Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities:

Electric Grid Modernization Customer-Facing Subcommittee Meeting #3
Thursday April 4, 2013

Department of Public Utilities (5th Floor), 1 South Station (Boston) 

Final Meeting Summary

The meeting began at 9 and ended at 4:00.  24 people attended.
Please see the website for the meeting agenda and all the PowerPoint presentations used during the meeting.
Below is a high-level summary of the meeting.  Appendix A contains running notes from the meeting (unedited). Appendix B contains the Attendance List.
9:00
Introductions and Agenda Review - Dr. Jonathan Raab 

Dr. Raab, as the facilitator, welcomed attendees and reviewed the day’s agenda (see on website).  Next, Dr. Raab presented the revised Steering Committee Schedule (see on website). He also clarified that in the afternoon session’s discussion of Principles and Recommendations, at the subcommittee level, we would be creating a complete list of all principles and not trying to reach a consensus; this complete list would be brought to the Steering Committee for any decisions on final text. 
9:10   Metering Utility Data (2nd data set) 
Tim Woolf provided highlights of the second set of utility responses to metering questions. Tim first showed a graph of the Estimated Retirement Schedule for the utility’s current meters (see on website). He asked National Grid if it could provide historical metering retirement data similar to the information provided by the other utilities. The other utilities, in providing the estimated meter retirement data, added 20 years to the date of the meter installations to get an estimate of the retirement date.  The utilities all indicated that the data in this graph does not necessarily match  when they plan to actually retire their existing meters. Tim asked the utilities if they could add the book life to the installed data to project the retirement schedule and potential magnitude of stranded meter investments. The utilities explained that information presented in that manner could be misleading and out of context.  The subcommittee also discussed having the utility provide a more accurate picture of actual expected/planned retirements.
Members asked the utilities if 1) there was a way to avoid creating potential stranded meter costs as they replaced existing meters; and 2) how they managed the stranded cost issue when they upgraded analog meters to AMR. Utilities responded as follows:

· Cost benefit analysis upgrading from analog to AMR provided clear justification due to operational savings in AMR—i.e., economic benefits to justify replacement.
· The software and process changes moving from analog to AMR were minimal. Move to AMI  will required many more changes and investments in systems and new processes

· Baltimore Gas & Electric is the only utility that appears to have made the switch from AMR to AMI – not a lot of industry data on potential benefits moving from AMR to AMI
Some Members made the following comments on moving from AMR to AMI

· Functionality proposed for new meters will dictate what want to achieve

· Value in new meters/functionality (what meters enable) isn’t justified by operational benefits alone; other objectives such as meeting public policy goals need to be taken into account

· Still new functionality may not be cost-effective
Next, Tim presented a slide on the utilities Current Time of Use Rates.  Utilities confirmed that all C&I customers using greater than 200 KW are on mandatory TOU rates, which requires a different meter and (higher) customer charge.   Members commented that the slide provided limited usefulness as it did not show the commodity variation incorporated in generation rates.
Last, Tim presented a slide that discussed 1) actual Massachusetts utility meter replacement costs; 2) options for maintenance and replacement; and 3) provision of interval data to suppliers (see this and utility responses on website). 

10:00 Complete Metering Spreadsheet
First, Dr. Raab presented the Metering-Related Functionality tab and Incremental Functionality tab; he explained he developed from the incremental functionality tab from the metering spreadsheet functionality tab. (see Metering Scenarios Functions Cost 4-4-13 and Metering Homework Consolidated Responses).  He stressed that ultimately the group will need to look at whether the incremental functionality is worth the incremental costs. DPU commented that incremental table is great in theory but need to make sure provides clear information that we can rely on – especially on functionalities AMR provides. 

Members commented on potential issues and limitations of the functionalities worksheet regarding the use of ”may, might or possible” terms. Some members felt these labels are are problematic as a technology either can or can’t accomplish a function, and you wouldn’t buy something that only might accomplish a task. Others pointed out that in some cases maybe means a technology can perform a function but would need to spend more money to get that functionality.  Finally, some pointed out some of the maybes are because there are many flavors of AMR and AMI.  

After some discussion the members also agreed that it’s misleading to indicate that AMR may be able to enable outage id and restoration notification, as enhanced AMR has only one way communication. However enhanced AMR with a fixed network may be able to register “last gasp for outage” but still some functionality would be missing. Dr. Raab asked the utilities to determine the outage restoration capability for enhanced AMR and report back to Steering Committee.

Next Dr. Raab presented the Metering Homework Consolidated Responses spreadsheet (see Metering Homework Consolidated Responses spreadsheet). The Group discussed the 5 additional functionality that Members provided homework responses to, which included the following: Direct Load Control, Demand Response, Distributed Generation, Electric Vehicles/Recharging, Storage and Other (Physical Service Quality and Customer Choice). 

