Massachusetts DOER – RPS Advisory Group

Thursday, March 9, 2000

Facilitator: Dr. Jonathan Raab, Raab Associates, Ltd.

Meeting # 6: Summary

34 people attended the meeting, which began at 9:15 and concluded at 3:30.

Documents Distributed

Prior to Meeting:

1. Agenda for today’s meeting, Raab Associates, Ltd.

2. Meeting Summary of February 17th meeting, Raab Associates, Ltd.

3. “Massachusetts Renewables Portfolio Standard, RPS Accounting and Verification Mechanisms and Policy Coordination Report (Part I and Executive Summary)”, Robert Grace et al. (3/2/2000).

4. “Massachusetts Renewables Portfolio Standard, Policy Memo #2: Relationship of the Massachusetts RPS to a National RPS”, Ryan Wiser (2/23/2000).

At the Meeting:

Overhead slide presentations: 

1. RPS Accounting and Verification Mechanisms and Policy Coordination 

2. Relationship of the MA RPS to a National RPS

Administrative Matters 

1. There was one correction to the February 17th minutes:  p.4, Change, because in  “…there was probably little rationale to allow banking for existing renewables because supply greatly exceeds demand…” to “assuming”.

2. Dr. Raab reported the results of the meeting start/end time survey (11 preferred 9:00; 3 preferred 9:30; and 5 preferred 10:00) and DOER’s conclusion that we should probably stick with the status quo (9:00 – 4:00).

RPS Accounting and Verification Mechanisms

Bob Grace first presented RPS accounting and verification terms and concepts, followed by a delineation of a range of options.  The Group spent the morning primarily asking clarifying questions.  Following lunch, Bob Grace summarized the various options and recommended narrowing the field for discussion, as follows: 1) drop bundled tracking because it does not appear to be feasible; 2) ignore the transferable obligations option because it is optional and could work as an overlay with most of the other options; and 3) ignore the certificate approach for now because, while it may make sense in the long-run, DOER does not likely have the authority to initiate such a comprehensive approach on its own.  This would leave 1) restricted  unbundling options; 2) renewable energy credits (RECs); and 3) financial models still on the table.  

Group members were then asked whether they agreed with the consultants’ recommendations and to provide their preliminary preferences among the remaining options.  This discussion began with the ISO representative informing the Group that there was an active discussion in progress regarding a regional certificate approach to accounting and verification, and that such an approach was a distinct possibility -- though it would likely take a couple of years to have up-and-running.  The Group members agreed with the consultants’ initial recommendations and collectively expressed a strong preference for subsuming renewable accounting and verification under a broader credit tracking scheme if one is pursued regionally.  However, given the uncertainty of the emergence of a regional certificate approach plus the potential need for an interim method anyway, the Group advocated for DOER going forward with a RECs approach in a way that could transition to a regional certificate system.  Several members expressed concern about the financial models.

Following this discussion, Bob Grace reviewed some of the policy coordination issues associated with the various options, after which the Group was asked if they had any further thoughts on the various options.  There were no significant changes to the Group members initial comments described above.

Below are some of the comments and questions posed by one or more attendee during the meeting on accounting and verification issues, including policy coordination.  These do not necessarily capture any agreement by the Group:

RECs and Credits

· Although certificates may require substantial coordination, it would be premature to drop them from consideration.

· Make sure that any REC approach pursued by DOER could be readily transitioned/absorbed into a regional (or even national) credit tracking approach, if one emerges.

· DOER may need a transitional approach to certificates due to timing issues (e.g., to allow for early banking).

· DOER needs to fully coordinate with the ISO on these issues.

· RECs may be the logical alternative, but will likely require greater coordination than some of the other options.

· If a renewables generator sells the electric commodity out-of-region, can the RECs stay in region?

Financial Models

· The financial model may unduly restrict the renewables and electricity markets and undermine creativity and flexibility.

· The financial compliance approach seems too homogenous.

· It’s not clear that the financial compliance approach would be permissible under  the Legislation, as written.

· Is volatility a concern?  Perhaps no more so than other approaches, especially if market maker can bank renewables for later complaince.

· Could the financial compliance approach be voluntary? (this is essentially the transferable obligations approach)

Other Issues

· Some renewables generators in the region are considering implementing an exchange type system similar to California.

· The DTE may need to revisit its disclosure requirements to accommodate the DTE.  One state representative offered that the DTE had anticipated refining disclosure at a later date by design.

· Many thought that DOER should go ahead and design what works best for RPS, and then inform other regulators of coordination issues and encourage them to adapt to mitigate coordination issues.

· One member opined that inconsistencies between disclosure and the RPS may not be as great as appears

Coordinating the Commonwealth’s RPS With a Potential National RPS

Consultant Ryan Wiser compared and contrasted the various national RPS bills that have been introduced in Congress with the Commonwealth’s RPS law, and highlighted where there could be inconsistencies between the two.  He then made several recommendations regarding how DOER should proceed in the face of substantial uncertainty with respect to both the likelihood and detailing of a national RPS including: 1) DOER should monitor federal RPS developments and play a proactive role particularly where serious inconsistencies may arise; 2) consider whether MA RPS should apply shared eligibility; and consider eliminating coverage for existing renewables if covered federally.  

The Group then discussed the issues briefly, during which one or more participant raised the following points or questions:

· Several commenters felt that Mass. RPS should be allowed to satisfy any federal RPS as well.

· One commenter suggested that any federal RPS should be additive to states’ RPS requirements.

· Assuming any federal RPS had shared eligibility with Massachusetts, to qualify for the Commonwealth, a renewable would still need to meet all the MA RPS requirements.

· How would a national RPS deal w/Canadian imports? [Consultant responded that the bills don’t explicitly deal with issue, but implicitly allow for such imports theoretically.  However, hydro is not an eligible resource in all the federal bills currently proposed].

Next Steps

Next meeting, on March 30th, will once again be at Foley, Hoag, & Eliot.  A White Paper on administration issues and the preliminary baseline report will be the main topics of discussion at that meeting.  
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