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General Principles

The Task Force Members support a policy to maintain the growth of the solar market to 1,600 megawatts (“MW”) and beyond. Future goals and the desired pace of solar development should be considered in the context of potential limits on the integration and use of solar in a cost effective manner.

The Task Force Members support a set of policies that will:  (1) maintain the solar market diversity in Massachusetts in terms of  the scale of solar projects, the locations of solar projects, and the range of firm sizes, both local and national;  (2) ensure ease of market entry;  (3) induce investment in Massachusetts, generate new local jobs and sustain existing local jobs; and (4) contribute to the reduction of GHG emissions. 

The Task Force Members support policies that reduce ratepayer costs and achieve the solar market goals, including the reduction of soft costs associated with project permitting, interconnection, taxes, and financial risk of project incentive revenue streams.

Massachusetts recognizes that solar and other distributed energy resources provide benefits to the Commonwealth and the electric grid. To that end, the Task Force Members support conducting a “Value of Solar” study to determine the value of solar in Massachusetts.

To the extent that solar distributed generation provides benefits to ratepayers, the distribution grid, and the Commonwealth as a whole, it should be compensated.  Additional support necessaryAny incentives beyond the compensation of the aforementioned benefits, which may be necessary to meet policy objectives to develop the solar market should be provided at the least cost to ratepayers.

Design an incentive program with a goal to eventually bring solar incentives to a level aligned with the value solar provides to the Commonwealthinto parity with other incentives for renewables.  

The Task Force Members support the introduction of a variable minimum contribution for distribution service to fairly recover the costs of the distribution system from all customers.

Policy Framework

Solar Incentive

A. Small Scale, and/or Sized-to-Load Solar

The Task Force Members support a solar incentive policy that would provide open access for small scale solar projects and would not require such projects to participate in a competitive bidding process.

What is the definition of small systems (i.e. 25 kW? 200 kW? Something larger?)

Options Available

1. Continuation of an SREC-type incentive program.

2. Declining Block Incentive tariff with adjustments to increase/decrease value based on speed of market growth.

3. Upfront payment for project design and construction from an outside funding source that is not electric distribution companies. What would this source of funding be?

Other Considerations: 
Should up-front payment of incentives for estimated production for small units to reduce transaction costs be allowed?

B. Differentiation by Market Sector

Should The Task Force Members agree that there should be additional compensation to account for the higher costs of developing different market sectors, including residential, rooftop, landfills/brownfields, emergency power, canopies, and locations that particularly benefit the grid.?

Should Community Shared Solar also be included in this list of projects?

Are there other types of projects that may require and are worthy of additional incentive?  

C. Large Scale, Ground Mounted Solar (not Sized-to-Load)

The Task Force Members support policy measures to bring more economic efficiency in the deployment of large scale solar development, while avoiding market contraction to only a small number of solar developerspreserving competition and market diversity.

Options Available

1. Open Access
a. Continuation of an SREC-type incentive program
b. Declining Block Incentive tariff with adjustments to increase/decrease value based on speed of market growth 

SEIA's comment on open access vs. competitive procurement:

SEIA believes, through experience with many different solar incentive programs nationwide, that it is critical for the task force’s objectives that the incentive be designed as an open access program, and not one with a competitive procurement element.  SEIA understands stakeholders’ desire to ensure a competitive market environment.  As an industry association that consistently advocates for a healthy competitive marketplace, SEIA shares that desire.  However, over years of work and experience designing and participating in solar incentive programs, SEIA has come to the considered view that access to incentive program capacity is not a locus of competition that helps, on balance, to drive down cost and seed a diverse and vibrant market environment.  On the contrary, it tends to stifle development activity and concentrate market participation, undermining the key elements that make up a competitive development ecosystem – from which MA now benefits. 