The Subcommittee discussed the responses to the homework assignment to fill out the matrix showing a range of clean energy activities and metering related functionality.  The assignment was to indicate which metering related functionality “could help enable” the different activities.  Five Subcommittee members completed the assignment, and the rest of the subcommittee members were given an opportunity to weigh in during the ensuing subcommittee discussion.

The discussion for each activity was broadly in two parts: 1) which meter-related functionality “could help enable” the activity; and 2) which meter-related functionality was either “essential” for enabling that activity or, if not essential, still nonetheless the “best” (from a technology and cost-effectiveness perspective) way to enable the activity.  

So for instance, members pointed out that you can use an advanced/enhanced meter to do direct load control, but there are other direct load control technologies that don’t require the use of the meter at all.  For demand response, like direct load control, members pointed out you don’t necessarily need the meter to control devices to implement demand response, but an enhanced/advanced meter is likely essential for measuring the size and timing of the response.  Similarly, you don’t need an enhanced/advanced meter to recharge an electric vehicle (you can just plug it in); however, if we want to tie vehicle recharging to a time varying rate, we need meters that can support TVR. (See the running notes below for discussion on each activity).

Looking across the wide range of clean energy related activities the metering related functionality of greatest relevance appears to be 1) communication to the meter and from the meter to customer devices; and 2) access to interval data on a real time basis.  However, for some activities, such as electric vehicle recharging, if a time of use rate is sufficient, access to a TOU register instead of interval data on a real time basis might suffice.  

During the discussion the Subcommittee was reminded by some members that we shouldn’t just be focusing on what the utility needs to enable an action, but also what the customer needs to make it worthwhile and easy for participation, and what third party providers need to assist customers.

After some input from the Subcommittee, Dr. Raab indicated that he planned to collapse the homework assignment and subcommittee discussion into a summary functionality and activity matrix that he would keep separate from the larger metering spreadsheet for now.  He also volunteered to write a brief summary memo to accompany the matrix to the Steering Committee.  (See the accompanying spreadsheet and word document on website).
The subcommittee than briefly discussed the larger metering spreadsheet, and agreed to the following two changes: 1) Change “metering scenarios” to “metering technology options”; and 2) Remove the caveat tab in the spreadsheet—with the notion that we will be discussing and likely adding language in the final report about any limitations or caveats surrounding the entire working group process.

1:00
Metering and TVR Principles & Recommendations. 
Dr. Raab presented a list brainstormed at the last Subcommittee meeting on Metering and TVR Principles, eliminating any redundancies.. The AG, ISO, and NU provided additional principles in word documents for inclusion in the brainstormed list. Dr. Raab and the Members then compiled all the documents, as well as additional input from the members into a single document.  , For a discussion of the proposed draft principles the Members presented and discussed for both Metering and TVR principles/recommendations, please see the running meeting notes (below).
Dr. Raab indicated that w\he would take this new expanded comprehensive list, clean it up and present it to the Steering Committee (See draft TVR/Metering Principles & Recommendations on website)
.  

To Do List

1)Meeting summary—DPU Staff & Raab

2) Consolidate draft TVR/Metering Principles/Recommendations—Raab

3) Consolidated Metering/Activity Matrix and Descriptive Memo—Raab

4) Update Metering Functionality, Cost Spreadsheet—Raab
Appendix A: Running Meeting Notes (unedited)
C/Q = comment/question

R = response

Steering Committee Meeting March 12, 2013

4/4/2013

9:00
Introductions and Agenda Review
Dr. Raab begins by introducing the agenda and laying out the remaining Steering Committee schedule.
C/Q: How will principles and recommendations make it into final report? How will we factor in differing views?
R - Just getting complete list brought up to the Steering Committee from this meeting. Steering Committee will develop and work on consensus and note differences according to ground rules.

9:10
Metering Utility Data (2nd data set) 

Tim Wolfe highlights the second set of metering questions and answers collected since last meeting
C/Q: Can we get NGrid’s historical data back 30 yrs? 

R - Not necessary to go so far back because AMR replacement is recent. This chart is misleading because at some year in the future we will be asked to replace all meters. 

C/Q: What would happen absent DPU order to replace all meters? Are there points in time where opportunity is greater or lesser to make large changes to meters?  

Tim Wolfe further explains why the shapes of the retirement schedule curves differ company to company. E.g. WMECO has the oldest meters.

C/Q: Started by looking at how AMR is replacing older meters. Schedule that we try to levelize so that not replacing too many per year. Really just adding 20 years to life of install. We did a lot in 90’s and another bunch in early 2000’s, roughly ten years later. You deploy them in one area and run them in parallel to other systems. 
C/Q: 300,000 go in as AMR, for another 20-30 years, they are large stranded costs. For WMECO, it’s going to be relevant very soon. How to think about it? – Flip side is utility will do AMI when it makes it cost-effective. But AMR would make it harder. Using the bridge meter would lock you into one type of AMI solutions … that may or may not work. This chart wouldn’t give much insight into whether should change and at what time. 

