CDG Low-Income Collaborative Meeting — Oct. 2, 2015
Attendees
Con Ed						O&R
Alliance for Green Economy			DE2
Clean Energy Collective (CEC)			Association for Energy Affordability (AEA)
City of New York				National Grid
Grid Market					NY Municipal Power Agency
NYSERDA					Vote Solar 
Project Economics 				National Fuel 
GRID Alternatives 				GRID Alternatives Colorado
UIU						Regional Sustainability Coalition 
Central Hudson					Solomon Energy
NYSEG/RG&E					Center for Social Innovation			
PSEG-LI 					Southern Tier Solar Works 
Erie County 					Citizens Environmental Coalition 

GRID Alternatives models
GRID Alternatives, the largest national nonprofit solar installer, uses a barn-raising model for its community solar projects that includes job training for the community so participants actually help build the project.  GRID’s goals include energy efficiency, economic savings, and job training.
The installer currently has two models for projects — models currently being implemented and models that are being explored.
Current models (http://www.gridalternatives.org/regions/colorado/about/community-solar) 
GRID Alternatives/Grand Valley Power Solar Garden 
· Where: Mesa County, Colorado 
· Utility: Grand Valley Power 
· System Size: 29 kW array 
A utility-owned community solar partnership in Grand Junction, Colorado, co-financed upfront by GRID Alternatives and Grand Valley Power.  Subscribers covered the remainder.  Grid provided turn-key installation utilizing national equipment partnerships; communications, marketing and PR; and maintenance, while GVP provided sites, meter infrastructure, on-bill retail rate credits, payment collection, investment funds and communication support.  Clients contributed sweat equity to build the project and then they receive bill credits at the retail rate.  The subscribers don’t own the panels, and they contribute 2 cents per kW on their bill.  Subscribers can receive credits for about 90% of their generation in last 12 months.
To be eligible for the project, the household must have annual income at or below 80% of Area Median Income.  GRID says there is a 10-person waiting list, and hopes to expand the solar garden to 120 kW.  
— How does Grand Valley recover the costs of the project?
· GVP already had the site that was incurring costs, so it was easy for them to invest and make site available for the 22 kW project.  GVP also achieves cost recovery through on-bill client contributions and local financial partner matches (grant match).  A key part of making the project happen was GVP’s in-kind resources.
· GVP has a high monthly grid access charge ($30), and a variety of client payments/crediting structures achieve cost recovery for the utility partner.
· Project costs are socialized among all customers and then further offset by subscribers.
· The retail NEM credit in Colorado is under 11 cents, and subscriber pays 2 cents.  Subscribers average 40-60% electric bill savings.
· Two additional line items on participants’ bills: A GRID GVP solar farm credit (kWh credit on last month’s production) and a GRID solar farm payment 
· Housing authority partner option being explored in Colorado, but not currently offered. 

