Net Metering Solar Task Force Meeting
Monday December 15, 2014
10:00am-12:30pm
10:10 AM
Introductions around the table and agenda overview
Voting to pass the minutes. Passed unanimously.
Mike Wallerstein from DPU presents on current status of Net Metering caps. 
Consultant presents proposal for conducting cost/benefit analysis, evaluating policy options, and evaluating Minimum Bill.
Question about how Task 3 analysis will address moving targets and the industry dealing with changes.
Question for consultants on public health impacts
Question about the 1600MW cap and whether or not switching to a new program will reach the cap.
Question about costs to utilities. Consultants explain the costs of solar installations and internal costs for utility companies
Eric Krathwohl asks about 1600MW target and the long-term viability of net metering
Janet Besser asks as you analyze solar how much can you generalize
Consultant going over the scope: extremely specific based on location
Janet Besser asks if consultant will be looking at studies of other net metering analysis/programs
Consultant replies that they have already started gathering literature and creating a library to discuss, which will be available on the website.
Amy Rabinowitz notes that the Task Force is not looking for the value of solar and wants to make sure consultant stays on task and does not morph their analysis into what the value of solar is
Consultant asks if Amy is suggesting value of solar not be one of the policy options examined
Amy Rabinowitz notes that is what she understood.  The point of this task to see if the cost of net metering going to get us what we need.
Bob Grace reviews the term “value of solar” and notes that it seeks to establish a value for utility and ratepayers.
Bob Grace talks about the distribution system and acknowledges a more rational approach would be to find out what solar is worth rather than see what would be avoided in PV costs and that the task force wanted us to study further the cost benefit  
Amy Rabinowitz reiterates firm stance that analysis should not be a value of solar study.
Janet Besser states that she would like to see a cost/benefit analysis of value of solar programs in other states
Amy Rabinowitz asks if Task 3 requires a quantitative analysis
Meg reads Task 3 language from Scope of Work document 
Janet Besser clarifies that whether or not we look at value of solar as a program that might work is different from determining what the value of solar is.
Amy Rabinowitz notes that Task 3 is only supposed to examine costs/benefits of different policies in Massachusetts
Bob Rio asks that consultant clarify proposal, notes that they havelimited budget and limited time and may not be able to conduct a full blown analysis.  Consultant notes that this gets into flipping task 3 and 4. Proposes to arrange different groupings of policies for Task Force  to consider by providing qualitative analysis, then use that work to decide what to quantitatively analyze.
Janet Besser notes that if the consultant is proposing to flip Tasks 4 and 3, need common understanding if Task 4 will limit options, that Task Force members will be able to make the decision of which policies to explore in the quantitative analysis.
Meg Lusardi agrees  with Janet Besser.
Eric Krathwohol asks about wholesale market effects and whether any consideration of the existence of the hedge value of increased solar will be taken into account.
Bob Grace notes that this is an important topic that the consultants are interested in. Notes that they should be able to address qualitatively, but are not sure that they will be able to reach a consensus around how to do it quantitatively. Recommends Bring up in interview portion.
Amy Rabinowitz asks what the thoughts are on timeframe to discuss projections?
Bob notes that he will come back to that and returns todiscussing the consultants’ proposed approach.. 
Bob Rio asks about retail bill component, particularly cost shifting and identifying components not being funded by the generator of solar (thinking of low income, etc.) historically paid by ratepayer which are no longer being paid.  Things society has decided to pay for.  Notes that it is worthy of paying attention to.  Brings up impact on Jobs (i.e who’s paying the bills and impacts on that). States that savings from solar projects doesn’t always mean that person invested back in MA – could be going to another economy.  Not easy to quantify any of this. When making assumptions about jobs – creating jobs in one place may mean less jobs in other places.  Society needs to decide this is ok to make this decision.
Bob Grace notes that this is worthy of paying attention to.  Macroeconomic analysis will be part of literature review to address these issues.
Charlie Harak asks about shifted cost of retail bill components.  In particular questions the distributional impacts  of who is impacted (those who can build vs. those who can’t).
Bob Grace notes that the consultants will be looking at all the charges on the bill and that each has a different story to them to examine.
Bill Stillinger asks about avoided capacity costs and how they will be incorporated into the analysis. 
Bob Grace replies that they estimate that 14% of solar facilities are participating in the capacity market (according to NESCOE) and that their analysis will include a discussion of that.
Bob Grace Returns presentation and discusses perspectives of different types of ratepayers. 
Janet Besser asks what Bob means by non-solar generators impact. Kind of impacts on utilities? What does it mean for business model, revenue, operational impacts, etc.? States that the consultants must define a perspective of how to look at this before they examine it. Notes that this could be a huge new area  for the Task Force.