C/Q: Unitil has a bubble of meters. Most risk of stranded costs, but most opportunity to change new meters. Depends on functionality want to achieve. Therefore making a recommendation is complex. We are testing different technologies and their integration. 

C/Q: could have changed the question to, “add the book life to the install dates”, then would give us a view at stranded costs. 

C/Q: Don’t replace meters based on depreciation schedule, but on condition. Do change meters wholesale when there is economic benefit. E.g. AMR replacement. As long as economics aren’t favorable, will not change. Chart requires analysis on rollout. 
C/Q: I think we should return to talk about “should utilities install AMI”? 
R - We have decided that first must focus on functionality of metering technologies. Focusing on functionality allows us to direct us what we are looking for. 

C/Q: form follows function – we are going down right path. Clear what you want and architect from there. Meter life, stranded cost, etc… make it a separate conversation. 

C/Q: Is there a way out of the conundrum of “investing in meters that will become stranded costs”? How was this resolved in the shift from analog to AMR meters? 
C/Q: It was easier cost/benefit analysis. Benefits were more tangible. You make assumptions on peak reductions, but lose all operational benefits because they came with AMR. There will never be a perfect time where C/B works, all depreciated, etc. 

C/Q: stranded costs are “sunk costs” and do not typically show up in C/B analysis. Utility may continue or may not continue collect.
C/Q: Bridge meter can talk AMR, but capability to link with communications infrastructure, with some additional functionality. Itron did state that they are still testing and working on that meter.

C/Q: Danger of infusing means to ends. Focused on functionality but haven’t thought about how much is that worth, and does it justify the costs? Can we be reasonably certain that benefits will outweigh the costs at the end of the day?
C/Q: You did have to get a software system from analog to digital? How did you manage that change? How is that any different from our problem today? – There was no systems change, itron software we used before was the same. Primarily a process, hardware and work force changed. AMI is a lot more. More than one system changes e.g. OMS and planning systems. Huge shift on quantity of work and costs. E.g. networking systems are not able to handle data volume. 

C/Q: Originally wanted to put the graph in the recommendation. Seems like y’all don’t like it. What should we do with it? – A more useful chart is plot stranded costs under different scenarios. Installation schedule + book life.

C/Q: That is misleading. First switch (AMR) were stranded costs, but savings accrued to utility over regulatory lag time.  – “stranded cost graph” implies a recommendation to strand the costs. Instead this is to lay out context. It doesn’t put a value, good or bad, to it. 

C/Q: There has to be offsetting information, unless it misleads the reader. Don’t want it presented out of context. 
C/Q: Purpose of this graph was to show an estimated retirement schedule. 

C/Q: There must be quantitative data from around the country. – Baltimore Gas & Electric was the only one that made switch from AMR to AMI. 
C/Q: Value doesn’t just come from operational benefits. We also place value on objectives too. We may suggest this in a phased manner … answering the question “when and how”. 

C/Q: Used to think that its inevitable to go to AMI … now wondering if we would ever get there? It could be that only way is a big tech shift.

C/Q: Should DPU create policies surrounding meter replacement? “this trend of in-kind replacement is OK unless ______”

Tim Wolfe presents utility’s TOU rates, most are not widely used (distribution rates)
C/Q: All customers over 200kw are mandatory TOU rates
C/Q: Lots more volatility in commodity. What is the usefulness in this without showing commodity variation?

C/Q: If on TOU, need a different meter and therefore pay a different customer charge.

Tim Wolfe presents 3 more questions: (1) current replacement costs, (2) options for maintenance & replacement, (3) provision of interval data to suppliers

C/Q: If installing DG on sight, what are meter policies? – small solar existing meter can net meter and net generation, and can remotely read .. .therefore don’t need any changes except for a remote meter reprogramming. – larger may have to install multiple or multi-interval meter or even SCADA. 

10:00 Complete Metering Spreadsheet
Raab – Introduces metering spreadsheet functionality tab.  He took data and developed incremental functionality tab as move along spectrum from AMR to AMI. Ultimately need to look at whether incremental functionality is worth incremental cost. We are just trying to communicate that at this point. Is this accurate?

Q/C – This is standard definitions, but depends on vendor, specific model, and software to determine if get all the functionalities listed. Including ‘may’ as a modifier seems to cover. For example, for AMI to communicate with customer equipment you need to buy that as an upgrade that costs more.

Q/C – Problematic to use ‘may’, might, or possible. One path can accomplish or cannot. If it’s a possible capability than put a dollar value to that so we understand what it takes. Current model blurs the line btw AMI and AMR. Need to take grid-facing connections into account, as that is part of the issue.

Q/C – On AMR may be able to connect outages, but you need to get the info back into system manually and by that time customer would have already called, so a bit misleading. Enhanced AMR has one way communication only, so unless ping meters don’t know if they are out. So need to know there might be a problem. AMI, with two-way comms, will ping you back with it’s dying breath.

