but four members are in favor and the amendment is adopted (12-4).
Moving to section 3, Charlie Harak motions to strike “number 4” in the first paragraph of section 3.  This motion is seconded.  Discussion follows about what the term “value of solar” means and the kinds of incentive programs that this encompasses.  Camilo Serna suggests not to jump into this without really going over the scope of work.  Reviewing the scope of work would be better to reflect on this in order to understand the language.
Bob Rio brings up parts A and B…asking is there more to the legislation that those sections? Is that basically the legislation?  If it is the whole scope seems to be a bit broad….4185 not supported by us [the task force].  It’s not a current program and not offered in other states. Commissioner Lusardi responds that we are charged with looking at how to get to 1600 MW so we need to look at programs and incentives to do that.  Bob Rio still opposes the inclusion of 4185. Amy Rabinowitz suggests we are getting ahead of ourselves looking at more than that.  We are not here to talk about the value of solar, we are here to talk about what we need to do to reach the legislative mandates.  Some of this articulates what the consultant is supposed to do. David Colton agrees.  Make a change to number 1 where it says “etc.” and say “but not limited to.”  Followed by a discussion about solar programs in other states and the minimum bill language in this paragraph.  A decision to vote on number 1 and number 2 before moving further.  Amy Rabinowitz motions to amend number 1 and number 2, seconded by Camilo Serna, unanimous approval (16-0).  The amendments pass.
Moving on to discussion on number 3.  There is dispute about what the consultant will be doing; their job would be to assist the task force in getting through this quickly and the Task Force will be able to make recommendations as a result of the consultant’s information.  The topic of customer groups/ratepayers comes up in a discussion on the 3 groups that the language identifies.  Commissioner Lusardi suggests in general that we have to be careful about being very literal, and we have to appreciate the expertise of the task force putting together this language.  Be careful about what’s exactly stated in the charge of the legislation as well.  Janet Besser moves for a vote on the amendment.  Just number 3, all members but two say yes, the amendment is adopted (14-2).
Moving to number 4, Janet Besser proposes to delete what is now number 4 and amend what is now number 5, seconded by another member.  There is discussion about developing conclusions about which framework should be used to incentivize solar programs.  Camilo Serna states the task force does not want the consultant to be determining the fair value and it’s up to us as a task force to decide. Stolle Singelton raises the topic of what is the definition of fair value in this scenario.  The members discuss the importance of understanding the incentives and needing a range of options to make recommendations for the framework.  Janet Besser agrees with what Amy Rabinowitz suggested, make recommendations of a framework to provide additional support.  Bob Rio brings up the consultant including the time that it will take to get to the goal of 1600 MW based on incentives.  There is a motion to vote on striking number 3 and new amendments to number 4.  Unanimous approval of the amendments made in this section (16-0).
Larry Aller suggests that the issue of minimum bill just be put it in the scope for the consultant. Agreement.  
Motion to add the language about a survey of the range of minimum bills programs across the country.  Move to a vote—Unanimous adoption (16-0).
Charlie Harak would like to see number 6 become “solar capacity under various scenarios,” with information about how quickly things work to get to the goal based on programs and policies recommended in number 4.  Charlie makes a formal motion, seconded.  Six members vote in favor of this change, eight oppose (6-8). Amendment is not adopted.
Part B Up for discussion: members go over their group ability to select the consultant; Commissioner Lusardi states that with the issue of time, the procurement of the consultant (funded by DOER) will involve a thorough vetting of the scope. There is a state wide contract that we use called PRF46 so those consultants are prequalified which speeds up the process. It allows us to expedite procurement. Vendors not on that list can work with vendors on the list if they want to partner.  Original thinking is DOER and DPU would select the consultant to keep the process going. That is the way we are directed in state operations.  It allows us to go out and get responses in two weeks.  Camilo Serna suggests maybe create a subset of this list to keep the task force involved as well as keep it speedy.  Task Force members are grateful for DOER involvement in the process.  Commissioner Lusardi announces that the website has contract and bid search and you look up PRF46 and that will allow you to see all of the vendors, which will allow it to be more transparent.
Any other discussion Fred Zalcman moves to make that the models and analysis of the consultants be part of the deliverables, seconded.  Commissioner Lusardi clarifies that to keep the process going DOER and DPU would have a team to review the proposals and move forward with contracting.  Our thinking was the task force would not review consultant proposals.  Camilo suggests perhaps create a subcommittee for transparency.  David Colton brings up that number 4 refers to deliverables not proposals.