Bob Grace replies that the consultants are not proposing how to do this, but rather to stimulate discussion on how to do it.
Camilo Serna notes that a lot of what the Task Force decides will have impacts on ratepayers and that what should be presented is the impact on ratepayers.
Bob Rio notes that utilities are an important player here and agrees that utility is an important piece of this.
Meg Lusardi asks whether or not there is a need to break out utilities separately?  
Fred Zalcman notes that cost flows through to ratepayers ultimately, but one caveat is  that when looking at grid penetration it is important to distinguish costs that come back to developer vs. what goes back to ratepayer.
Amy Rabinowitz notes her agreement and a appreciates attention to this
Janet Besser moves to vote to not create a separate analysis for utilities but consider it as part of the discussion of ratepayers.  Motion passes (14-0) (2 abstentions)
Janet Besser talks about price suppression and transfer payments noting that price suppression is outside the scope.
Bob Rio states his agreement.
Janet Besser moves to vote to not include non-solar generators in analysis.  Motion passes (14-0) 2 abstensions.
Bob Grace returns to slides and discussion of Task 4. 
Fred Zalcman discusses  looking at the state of the solar industry when the 1600MW goal is reached and whether or not solar is self sustaining without additional incentives. Asks what are the unsubsidized policies for going beyond the 1600 MW goal noting that there will be solar development beyond 1600 MW.  Asks what policies do we need to support solar if it cannot stand on its own at that point.
Bob Grace notes that the answer to the question of whether or not solar can stand on its own at that point is very nuanced.  Notes that based on different installation types and locations it will differ.   Expects there to be interest in this topic.
Fred asks if his understanding is consistent with the consultants’ proposed approach? Asks if there will be forward cost curves and an analysis of where solar will be?
Bob Grace notes that consultants had envisioned doing analysis of current policy.
Bob discusses Task 6 of reviewing comments and putting public comment into final report as a final chapter. Reviews project timeline.
Meg Lusardi asks consultant to clarify how the timeline of making recommendations on their findings plays out.
Bob Grace replies that at the 6th meeting the Task Force wwill have a complete draft and will see the cost/benefit analysis for the first time.
Meg Lusardi asks what Task Force meeting 7 is for.
Bob Grace replies that it will be a: a discussion of recommendations leading to the chapter of the report.
Janet Besser states that  she anticipates that the Task Force will discuss the consultants work at the meeting and then make recommendations. If it becomes clear that Massachusetts is going to be hitting the net metering caps soon there should be another increase in the net metering caps as events may overtake us.  
Meg Lusardi notes that it’s on the table but not something to make a recommendation on today.
Amy Rabinowitz asks that the consultant give Task Force drafts and PowerPoints in advanceof meetings to they can be reviewed beforehand.
Bob Grace notes that is their goal, but that there is an incredibly tight timeline.
Meg Lusardi notes that we might not have total consensus on each of the recommendations the Task Force makes. States that the Task Force has to be completely open to the fact that there might be recommendations outside the scope that we are working with. Amy Rabinowitz asks about the timeframe  being looked at when conducting the cost/benefit analysis in Task 3 and states that she thinks it’s important to think that through.
Bob Grace replies that it is not in their proposal, but they do want direction.. Suggests that the interview stage will be a good opportunity to provide input.
Janet Besser asks if the consultant can make sure there is a way that the interview stage information can be relayed back to the entire task force.  
Bob Grace continues presentation with aquick overview of the activities in neighboring states. 
Andy Beldencontinues presentation on activities in other states and discusses interview process.
Amy Rabinowitz asks who are considered to be load serving entities in the other category.
Andy replies that this includes other competitive suppliers with Bob noting that this wasa voice that was missing. States that a lot of self serving entities have started building their own solar projects.
Camilo Serna asks that the category be called something else.
Janet Besser notes that competitive suppliers are a player in the market and states that their perspective matters in the discussion.
Meg Lusardi asks if there are any other comments on load serving entities/competitive suppliers?
Bob Rio asks if a direct contract between a customer and competitive supplier unless it influences the energy market would be of interest for the task force to know.
Janet Besser replies that ff there is something in the policy that affects the market that would be important for the Task Force to identify.
Bob Grace replies that the consultant can envision certain future policy affecting the sector differently.  General assumption is that the current policy is affecting prices.
Fred Zalcman states thatthe legislature identified a diverse group of stakeholders and that it’s important to get their perspectives. Says that he sees a different role for these stakeholders more as an informational resource to round things out.