R – Will remove outage detection from regular AMR as it seems misleading, even though possible with drive-by

Q/C – Enhanced AMR only gives outage ID during major events as you need to know to ping data

R – Will qualify response for AMR with HAN

Q/C – Enhanced AMR with a fixed network might put out last gasp for outage, but still can’t ping. So missing some functionality.

R – Will look into fixed area network outage ID for enhanced AMR. Utilities will find answer and report back.

Raab – Is it helpful to see incremental functionality?

Q/C – Yes and no. It depends on how presented. For outage ID or other functions need to tie into cost/benefit analysis as the functionality must exist and be usable to have real value.

Q/C – I agree with last point as I wouldn’t buy something with maybe functionality, but must realize that there might not be answers to some questions at this time and need more data and analysis to get to correct answer. 

Q/C – To me maybe means you can possibly do it, but you will need to spend more money to get that functionality. Then questions becomes is it worth doing enhanced AMR vs. AMI?
Tim Wolfe – As look at this need to hear from you what should go in report?

DPU – To that end for us and other stakeholders, incremental table is great in theory, but need to make it so it provides clear information that we can rely on. If we can get many functionalities from AMR that would be helpful to know.

Q/C – There are a lot of flavors of AMR and AMI and that’s why maybes are in the table. 

Raab – Introduces homework assignment tab. Highlighted columns where there was agreement that the meter functionality would enable a specific application.
In direct load control (“DLC”) all respondants agreed that communication to meter and communication from meter to customer equipment are important. Majority thought interval data and on-demand meter reads also important.

Q/C – Interval data for customer piece is not as important as real time meter read for DLC

Q/C – DLC has been done and need communication medium connected to appliance. Don’t need meter if can communicate directly to appliance such as pool pump and water heater. For AC need a little more info as customer often overrides, so need hourly read to tell if the customer overrode signal.
R – True for a lot of these applications don’t need to go through meter. Question here is what meter functionality would be helpful to enable.

Q/C – Getting immediate info to understand if customer responded to signal is one question. Also question of settlement to determine how much customer reduced and duration and would need interval data to settle that correctly. Required functions for DLC depend on what trying to do, but interval data will help with settlement. Then question becomes how frequently need data, whether after the fact or in real time

Q/C – Can communicate with thermostat without going through meter as in pilots, but need meter data to confirm that customer is responding.
Q/C – Unitil pilot customer couldn’t adjust thermostat except through internet, so don’t necessarily need the meter for that type of demand reduction. For larger customers, interval data helpful for settlement, but for residential customers could determine reduction without interval data.

Q/C – BGE has large DLC program with one-way communication and no AMI, so it is possible. With spreadsheet, two things we could do. Interesting exercise, but to include in report need more work as most reps didn’t provide responses. Respondents who operate meters are not included. Need to clarify question in order to get accurate answer b/c can do all these things with present meters. Need to highlight that these are still questions even if five organizations agree.

R – Let’s give people who responded time to speak to their answers. Let’s separate that from what we do with the matrix. Questions was what do you think will enable, not what technology is essential. Let’s do a couple more to figure out what we can learn from this. Seems from DLC that we need to distinguish from what is essential and what is helpful.

Q/C – Need to keep customer is mind. Not just about what does the utility need to enable an action, but what does the customer need to make it worthwhile and easy for participation

R – Let move on to demand response. Here important functionality is similar for DLC with remote meter reading added as well as planning data.

Q/C – When filling out I struggled with daily read at office. When I said yes it was a weak yes and could have been a ‘no’. Is this a one-way read or information that would be available to customer? 

Q/C – In Unitil pilot we shared our daily read with the customer through website. Our variable rate in pilot was for a fixed time to they could see data after the fact, but it’s not in real time. Not interval data, but provides customer information that is limited.

R – What metering functionality is absolutely necessary or is there a work-around of other option that would be more costly?
Q/C – Do you need interval data for settlement purposes or is there a workaround?

Q/C – For DR program at ISO NE we require interval data. But it is a large program with large users. Mostly C&I customers and we are aggregating data among customers in an area that then become a resource. Could do the same thing with aggregated residential customers, but would still need data. A little different in the capacity market, but when we call an event we still need meter data to verify response and settle with customer. Now all settle based on interval data, but control is not necessarily through meter.

Q/C – In other markets with large amounts of renewable and DG interval info is necessary for these resources to participate in capacity markets.

Q/C – For DR if everyone will contribute then answer might be different if you would do a targeted deployment to a subset of customers. For everyone might need AMI.

Q/C –BGE bids peak load rebates into PJM without interval data and VT bids EE into market without interval data, so it’s not necessary.
Q/C – Can do things with less data, but some promise of this technology is having a lot of data and the analytics and functionality that comes out of utilizing large quantities of data. Need granular data for operators to respond to large quantities of integrated DG. Smart grid just a lot of end points, saying we don’t need interval data misses the point of the technology.