There are at least four distinct advantages in a declining block incentive over other forms of incentive delivery mechanisms, including:

1) The incentive level is transparent and predictable.  While a competitive procurement model also offers the key advantage of providing clarity on future revenues, the declining-block model has the advantage of providing transparency on incentive level and availability during early-stage project development.
2) The program is “always on.”  Incentive funding is available to projects on their development schedule, not on the solicitation schedule.
3) The program budget is fixed.  A declining-block model locks in the total ratepayer expenditure for the incentive program.  It is simply the sum of all capacity blocks multiplied by the associated incentive level.
4) It imposes market discipline and leads to a self-sustaining industry.  The program encourages cost-cutting and competition.  Low cost providers gain the greatest market share.  And the end-state of the program is a mature market that can sustain itself without incentives.

2. Competitive Procurement
Periodic competitive solicitation sets price for MW block.

3. Hybrid
Competitive solicitation for portion of MW block;
Open access for remaining portion of the block at, or a bit above, the clearing bid price to non-winners via a queuing and reservation process.

Net Metering

A. Sized-to-Load Net Metering

1. Definitions
Should there be a distinction between facilities sized-to-load and not sized-to-load? If so, what is the definition of “sized-to-load?”  100% of annual on-site load?  Three year average?  Flexibility for something higher to accommodate anticipated growth? Should there be a definition of on-site load?

2. Values
What should the value of net metering credits be?  Full retail rate value for all generation?  Discounted rate for generation not used on-site?  Differentiation based on system size/location? Should this be determined after a Value of Solar study has been completed? 

3. Excess Credits
Should sized-to-load net metered facilities be allowed to continue allocating excess credits to any account in the same service territory and load zone?

· Should ability to allocate be further restricted?  Possibly only allow allocation to multiple projects and meters on same parcel of land or to closely-related business/family?  
· Should exceptions be made to the existing unit and facility rules to allow for multiple net metering facilities on a single facility in the case of malls, co-housing and other campus environments?  Should exceptions be made to allow “behind the meter” net metering for facilities on adjacent parcels (e.g. barn/farmhouse situation)?
· SEBANE provided the following examples of project types that cannot go "behind the meter" under the current net metering rules: 
	Type
	Description  
	Comment

	Co-Housing Communities, Affordable Housing, etc.
	Individual living units on one parcel are individually owned and each unit has a dedicated electric utility meter.  These communities often include a “common house” on the same parcel for shared use and has a dedicated electric meter.  
	Under the existing rule, only one of the buildings/utility customers can access a net meter.

	Townhome, Condominium, Duplex
	Single residential building on one parcel with multiple residences individually owned each with a dedicated electric meter.  Roof areas area available to Owners and at times roof areas have legally deeded space reserved for solar arrays.  
	Under the existing rule, only one of the Condominium or Townhome owners can access a net meter.

	Farm
	Single agricultural enterprise with multiple buildings on one or more parcels.  Buildings may include a residence and one or more barns / remote structures each with a dedicated electric meter.
	Under the existing rule, only one of the buildings/utility services can access a net meter.

	Commercial Building with Separate Structure(s)
	Single parcel with commercial office building and a separate structure (e.g., parking canopy at an adjacent parking area).  Roof-mounted PV array is installed at the office building but generation is insufficient to meet building loads.  Generation from the solar canopy could provide additional dedicated electrical service to the office building. Virtual Net Metering could benefit other off-site accounts, using generation at the separate structure.  
	Under the existing rule, a second net meter cannot be installed at the separate structure (solar canopy).

	Multi-tenant commercial building
	Single parcel with commercial building hosting multiple commercial entities each with a dedicated electrical meter.
	Under the existing rule, only one of the occupants/utility customers can access a net meter.




· Should sized-to-load net metered facilities be allowed to cash out excess credits?  If so, at what rate – retail, basic service, other? 


B. Projects with No Significant on-site Load

· Should projects be treated strictly as qualifying facility (“QF”) generators, or maintain ability to virtually net meter to eligible off-takers at a higher rate?  If so, at what rate? Should this be determined after a Value of Solar study has been completed?

· Should there be limits on who is eligible to receive virtual net metering credits as off-takers?  If so, who/what should be eligible – low income, community shared solar, common-ownership, agricultural enterprises, churches, municipalities and other public entities, others?  Is there a mechanism to assure substantive benefits accrue to off-takers?

