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RECEIVED 
TOWN CLERK 

BELMONT, MA 
 
DATE: January 13, 2022 
TIME: 3:09 PM 

MINUTES 
TOWN OF BELMONT 

LIGHT BOARD ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Remote Meeting via Zoom 

Wednesday, December 15, 2021 
7:30 A.M. 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER. Mr. Franck called the meeting to order at 7:32am. 

Present for LBAC was Chair Travis Franck, Vice Chair Michael Macrae, Members Jonathan Abe, David 
Beavers, Steve Klionsky, Robert Forrester and Alexandra van Geel. 
 
Present for Belmont Light was General Manager Craig Spinale, Assistant General Manager Sam Osmancevic, 
Communications Coordinator Aidan Leary, Energy Specialist Ben Thivierge, Energy Resources Manager 
Becca Keane, and Finance Manager Maria Makar-Limanov. 

Others Present: Matthew Ide, Director of Energy and Financial Markets at Mass Municipal Wholesale Electric 

Company (MMWEC) 

II. FINANCIAL REVIEW WITH MASSCACHUSETTS MUNICIPAL WHOLESALE ELECTRIC COMPANY 
(MMWEC). 

Mr. Spinale reminded the Committee that the latest cost-of-service survey indicated that rates needed to be 
raised over a 3–5-year window. The rates were increased once in the first 2 years with a plan to revisit it in 
year 3, which is this year. Because of the pandemic, Belmont Light asked MMWEC to review Belmont Light’s 
financial situation before considering raising rates again.  He introduced Matthew Ide from MMWEC to present 
on this study. 

Mr. Ide reviewed the summary of the Financial Review. He reported that Belmont Light is in a very strong 

financial position, and outlined the process used to do the financial review. He explained the 3 core principles 

used: liquidity, leverage, and cash flow.  

Liquidity: average days of liquidity – based on the reserves how long could Belmont Light operate if the 

customers stopped paying today. They found Belmont Light could be self-sustaining for 130 days.  

Debt/Leverage: Compared to assets, the debt ratio is 85% which is a bit high but still in a comfortable range.  

Cash Flow: Relative to fixed costs Belmont Light’s cash flow is 138% of their obligations, which is 1.38 X fixed 

cost coverage ratio.  

MMWEC would tell any rating agency that Belmont Light is very strong and most likely be an S&P AA- rate and 

a Moody’s Aa3.  

After this validation of the financial foundation, MMWEC looked to the forecast of expenses and revenue. They 

do see some decline in earnings. Without a tweak to the rates, income will not hit the target of $1.3M in 2024 

and 2025. This will happen because of increasing expenses and relatively level revenue. He feels there is 

plenty of time to correct this, but there does need to be some adjustments for an improvement in the net 

income after pilot. 

Mr. Beavers asked if the Power Cost Adjustment (PCA) had been accounted for in the review. Mr. Ide said the 
PCA currently is accounted for at its current level, which may be an area adjustment. It’s important to look 
closely at where the pressures are on the revenues/costs so adjustments can be determined. Mr. Spinale said 
that PCA is designed to “smooth out the bumps”. There was a discussion of the relationship between the PCA 
and the base rate design and actual power costs. 

Mr. Beavers asked if the higher power costs are covid-related. Mr. Ide said yes because of the impact of the 
supply chain which he explained in detail.  
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Mr. Klionsky suggested there should be a new cost of rate study to determine which rate classes rate of return 
should be equalized.  He also asked about the 32% decrease in capacity cost. Mr. Ide said it is the decline in 
the capacity auction. This was discussed. 

Mr. Forrester asked about the recommended cash reserve of $7.7M while the 2022 balance is expected to be 
about $6.1M. Mr. Ide explained the methodology used to make the recommendation.  

Mr. Ide said the next question is how much Belmont Light should be earning after the pilot. Belmont Light 
should be getting returns of about 5% on their assets because this makes it more flexible for unexpected costs 
and to replenish reserves. He said net income after the pilot should be $1.3M and drift higher in the future. He 
continued that without rate adjustments this net income will erode and fall below this level. He suggested that 
Belmont Light continue with the rate plan to increase revenue and avoid the erosion of the recommended cash 
reserve. 

He pointed out that if Belmont Light establishes policies for a recommended cash reserve minimum range and 
recommended net income after pilot target, those policies would allow Belmont Light to make the gradual, 
continual adjustments to keep the financial performance within the goals of the policy.   

Mr. Spinale said he agrees with Mr. Ide’s comments and that some targets are in the strategic plan but some of 
the governance items are not and should be implemented. He said he invited Mr. Ide to present to LBAC and 
the MLB so that everyone is on the same page as these issues are considered by the new Municipal Light 
Board. 

Mr. Spinale said Belmont Light’s next step is a new cost of service study to look at rates. They will be talking 
with MMWEC and other vendors to do this.   