Q/C – What we tell Department must be very clear on this issue. ISO could be satisfied for settlement without metering in a few applications. However, for many technologies need hourly data for settlement, then need that meter to measure DLC or DR devices. If possible with technology, if the ISO won’t accept then it’s not helpful. If different by technology we need to clarify that in spreadsheet.

Q/C – ISO runs three markets; energy, capacity, and ancillary services. For energy purposes we settle against metered consumption data in wholesale market. Don’t need interval meter to settle with customer, but will not get demand response. For DLC, could settle without interval data, but benefit would be hard to pass on to customer. For capacity and ancillary services those are time sensitive products and need interval data so verify and protect the systems. 

Q/C – Hard to escape cost assignment when talking about this table. If need interval data for a functionality that is only used by certain customers, there is a question of who pays.

Q/C – For residential customers settle based on load shapes. Could settle pool pumps or water heaters DR based on this in my opinion. Would ISO really need interval data?
Q/C – Report aggregated load shape to ISO. So customers who don’t respond would receive benefit as well as those who do if don’t have interval data. If have different rate for customers who participate and separate customers then is could work with ISO.

Q/C – When have conversation of adding up costs also need to think about benefits. Customers who don’t respond also accrue benefits that benefit all ratepayers.

Q/C – VT bids EE into capacity market, but it took 10 years and a lot of effort for ISO to allow into market b/c control room operators were not convinced that those resources would be there when promised. More and better data will only help with these resources.

Raab – For DG no consensus, but on-demand real time meter read and communication to meter had 4 of 5 votes.
Q/C – DG community wants as much DG on system as possible. Utilities worried about the effect of this on system performance and operation. If have data on devices on system it’s easier to integrate DG to system. If operations change based on passing of cloud or wind change then data can only help.

Q/C – Need to redesign whole distribution grid to allow two-way power flow. These issues are different for distribution, than for transmission. Need to answer questions about planning and system design moving forward, as well as who pays for cost. 

Raab – seems like two-way communication important for DG. Is this only way to do it or best way to do it?

Q/C – Obviously not only way as we are not doing it now. Now it’s being done on a wing and a prayer as don’t know that resources are being put on feeder without knowledge of how feeder will respond. From an operational standpoint haven’t changed now we operate system. Set goals to go down alternative path, but haven’t thought through what you need to support these resources. Eventually system will reach breaking point. Need data at some point.

Raab – Let’s move on to EV charging. Communication to meter and communication from meter to customer equipment were consensus. Uncertainly about real-time meter reading and TOU register.

Q/C – I think you need TOU register if giving owners TOU rates to incent charging at off-peak time.

Q/C – I see more value in interval data as opposed to TOU register. I Would want real-time pricing that is only available with interval data to incent EVs. However, TOU better than nothing.

Q/C – Yes vs. no was a value statement. Yes was highest value path, not requirement. 

Q/C – Can accomplish a lot of value to smaller customers with TOU rates, not necessarily real-time rates. For TOU rates don’t need interval data for smaller customers. Get most of benefit.

Q/C – Don’t need meter to plug in as it’s done now. But if want to price the power or use for balancing then you need the meter.

Q/C – Would want EV TOU rate with option to be done by competitive suppliers.

Q/C – Could implement demand rates where customer tries to keep usage below certain total demand. Would need a demand register for that.

Raab- For storage communciation to meter had 4 of 5. How is this different from EV recharging.

Q/C – I don’t see this as different.

R – Can we just lump the two for now in reference to time?
Q/C – The two applications I added are physical service quality and retail customer choice that metering could support or not. Service quality monitoring may be more grid facing, but could be helpful to have granular data on this. Retail choice as customers can choose not only provider, but also other services such as DR or EV charging. For customer choice, without data hard for companies to offer specific services tailored to needs without data. 

Q/C – When talk about retail choice for residential customers what does supplier need at a minimum to offer TVR in terms of load profile granularity?

Q/C – At minimum need hourly data, but more granular the data the more product options. 15 minutes data would be ideal.

Raab – let’s circulate back to what we do next. My idea is to remove from master spreadsheet on incremental costs and functionality. Instead, we take this and clean it up a bit where consensus or close to it. Then we would write a paragraph for each based on feedback on second question about if other options of it this is essential. We would pass this up to steering committee for decision about where to go. Think it needs additional work.

Q/C – We would like to keep names in of respondents for transparency. Important given that only a small group responded. Not sure this chart should be part of report, think it needs a drastic overhaul to be useful in decision making.

DPU – Agree with Jonathan. To degree that there is some consensus we should highlight. Discussion revealed a lot of good points about differences between these applications. Capturing that will be helpful to department as we try to understand. There is good guidance and information that we don’t want to lose.