Amy Rabinowitz agrees that these are important resources for information.
Bill Stillinger asks if reliability and dispatchers part of your focus groups.
Bob Grace states that those are very viable suggestions
Bob Rio seconds that ISO NE is important.
Eric Krathwohl agrees with consultants on characterization of groups. Notes that some of the issues might come up through already designated groups.
Meg Lusardi asks if there is a vote required on the degree of the weight these additional stakeholder groups have. Asks whether they  don’t carry the same weight that the task force members do but they do provide information.  
Andy Belden replies that these are not separate focus groups and that they would be intermixed with the Task Force members.
Amy Rabinowitz states that the utilities need 1.5 hrs without anyone else in their interview group.
Janet Besser suggest that the groupings be managed. 
Meg Lusardi asks if it would be possible to have separate focus groups.
Andy Belden replies that consultants had proposed groupings and will have to get back to the Task Force in the next day.
Meg Lusardi states that groupings make sense.
Lisa Podgurski states that she takes issue being in a group with being in the group that doesn’t have as much value/weight. Suggests that IBEW would be a better fit in group C
Andy states that the consultants’ intention never suggested that they have less weight.
Lisa Podgurski states that she understands this.
Meg Lusardi asks if somebody wants to make a motion for eliminate or keep competitive suppliers.
Bob Rio asks if it make sense to have them in a different focus group.
Charlie Harak asks that Task Force drop solar policy research organization and moves to put competitive suppliers in a category with finance and market makers and give discretion to advisors,  drop solar policy research group and  add Lisa Podgurski of IBEW to group C.
Meg Lusardi reiterates motion to have another group for non task force member category, move Lisa to group C, drop solar policy research organization.Also change “load serving entity” to “competitive supplier.”
Vote 14 in favor, 2 abstaining, motion passes
Andy notes that the focus group interview topics will be made available in advance of the interviews.
Meg Lusardi addresses questions about attributions in the summaries of the interviews and notes that it will be a summary of the group.
Fred Zalcman asks for clarification that there will be no attribution just summary.
Camilo Serna suggests keeping it as an option.
Meg Lusardi suggests that consultants go for a summary with option to note.
Meg Lusardi discusses next steps and moves to public comment.  
Kate McKeever opens the floor to public comment. 
Russell Aney of Avid Solar. Looking at potential tax policies as an incentive mechanism.  That is an alternative to using a production incentive to motivate the incentive for solar. Has that dropped off the table?  The legislation mentions the citizens as a critical constituency.  Using tax policy from all citizens is an appropriate thing.  There were significant benefits in investment in energy efficiency. Investing in solar provides jobs etc. Significant macroeconomic benefits in stimulating local economy.  Hedge value of solar is significant value. Risk or uncertainty cause significant costs. Could be as much as 100% of what would otherwise be required. .We don’t know what is going to happen between now and 2016 and work is not getting done because we don’t think we can get it done.  
Haskell Werlin from Solar Design Associates. Thanks for doing this. Motion for community solar, virtual net metering Equal access to solar through community solar. Raise this issue to see what impacts this legislation will have on community solar.  Bill failed last summer because of lack of inclusiveness, eliminating solar policy research group does this.
Mark Sandeen. Requests that the task force consider raising net metering caps enough that will enable the long term policy and solar industry to work towards meeting Global Warming Solutions Act targets.
Arielle: Concerned about the reason this task force came about. Last year’s bill failed because it had been developed in a closed door process.  The interview process undermines the open meeting publicly visible process and it is completely contrary to the spirit and intention of the legislation.
Nathan: Encourages consultants to look at full range of benefits of solar. Encourages consultants to look at full range of values.
Joel: Valuing and including community solar and on the note of inclusiveness would be good to include environmental community.
Janet Besser asks if there is anything the task force wants to consider from the public comments? States that she thinks there are good ideas.
Larry Aller states that Community solar is a vital part of what we discuss with the consultant. We need to think of ratepayers at large.
Bill Stillinger agrees, and states that they have not heard equitable inclusion of municipalities.
Charlie Harak notes that it would be great if the consultants have the time to talk to solar policy research organizations.
Janet Besser moves that the solar policy research organization be added back in to the stakeholder groups being interviewed.
Vote 13 in favor, 3 abstentions 
Amy Rabinowitz  moves that Task Force include explicitly that we are going to include virtual net metering and community solar.
Vote 14 in favor, 2 abstentions
Meg Lusardi notes  that there will be additional opportunities for public comment and that the information gathered from these interviews will be made public as well.
Bob Grace states that summaries will be made available at task force meeting 4.
Kate McKeever declares the meeting adjourned.