III. TIME OF USE (TOU) UPDATE  

Mr. Spinale told the Committee that the goal was 150 customers, and they now have 143 with a very good 
cross section of all residential groups. They are ready to go on January 1 and are finishing the testing on the 
system. Belmont Light would be replacing the electric meters for all participants just to ensure that there are no 
interruptions during the pilot program.  

Mr. Klionsky asked if meters would be replaced if the TOU program was enlarged. Mr. Spinale said they are 
always replacing and updating equipment, but these customers were targeted for replacement now (rather 
than during the regular cycle) because of the pilot program.  

Mr. Franck asked if there is an educational item that could go in each home to easily explain times and rates 
(for example, on the refrigerator). Mr. Leary said they are working on a magnet. 

IV. CHENERY SCHOOL SOLAR PROJECT UPDATE  

Mr. Osmancevic reported that construction has been substantially completed. The 3rd party inspection has 
taken place and although the report is not available yet, it appears that there are some modifications that will 
be needed. The final construction will not be complete until early January because of this. 

He also said they have been in touch with the Technology Group at the Middle School about installing a screen 
in the lobby so the output of the array is visible.  

There has been a request for additional snow guards, and Belmont Light is awaiting a quote for a change order 
for this.  Because of supply chain issues this may take an additional couple of weeks to be complete. 

Mr. Franck asked who would pay for the change orders. Mr. Osmancevic said because the RFP did not specify 
the 3rd party inspection, and because such inspections are usually not required for an array of under 100 
panels, SunBug Solar does not feel it should be responsible for the cost of the inspection. Belmont Light will 
have to take on that cost, although corrections to meet code would be the responsibility of SunBug. 

V. DISCUSSION ON FERC ORDER 2222  

Mr. Spinale explained that the order itself allows an aggregation of DER equipment within the confines of 
Belmont to be put back onto the system from a capacity standpoint on the ISO system.  ISO-NE and the public 
power sector have voted to approve this. There are a lot of outstanding questions that should be considered. 

A separate group, AEE, wanted to amend the order and the Public Power Sector voted no to the amendments. 
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Mr. Macrae recapped the purpose of Order 2222. He outlined who AEE is. He acknowledged that he works for 
a company with membership in AEE so he will not recommend any course of action for Belmont Light to avoid 
the perception of conflict of interest.  

He said that during the 2222 stakeholder development process essentially every Distributed Energy Resource 
(“DER”) technology and service provider indicated that ISO-NE’s proposal will not work for DERs in New 
England.  During the voting process, essentially every consumer advocate, (e.g. Mass Attorney General’s 
Office), environmental advocates, and commercial and industrial consumer (“C&I”) organization, who are 
generally fiscal hawks, voted against the proposal because it does not achieve the objective of removing 
barriers for DERs. These same organizations mostly support or abstained on all of the AEE amendments.  All 
of the municipal light/publicly owned entities voted to support ISO-NE’s proposal and against the AEE 
amendments with one abstention. 

He was concerned that Belmont Light voted in opposite to how every consumer advocate, environmental 
group, and every large commercial industrial load in New England. 

Mr. Spinale said he had spoken to Belmont Light’s representative in NEPOOL, Dave Cavanaugh, and he is 
willing to speak with LBAC to discuss this, and what FERC 2222 means to Belmont Light.  He also said 
Belmont Light has to opt in to the program, which LBAC needs to discuss. Regarding the no vote on the 
amendments, Mr. Spinale said Mr. Cavanaugh provided a summary to the municipal power companies as well 
as a voting recommendation. He recommended a no vote because some of the amendments needed to be 
further developed, and some removed some of what FERC already has in place and needed further 
discussion.  

There was a discussion of how these votes (if the final versions pass) might challenge the monopoly that 
Belmont Light has on power distribution in Belmont. Ms. Spinale said there are a lot of unknowns that will need 
to be discussed.  

Mr. Macrae said that if passed, FERC 2222 will be filed in February but will not go into effect for almost 4 
years, so there is no urgency. 

VI. DISCUSSION ON FUTURE MEETINGS  

Mr. Spinale asked if there was any discussion the Committee would like to have about the process of 
transitioning to the elected Municipal Light Board. 

Mr. Beavers said LBAC should write up recommendations on active issues in a memo for the new Board.  

Mr. Klionsky said that for the rest of LBAC’s term, they should keep in mind that the new Municipal Light Board 
will be making decisions, not LBAC. 

VII. EXECUTIVE SESSION. To discuss trade secrets or confidential, competitively sensitive, or other 
proprietary information (Solar opportunity). 

Motion: Mr. Macrae moved that the Light Board Advisory Committee go into Executive Session to discuss 

trade secrets or confidential, competitively sensitive or other proprietary information (Solar opportunity). 

Mr. Klionsky seconded, and the motion passed unanimously by rollcall vote.   

The Committee moved to Executive Session at 9:10am. 

Respectfully submitted by, 

Susan Peghiny 