Q/C – Including some level of detail concerning discussions we’ve had will be useful to steering committee. Don’t agree that want to highlight respondents as responses were based on their understanding of question at one point in time. Their answer could change. Given the wide range of options available to customers, need to highlight differences in text.

R – The home responses are already posted on website and we aren’t planning to take it down. Point of conversation today was to see if others agreed with those who responded. Thus, now it’s more a product of group rather than individuals who responded.

Q/C – Confused by point that people who responded are not those who deploy meters.

Q/C – Taking about meter functionalities, important to note that those responding don’t run a meter system and they are not experts. It’s important context.

Q/C – For me that challenges the nature of the process to listen to the whole group and have an open discussion. AG has had plenty of air-time.

Q/C – I don’t run a metering system, but I use meter data. In my realm, I provided what is useful to me. Others who don’t run a metering system can provide information about what data and information is useful to you. That information is still helpful. 

Q/C – I think what you said is that those who respond are not technical experts. The whole process is not being run by a technical experts. Utilities and other parties are offering their opinions, if we limit report to information that has been fully vetted than the report won’t be very long. I think this type of information will be useful to DPU as they make decisions based on the report. Not an absolute answer as it won’t replace what’s on the record when a real plan and real dollars are on the line, but it’s helpful as the state develops policy to move forward.

Raab – Going to reference homework assignment and continue conversation at steering committee. Path forward will be up to steering committee. AG had a few things they wanted to run by group about cleaning up this spreadsheets. First want to add additional caveats. First one, has been looked at, but shows that analysis is for illustrative purposes and should not be relied upon by Department unless vetted through process consistent with Administrative Procedures Act.

Q/C – Isn’t that assumed since the law is the law and we will follow it? This process is a collection of opinions. You could put that at the top of the report, now just this spreadsheets.

Q/C – Just adding clarity. If obvious there is nothing to lose by adding it in.

Q/C – No problem with keeping it in, if also add something on how many hours we spent on this and who we brought many people who are expert together.

DPU – These are not illustrative only as they are based in reality, not completely made up. Goes without saying that the Department will conform with legal requirements. Some of the suggested language is problematic that it takes away from the work done by working group. This is not an adjudication, but need to trust the Department to follow the rule of law.

Tim Wolfe – I would recommend that report begins with a section of working group process and what we did and did not do. That might be a better place to put such information.

DPU – We are part of process and well aware with what went into it and what we can and can’t do with this information.

Raab – If no objections let’s keep for now and move up to Steering Committee. Last things, is that the AG proposed changing scenarios to technologies.

Q/C – More consistent to adding level of polish to report. As the spreadsheet just describes technologies they are not scenarios.

DPU – What about technology solutions or pathways?

Q/C – Solutions is a loaded term as it assumes technology will solve it which is debated.

Q/C – Technology choices/options/paths.

Raab – Technology options. Let’s take lunch. AG and DOER are passing out information for you to look at over lunch on principles and TVR.

1:00
Metering and TVR Principles & Recommendations 
Dr. Raab highlighted the development of Metering Principles and TVR Principles. The exercise focused on developing a comprehensive list and eliminating redundancies.
C/Q: Are benefits general or specific? 
R - Generic so people can debate them at steering committee

C/Q: Does that mean a quantifiable benefit? – that is some committee members’ preference. – customer happiness doesn’t have dollar value… many other factors are more qualitative. There are policy goals of the state that the functionality does not have a dollar value. – In EE, there are benefits that are difficult to quantify. 

C/Q: We can end up with two different principles for cost effectiveness

C/Q: timing is an issue, even above and beyond cost effectiveness, for some. Waiting for 20 years for benefits to accrue will not matter to some. Also willingness to pay for certain benefits may not be there for some populations. Precedent in energy efficiency. 
C/Q: Cost effectiveness approach will be very important and we will end up with different gradations of recommendations. 

C/Q: Value of this process is to clarify or narrow issues. Cost effectiveness should be hard benefits that this group places value on. Many of these advance qualitative goals. 

AG presents principles on Consumer Protections

AG does not feel it is appropriate for utilities to give third party access to data

C/Q: Is this limited to authorized? – concerned about cyber security issue and remote disconnection for non-payment.
C/Q: This also precludes remote-reconnection? – yes. This issue is about security, someone remotely turning customer’s on and off. 

C/Q: For all customers residential and commercial? – yes … AG will work on clarifying this point 

C/Q: Define “metering action”. This is a limitation to the market place.  – this is a new level of protection for customers from remote disconnects. If the state will allow them, then it should remain within the purview of the utility. 
ISO presents principles on Consumer Protections

C/Q: Metering system dependent is cyber security, needs to be addressed. Why should remote disconnection be addressed in a consumer protection document? 

C/Q: Why is doing a truck roll out more cost effective than remote disconnect. 

C/Q: Customer choice should be a principle
NU presents principles on Consumer Protections

C/Q: Security should be a constraint on all other principles. Don’t build it into other principles. 