· In New York, the most efficient and lowest-cost way to drive low-income customer participation is to offer some sort of credit enhancement.
· Partnerships, with housing authorities, for example, on marketing and outreach would help.  Accessing LMI customers is not as easy as knocking on doors because they usually have a lot of questions. 
· For-profit, nonprofit partnership — Grid provides low income support to help CEC meet low income project threshold, Sunshare donate subscriptions and the rest of the participation is subsidized by the remaining subscribers.
Models currently exploring
Community solar project (colorado.gov) 
Colorado Energy Office (CEO) has awarded $1.2 million in grant funding to GRID Alternatives to implement a statewide solar demonstration project for low-income communities.  The project focuses on single-family homes and seeks to include a minimum of 300 low-income subscribers.  It will include about 2,000 hours of solar job training for installation job processes. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The demonstration project will involve the development of five to 12 community solar systems, ranging in size from 50 kW to 500 kW, solely for low-income shareholders. Cumulatively, the demonstration project will provide more than 1 MW of solar generation. 
The CEO investment must be leveraged with utility ($2 to every $1 from CEO).  GRID and utility partners are setting up business/finance models: utility-owned after tax equity swap; third-party owned with PPA model; utility owned through PPA model. 
The overall project goal is to identify a sustainable model for community solar that includes low-income customers, and the following seven principles: 
1. Encourage long-term incentives (economic savings)
2. Discover and maintain a long-term, dedicated funding source
3. Utility investment, grants, etc.
4. Reduce barriers to entry (cobranding with utility)
5. Target appropriate partners
6. Maximize customer/subscriber protections
7. Co-benefits — energy efficiency, job training, economic savings 
· Colorado models are based on utility ownership of projects/sites, but New York only allows for third-party project ownership
· REV Track 1 Order states utility-owned projects would be allowed if a third party fails to meet an area’s need (demonstrated market failure)
· Has GRID Alternatives participated in California’s Single-family Affordable Solar Homes Program (SASH) or Multi-family Affordable Solar Housing program (MASH) programs? 
· Grid administers the SASH program in California
· Different metering arrangements in California
· Low-income customer participation for for-profit/nonprofit projects is subsidized by other subscribers to meet Colorado’s low-income capacity target (5% per project)
· Weatherization services are typically free and done through a weatherization partner.  Most low-income customers have already had services, but it’s not required.  Typically that’s how outreach is done — a low-income customer is given weatherization upgrades and they are put in the queue for community solar projects. 	

NYSERDA - Green Bank presentation
Updates on NYSERDA-related programs
NYSERDA filed compliance filing for LMI solar programs that was recently approved by DPS:
· $13 million earmarked for LMI solar access per NY-SUN, half of which is for added incentive for rooftop residential solar
· $6.2 million earmarked for LMI in CDG solar projects ($550,000 for tech assistance and marketing; other details TBD)
· Solarize campaigns funding now accessible to LMI communities for CDG projects
· Funds only for LMI solar, part of NY-SUN, not other types of renewables
Green Bank 
The New York Green Bank works with larger financing providers and DER providers to address market barriers — real or perceived risk, like creditworthiness of low-income CDG customers.
Green Bank model is by design very open, using a wholesale portfolio approach — private financing comes in alongside the Green Bank and receives market rate of return
· GB is interested in working with low income CDG projects 
· GB staff has been participating in LMI working groups currently in motion
· Credit support, CDFIs, and financial institutions all within GB mandate
· CDFIs organized as credit unions have stricter credit union examiner requirements — is that a role the Green Bank could play? 
· Hubert Vantale from Pathstone (a CDFI) is used to working with low guarantors; CDFI or mission-driven local bank could work with Green Bank to overcome financing hurdles.
· Low-income customers may have good payment histories, but they don’t have requisite DTI ratio or considered at-risk because they don’t have credit history.
· Private financier not interested in financing low-income customers without guarantee, and Green Bank could help in facilitating these projects.

Discussion
· NYSERDA developing programs that have different eligibility criteria (LMI, low income) than CDG
· Each working group should acknowledge different low-income segments (rural upstate, large multifamily buildings in city) and different metering arrangements.
· Project prototypes are too small — limitation of nonprofit partner or limitation of incentives
· Funding dictates project size — a 2 MW project drives down base cost of the project — so projects should be done at scale so costs are recovered. 
· What is long-term vision for CDG framework? What about natural gas-related DG?
· Streamlining data sharing between utilities/providers would include record-keeping type of process to compare claims being made 
· Utilities won’t see what the subscription fee that’s charged to customer by developer
· PSC or NYSERDA could examine program after year and measure cost-effectiveness
· Project-specific/program-wide goals/requirements needed to ensure low income participation 

Working Groups
• Interim report at Nov. 17 meeting
• Final report by Dec. 7 meeting 
• Email Honor Kennedy (honor.kennedy@dps.ny.gov) and Chelsea Kruger (chelsea.kruger@dps.ny.gov) with working group suggestions and your interest in co-chairing by COB Thursday, Oct. 8
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