Net Metering Caps

· Should there be caps?  If so, how are they set – statewide, by utility territory?  And at what magnitude – compatible with long-term program goals?

· If caps are removed, what criteria should be used to justify their removal, including rate impacts to customers?

· Should removing the cap be a recommendation to the legislature?

· If caps are not removed altogether, should better aligning the cap to meet the 1,600 MW goal be a recommendation of the Task Force?

· If statewide cap, is there a mechanism to equitably reconcile costs of net metering across all ratepayers? If yes, then how should this be structured?

· Should all sized-to-load units be exempt from net metering caps?  Should other types of facilities be exempt from the caps (e.g. residential, rooftop, landfills/brownfields, emergency power, canopies, and locations that particularly benefit the grid)?  Or should cap requirements be determined solely by capacity size?

· National Grid's comment regarding net metering and lifting metering caps:

Assuming that appropriate reforms to the compensation are made, net metering should be revised so that: 
· VNM is greatly restricted to certain project types that are proximate to the load they will serve;
· Systems are sized to no more than 100% of historic onsite load of the account they will serve;
· Customers are responsible for minimum contributions. 

With those starting points, as well as other reforms in total compensation under discussion, consideration of support for lifting the NM caps would be possible.

Geographic Distribution

· Should solar incentive costs and net metering compensation be spread equitably across ratepayers statewide through reconciliation between distribution companies?  If so, what is the mechanism?

· Should net metering and solar incentive structure compensate for differentiation in energy rates between the utility companies?  How?

· Should there be additional compensation value to incent generation coincident with peak capacity needs (e.g. more westerly facing solar arrays)?  If so, what form does this take – net metering value, energy price compensation indexed to time of day spot market price?

· How do we encourage solar development in locations that offer greater benefits to the distribution grid and/or where interconnection costs are lowest?  Should such systems receive higher net metering value, or appropriate compensation for interconnection costs?  How should utilities promote development in distribution system locations where benefits are greatest and interconnection costs are least?

· Should the utilities be required to provide maps that indicate the most constrained areas on the distribution grid? Should they be required to provide circuit maps that show real-time penetration of solar and other forms of DG?

Transition Timing and Program Targets

· New policy framework effective date of 1/1/2017.  Does this make sense in terms of post-PTC world and reasonable timeframe for legislative/regulatory processes?  

· Is action needed sooner on certain items?

· Beyond the current 1,600 MW goal, what is an appropriate new goal and timeframe for the next policy framework?  The goal and timeframe will be important to calibrate a new program design and values.

Minimum Bill

· There may be value in allowing each electric distribution company to develop and implement, through a full rate proceeding, a minimum bill for all customers.  Such determination should be discussed through a fully adjudicated proceeding before the DPU.

· Should the Task Force take a more firm stance on recommending a minimum bill requirement to the legislature? If so, should it provide guidance on items such as continuity, fairness, and non-discrimination? Should it recommend that the legislature cap the size of a minimum bill? If so, at what? Should it recommend that any minimum bill policy be reviewed after a certain time period? 

· Should the Task Force recommend other mechanisms other than a minimum bill? 

Miscellaneous

· Should the Task Force recommend that the legislature standardize the process for permitting and inspection statewide to reduce transactional "soft" costs? Next Step Living notes the following about this proposal:
· Has the potential to create significant incremental value for residents and the Commonwealth overall without requiring financial incentives.
· Studies by LBNL have shown that well-structured local regulatory procedures can save up to $2,500 for a 5 kW system.

· How should the grid be compensated for a) integration costs related to increasing penetration of DG and b) value provided by the grid to the DG units (i.e. ability to transact, ability to manage voltages, ability to have instantaneous back-up power)

· Should on-bill financing for residential projects to enhance homeowner financing be allowed?

· Should municipal light districts be allowed to participate in incentive and net metering programs? If so, how are the costs of implementing the programs passed along to ratepayers? Should municipal light districts be required to pay for their own customers' participation?

· Should the task force recommend that the legislature establish a state program of solar workforce licensing and certification?
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