Discussion on emphasis over cyber-security
C/Q: Need to mention “secure” or “cyber-secure”

Discussion on “flexibility” … like Iphone analogy

C/Q: Want to guard against vendor solutions that are “one-offs”

C/Q: Interoperability is important, and want to be able to accommodate what is coming down the road
C/Q: We are not adopting industry standards, we are adopting highest standards self-determined by MA. Language should be clear about that. 
C/Q: industry standards protects customers from us going down paths that don’t work. Industry standards are different issues from cost effectiveness. – Need to be clear about priority. If an industry standard is not cost effective, then it shouldn’t be implemented. We cannot assume that an industry standard is cost effective.

C/Q: standards (1) rules and operations, (2) industry practice. Which do we mean? – Both should be subject to cost-effectiveness – We mean “NIST standards”. E.g. common communications protocols.

C/Q: interoperability is a grid facing issue too, not just a customer facing. 

Dept. Telecom presented why telecom consideration is a principle: fiber availability, copper availability, spectrum, availability of wireless signal. Those numbers fluctuate across the state. Cannot assume it is all available. 
C/Q: Perhaps house it under “integrating communications systems”
AG suggests that pilot data is valuable and should inform deployments

C/Q: Do you mean use exactly what have on ground, rather than pilots outside of state? – No, other data is valuable, but don’t leave behind MA data in decision making. Other state experiences are relevant.

C/Q: See no reason why hold up progress to meet timeline of current smart grid pilots.

C/Q: Not saying cannot do anything. – But language says one before the other – The bullet needs to be redone. 

Q/C – We’re talking about lots of different technology options here. We don’t mean to pull everything off the table until all the pilots are done.

Q/C – Couldn’t this be subsumed by cost-effectiveness bullet? We want pilot information to examine cost-effectiveness.

Q/C – Cost-effectiveness evaluations look into the future and can’t be based entirely on facts. We should do future scenario analysis. I would also change theoretical to unfounded.

Raab- I combined those two things. We don’t have a principal tying meters to functionalities. Given how much we’ve highlighted this, might want to add a principal on that.

Q/C – I’ve added things on other policy goals to my principal one. We could get at those functionalities through that.

R – You’re tying to goals and objectives, but thought we might want to say something about goals and functionalities to guide DPU evaluation of functionality matrix.

Q/C – Principal number 10 gets at tying functionality/outcomes to metering path

Q/C – Might want to include something about stakeholder or industry participant desires or needs.

Q/C – Overall suggestion to reorder principals as cost-effectiveness is important, but number 10 should be first for me as won’t get past it if we start with cost-effectiveness.

Q/C –Importance of cost-effectiveness is probably different depending on view.

Raab – Access to information bullet. Different language from various stakeholders.

Q/C – ISO suggested retail customer choice principal and we could embed this within that principal.

Q/C – Seems like choice is the big title, and access to information supports that.

Q/C – We have two related to metering. One is that there shouldn’t be a single metering solution for the state, as it will vary by utility. Also, we should include an opt-out provision in any AMI deployment.

R – We’ve managed to avoid AMI vs. AMR debate in this document up to this point.

Q/C – We’re already having customers who want to opt out of AMR not only AMI. National Grid will be submitting a tariff for allow customers to opt out of AMR to an analog meter.

Q/C – We would want to include optional for meters

Q/C – You’re right. We assume meter deployment would be full-scale, but it could be more piecemeal based on a customers need.

Q/C – If you’re going to pick particular meter solution, people could opt of that new meter solution. Need tariff to control how one could do that. Smart to deal with opt out up front, as it is an issue in other states that we will need to address. 

Q/C – I agree that there should be some optional choice for customers who don’t want to participate in a metering solution.

Q/C – I would add a few principals some could apply to AMI or TVR rates, but they get to some of bullets in NOI that we haven’t covered yet. For example, new rate structures from AMI or metering and education should support EE and DR. Also meters and rates should support smart appliances and the standards to support those. Also the Department should evaluate how EE, DR, EVs, etc can help offset the cost of AMI deployment. With AMI, TOU the department should learn from and coordinate with other states in ISO region and beyond.

Q/C – Seems like big question we are trying to answer is what metering scenario do we recommend and who we will roll it out to. Cost-effectiveness helps determine if benefits outweigh costs and which path do we choose. Opt in or opt out is more part of implementing a chosen scenario rather than a principal to guide metering choice.

Q/C – Now we’re doing DPUs work by thinking about opt in and if it’s in the best interest of Massachusetts ratepayers. This will be ruled on in a proceeding and should not be dealt with here.

Q/C – I agree.

Q/C – I’d reword this bullet to say any broad-based deployment of new metering systems should include opt in and opt out provisions.

Q/C – Customers don’t get to opt in or opt out of most decisions that the Department makes.

