Belmont Net Metering Working Group Meeting Minutes
15:1ly 2013 2015 AUG -1 AM 10: 26
Town Hall Conference Room 2

Present: Tony Barnes, Roy Epstein, Robert Gallant, Steve Klionsky & Henry Jacoby
The meeting was called to order at 7:30 p.m.

Discussion of Solar Adoption and Solar Costs per Watt
Chair Epstein distributed a pie diagram of solar adoption, two charts on solar cost,
and two charts on installation rates:

2012 Massachusetts Electricity Generation by Energy Source

Cost per Watt vs. Solar Array Capacity (kW), Concord, MA, 2014
Median Cost per kW for Massachusetts Solar by Size of Installation
New Residential Solar Installation Costs in Concord and Arlington, MA, 2009-14.

It was observed that solar represented only 0.01% of state generation in 2012, and
0.25% for Belmont.

Member Barnes questioned the take-away from the pie chart: is it only that BMLD
solar penetration is similar to the state, and small? Member Klionsky pointed out
that the relevant comparison is the New England grid; the state comparison is less
interesting.

Observations of the solar installation cost charts included the wide variation in the

residential costs, with a cluster around $3.50 to $4.50 per Watt. Also noted was the
lower cost of the one large Concord unit, and the difference in median cost between
industrial and residential installations.

Member Jacoby urged caution in interpreting these data since they are reported
prices, and it is useful to distinguish between prices and cost. The residential
business is yet an immature market with less than perfect competition, whereas
industrial-scale units are the product of competitive bidding. Also, there are
differences in concept between the reported prices of direct purchase vs. third-party
sales in the residential market.

Consideration of the 2009-2014 installations in Concord and Arlington focused on
the dramatic effect on new installations of solarize campaigns during the campaign
year, and the drop to the previous level the year following. The way these campaigns
are organized was discussed—including the selection of a single developer
(lowering marketing costs and providing economies of scale in installation and
approval processes) and the organizational aid from Massachusetts state agencies.

Chair Epstein observed that the effect of the campaign was similar in the two towns
though one is a muni and the other is not, and that they impose different solar
tariffs. Also it was pointed out that Wellesley tried such a campaign with success.

Review of ISO Pricing
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Chair Epstein distributed a set of charts on ISO prices:
[SO Alewife Average RT-LMP by Time of Day: May-September and October-April.

The figures average LMP over the period 9am-3pm vs. other hours. Though there
may be days or hours within these aggregate periods experiencing much higher (or
lower) prices, there appears to be a small difference between day and night prices,
implying that a constant daily average price may not involve significant error. It was
further observed that the summer prices remained below $50/MWh (Member
Jacoby suggested these result indicated that NGCC plants were at the margin in this
period), and that the higher winter prices that year likely reflected a spike in natural
gas prices due to the severe winter.

Discussion of Public Benefits
Chair Epstein distributed three documents and called attention to a fourth
distributed by Member Jacoby:

Acadia Center, Value of Distributed Generation: Solar PV in Massachusetts

Austin Energy and Clean Power Research, Designing Austin Energy’s Solar Tariff
using a Distributed PV Value Generator

Is the Future of Electricty Generation Really Distributed? (a post by Severin
Borenstein)

MIT Energy Initiative, The Future of Solar Energy

Chair Epstein observed that the solar tariff studies find a social benefit, so suggested
for discussion that the Committee assume there are positive externalities and
explore the applicability to Belmont. He then raised two questions:

These values were not monetized and thus contributed no income to BMLD
accounts, so how should they be handled?

Regardless of their analytical validity, what benefit should be allocated to solar
investors if the installation is financially viable anyway?

Member Klionsky asked, if there were no federal and state incentives, what would
we do with the social values? Now customers get the ITC, SRECs and any effects of
net metering (Member Barnes added that these exist because the government wants
to subsidize solar). Perhaps if these did not exist we should provide more incentives,
but are they needed now? And what, if any, is the role of the Town'’s Climate Action
Plan?

Chairman Epstein advised that we should do what is needed to provide the needed
incentive, but no more, and we need to investigate the magnitude of existing aids
and see if more incentives are in order.

Member Gallant offered the view that the ITC came from narrow interests
influencing legislation—a process unlikely to be repeated—which led to a brief
colloquy on the politics of support for renewables.
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Member Jacoby suggested that, to avoid confusion in our discussion, we maintain a
clear distinction between the effects of the solar tariff on the financial accounts of
BMLD, and any additional incentives based social values.

Member Gallant raised a question of the upper limit of solar penetration we should
allow in the Belmont system, and whether BMLD will be ready to deal with it.

Member Klionsky called attention to the MLAB concern for a solar roof subsidy that
may total only $9,000, when other subsidies were much greater. Member Barnes
continued that, if the subsidy were $9,000, say for 20 roofs, the total should be kept
in perspective, say by comparison with the $150,000 grant Belmont received to
improve street lights.

Member Klionsky pointed to the fact that the technology is changing, with possible
development of new means of installation (e.g, in building materials), so the rate of
solar penetration could be greater in the future.

Approval of Minutes
The minutes of the 8 July 2015 meeting were reviewed with small corrections made,
and they were approved by vote of the Committee.

Public Contributions
Chair Epstein opened the meeting for public comment.

Roger Wrubel, citing the Acadia Center study, called attention to the grid value of
solar (i.e., within the BMLD accounting) and asked how the Committee is going
to compute these values. This question led to discussion with and within the
Committee whether it has the ability to actually estimate such a figure, or
whether it should only set the principles of the calculation, leaving the
calculation to BLMD staff (and whether it has the capacity either).

Claus Becker then interjected that there are many studies that show there is no
subsidy, and if we cannot do our own study we should just use this literature.
Also, the solution should be aligned with “what the people want”.

Tony Alcorn said that Belmont attempted a solarize campaign akin to those cited
earlier, but that it failed for lack of developer interest because the solar tariff was
in dispute and the outcome unknown.

Bob Forester said he had no solar system, but rates matter to him, and that he
belongs to a group not well represented in the meeting. He further cited studies
that show the differences in reported solar price in different markets and
wondered if they were the result of differential subsidies. And he argued that, if
there are benefits to solar they should not be distributed to the solar generators
so long as they have sufficient incentive for the investment.

Doug Koplow supported the Jacoby view that we should keep a narrow focus on
what influences our system (i.e.,, within the BMLD accounting system). He then
added that the solar tariff issue is a small problem for BMLD when considered in
the context of the financing cost of its current $54 million transmission project.
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So he suggested the Committee settle on a simple solution that all can agree on,
so the Town and BMLD can focus on the big problems.

Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 9:30 p.m.