Move for a vote on proposed task force working deliverables
Amendment adopted (16-0)
Next section
Bob Rio moves to strike section C because of 4185. Motion adopted (15-1) 
Section 4
Discussion on the timeline; Fred Zalcman addresses the public comment section in February but also in the third task force meeting; Commissioner McKeever clarifies this is just a drafting error made before we had specific dates.  She motions to strike this, seconded, and unanimously voted to strike this from the timeline (16-0).  Bob Rio moves to change the numbers throughout the rest of the timeline to follow suit, seconded, and followed by a unanimous vote approval to make these edits.
David Colton brings up a question on the dates for the next meeting, are they final?  Task force co chairs affirm that the dates for the next meeting are final.
Stolle Singleton asks if there is no way to have any other meeting. Commissioner McKeever states that was the intent but as written there will be no other meetings, but Larry Aller suggests task force can determine if more meetings will be necessary over time.
Commissioner McKeever motions to strike the appendix, seconded by Bob Rio, followed by a unanimous vote to strike the appendix (16-0).
Moving on to the scope
Meg: Based on framework document, take out the task 5 and task 6.  Bob Rio moves to strike this appendix as well. Seconded.  All vote in favor of deleting task 5, task 6, and the appendix (16-0).
Commissioner Lusardi motions to accept these the changes for tasks 1, 2, 3 and 4 as headers for the tasks on the scope of work.  All vote in favor of this change (16-0).
Stolle: add to task 1 the original examples “including but not limited to”
Task 1 further discussion – adding language motioned and seconded, all vote in favor (16-0); the change is accepted.  Task 2 discussion – move task 2 as proposed; motion to adopt seconded, followed by a unanimous vote to adopt the change as written (16-0).
Task 3 discusses the role of the consultant and whether or not this includes drafts of their work.  Amy Rabinowitz suggests that task force member interviews could be added as an addendum to the report.  There is a motion and second; all vote in favor for language for the role of the consultant (16-0).
Amy Rabinowitz suggests change the language in task 4, Fred Zalcman opposes; the statute is clear and we don’t see it necessary to isolate any particular groups
There is a motion to accept the new language for task 3, seconded.  Fred Zalcman opposes the vote for task three as is written on the screen.  Everyone else votes in favor, the new language passes (15-1).
Task 4
Stolle Singleton suggests add “range of options and recommendations” to the language in task 4. Followed by a motion, seconded.  Vote to adopt this language passes (15-0).
Task 5
Fred Zalcman proposes adding subbullet that the consultant should look at the impact of the minimum bill on reaching the 1600 MW goal, and include a discussion of whether there has been any impact on solar in jurisdictions where minimum bill has been adopted.  This was adopted.
There is discussion on including when each solar program was adopted and the impacts it has had since then.  Also that it is important to capture the impact bit and its relation to minimum bill programs.  Task force members discuss the importance of keeping the 1600 MW clause in there because it is directly related to the task force’s goals.
Commissioner Lusardi proposes a vote on the language alone for the task 5 without the bullet
David Colton moves to adopt the language, seconded.  8 in favor 6 oppose, majority has the vote and this language is accepted (8-6).
Moving onto the bullet points, Larry Aller moves and David Colton seconds to adopt the first bullet for task 5.  Ten vote in favor three opposed, that bullet stays in by majority vote (10-3).  Second bullet: impact of minimum bill: Fred Zalcman moves to accept that David Colton seconds, 8 vote in favor 7 oppose, the second bullet stays (8-7).
Moving to the Final Reports and presentations task 6 now 
Discussion on the public meetings; Commissioner Lusardi clarifies that DOER/DPU will coordinate the public meetings and the consultants would attend.  There is a motion and second to adopt the language; all vote favor (16-0).  The language is accepted.
Moving to the timeline, there is discussion of when the individual meetings taking place.  Commissioner Lusardi adds the individual meetings with consultants and task force members to the November/December section of the timeline.  They also go over what the draft report will include, and Commissioner Lusardi clarifies that it will just be whatever the consultants can produce at that time.  There is a motion and second for the language, all vote in favor; the language is accepted for the timeline (16-0).
Commissioner McKeever wraps up, stating that we do not have time for public comment, we will have opportunities as noted in the time frame and we will have the email address and will post it as soon as we have it. 
5:24pm Meeting adjourns.
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