Raab – Let’s move on the TVR. We have a lot of work to do on this at steering committee level. Again here we jump into opt-in vs. opt-out vs. mandatory.

Q/C – Like metering I think we need to clarify we are talking about the default option. Should be based on same cost-effectiveness framework as metering analysis. Don’t think we need to say if policy should be opt in or opt out, but as cost-effectiveness analysis changes based on whether opt in or opt out we could just define a framework around this decisions.

R – Implicit is that you’re thinking it should be one or the other in that in should be mandatory.

Q/C – It’s opt in or opt out in that this is only the default rate. They are free to opt out to a competitive supplier. I wasn’t talking about opting out to a different default service, so it is essentially mandatory for default service is my proposal.

Q/C – Want to emphasize focus of business case. TVR should be adopted to extent it makes sense in a business case. We think TVR should focus on supply side of bill and not distribution charges. We also endorse PTR as a priority for customers.

Q/C – We added bullet on tying TVR to costs and benefits over time.

R – Let’s separate types of pricing to a different category.

Q/C – Similar to prior category don’t want to preclude Department decision in a principal such as something should or should not be mandatory. Department will consider the issue that is best for the systems.

Q/C – I agree we don’t want to be prescriptive about this. Want cost-effective platform, but that depends on how many customers participate. Can you clarify this bullet that says do analysis first, when would that not be the case? The opt in or opt out answer should be based on analysis of the available pathways.

Q/C – Department has approved mandatory TOU rates long ago, as well as both opt in and opt out pilots. I think we should put that this decision will be decided in front of the Department for individual proposals.

Q/C – I would add that we have a restructure market a nd to the extent that competitive market can provide these products. If we change default or basic service to mandatory TVR rate we undermine the competitive market and the products that suppliers could offer.

Tim – 2 options. TVR for distribution and generation. They have different implications and we might have to distinguish between the two moving forward.

Q/C – Currently TOU rates are only distribution rates as a artifact of restructuring.

Q/C – Would there not be additional burden from more throughput on wires? Would there be value of TOU rates on distribution bill?
Q/C – As system built to meet certain demand there is an option. The distribution system is less flexible than energy and transmission to modify demand.

Q/C – Bulk of costs in region are generation and transmission piece of bill traditionally. Distribution side has interesting rate questions as a result of grid mod. If we need to design a different grid, there will be a healthy discussion about who pays for that grid. 

Q/C – We added principal on market research.

Q/C – Agree that market research is important, but we don’t want to supplant information from pilots.

Q/C – I agree this wasn’t meant to supplant traditional analysis, but augment it.

DPU – Going back to conversation around basic service and distribution. Don’t feel like this is an issue we’ve gotten into the detail of other subjects and feels like a big part of this question. Might want presentation or panel discussion on this issue to inform final report recommendations. If TVR is possible should it be left to the competitive markets or offered as a part of basic service

R – Difference between having a discussion on this and requiring presentations. We tried to get pulse of what’s going on around the country, but that’s different than having a discussion. We assume we will talk about that at the steering committee.

Tim – we’d love information about other jurisdictions and distribution vs. supply rates for TVR.

Q/C – Tied to that I would suggest we specify supply side specific bullet, as this is still up for debate and might be different in the future.

R – Suggest you draft a principal to replace if you don’t agree. 

Q/C – Suggest we add something saying TVR should be based on actual cost of service.

Q/C – That would imply that it include supply and distribution.

Q/C – We just don’t want to see distribution only TVR.

Q/C – Others agree, either supply or both supply and distribution.

R – Only thought on type of rates is AG suggestion for PTR.

Q/C – As customers respond to PTR we suggest a priority to that.

Q/C – Since we’re getting into specific design we might not want to get into that detail. Also we might want to apply this type of rate to LI customers versus commercial. We might want to evaluate the options based on customer class.

R – Do agree that PTR is only option for LI customers. 

Q/C – PTR can be good as LI customers are often risk averse. Also we like opt in for LI.

Q/C – I would say something more general about define TVR based on customer class need and the literature.

Q/C – I agree and that’s why we recommend PTR.

Raab – We will take it from here and clean up for steering committee. If think about it, the things we were discussing today are main things we will push steering committee on for this issues. 

Tim Wolfe – Encourage people to think about subject of each principal. Is the DPU evaluating or are others?
Q/C – Been discussion about interaction of TVR and the competitive market. We need to think about how any of these decisions impact the market such as meter deployment and rates. When we restructured we eliminated PTR, interruptible load, etc b/c the market would supply. That hasn’t been supplied so we must consider this. Need to figure out how we value promoting the market. Might not get expected DR and market.

DPU – Seems like most pilots and studies are applicable only to vertically integrated utilities and we must consider this as we move forward given that Massachusetts is a deregulated market.
Raab – Let’s take this conversation to the steering committee if this is where value from meters may be. Thank you and we will take all these products up to the Steering Committee for additional discussion.
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