Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities:

Electric Grid Modernization Customer- Facing Subcommittee Meeting #2

Tuesday February 26, 2013

Federal Reserve Bank, Boston (4th Floor)

Draft Meeting Summary

43 people comprised of Customer-Facing Subcommittee members, alternates, and other interested stakeholders attended the meeting, which began at 9:00 and ended at 4:45.

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) and Appendix B contains the meeting attendance.
9:00
Introductions and Agenda Review, Dr. Jonathan Raab 

Dr. Raab, as the facilitator, welcomed attendees and reviewed the day’s agenda.  As a way to assist the group in visualizing how the independent work of the Steering Committee and two Subcommittees that comprise the Working Group is beginning to gel toward a Final Report, Dr. Raab presented a slide  titled ”MA Grid Mod Pieces in Progress (aka partial Final Report outline?)” which contained the following bullets highlighting the various work product components that the Grid Modernization Working Group has been tackling and where each  piece currently resides, i.e., Steering Committee [SC]; Customer-Facing Subcommittee [CFS]; Grid-Facing Subcommittee [GFS]:
· Goals, Opportunities, (& Barriers) [SC]

· Grid Mod Functionality Framework Matrix [GFS]

· Metering:  Scenarios, Functionality, & Cost Matrix [CFS]

· TVR & Metering Principles (NASUCA. et al report, RAP criteria [CFS]

· Alternative Regulatory Policy Frameworks [GFS]

· Cost-Effectiveness Framework [SC]

The slide and brief explanation was intended to provide Subcommittee members a high level understanding on the product output that will be leveraged for the Final Report.  Members suggested they would like to see more on the benefits enabled through grid modernization and not just the costs.  Dr. Raab explained that the functionality in the two matrices begin to identify the benefits, but doesn’t attempt to quantify them.
9:15
Alternative Metering Scenarios, Functions, Costs for Massachusetts – Tim Woolf

Tim Woolf presented a summary table document (see slide on website) with data on the utilities metering infrastructure and current replacement practices based on utility responses to questions previously posed by the facilitators regarding meter practices. The data presented included information on the following: current meters (types of meters in-service and functions; average age; book & operating life); company replacement polices & practices; role of competitive generation suppliers re: metering decisions, i.e., request for specific types or functions of meters; purchase, installation, reading, sending bills; and interface between supplier meters and regular utility meter reading & billing.

Members engaged in open discussion about the data presented.  With respect to meter book life and operating life, Members had the following general questions/comments: 
· Why is there a discrepancy in the utilities book and operating life for meters?; 
· What are the potential stranded costs associated with existing AMR metering infrastructure? 
· The concept of end point located within the meter is separate from the meter hardware including potentially different replacement cycles. 

Tim Woolf next discussed data presented by the utilities on current meter replacement policies and practices. Some of the general comments from members included the following:  
· AMI deployments require a communications system; 
· Must have a critical mass of customer meters replaced at one time to warrant replacing AMR meter w/AMI and investing in the communications and billing infrastructure; and Is NSTAR’s upcoming 300,000 meter replacements such a critical mass?;
· Competitive suppliers/demand response providers need interval data to offer time-varing pricing services to customers; can get that data from software/digital devices, don’t necessarily need access to meter.  

Next, Doug Horton, (NSTAR), Justin Eisfeller (Unitil), and Bob Bair (ITRON) presented spreadsheets (see slide on website) compiled by the Subcommittee’s working group on metering scenarios, functions & costs. They highlighted the customer-facing and grid-facing functionality for six different metering scenarios as well as the costs associated with these scenarios. Discussion surrounded such questions/comments as:  
· What investments are necessary to upgrade existing AMR meter to Enhanced AMR? 
· Which metering scenarios allow for TOU rates/dynamic pricing/interval data? 
· Do AMR meters offer outage restoration information? 
· If extrapolate total estimated per meter costs from the spreadsheet for statewide AMI meter deployment, costs could range from $.8 billion to $1.8 billion - direct load control option would be cheaper (to capture DLC functionality); 
· What constitutes the incremental costs if go from existing AMR meters to Enhanced AMR--as some expenditures would  be required to replace failed AMR meter with same technology if don’t upgrade to Enhanced AMR?
It was agreed that next steps with regard to the scenarios/functions matrix would be discussed at the conclusion of the meeting [See below]. 
11:05 Break
11:20
Time-Varying Rate Options & Consumer Protections for Time-Varying Rates and Metering  
In preparation for this portion of the agenda, Members were asked to read in advance:  Regulatory Assistance Project (RAP) & Brattle (2012) – Time Varying and Dynamic Rate Design; and NASUCA, NCLC et al (2010) – Need for Essential Consumer Protections: Smart Metering Proposals & the Move to Time Based Pricing. Rick Weston, Principal at RAP presented the RAP & Brattle article, followed by Barbara Alexander, Consumer Affairs Consultant (and consultant to the MA AG in this proceeding), who presented the NASUCA article.    

Rick Weston’s presentation focused on time varying rate design pilots and full-scale deployments in the US and around the world (SEE SLIDES HERE).  Some of Rick’s overall conclusions from analyzing pilot data include: 

1.  Time varying Pilots showed that they did succeed in reducing  peak load, but did not reduce overall energy usage; energy consumption shifted from peak to non-peak periods;
2. All customers that are a part of network are better off with dynamic pricing programs (i.e., by reducing peaks in system and associated costs); 

3. Some customers benefit from pilots by reducing energy costs; other customers pay higher costs if don’t change consumption behavior.  But if change behavior with or without enabling technology, most customers can reduce their energy costs. 

Barbara Alexander’s presentation focused on NASUCA et al’s recommended principles and the benefits and costs associated with ARRA funded smart metering projects (See slides for NASUCA et al principles).  Some of Barbara’s overall conclusions from analyzing the ARRA data in her report include:

1. 75-90% of benefits are in the form of cost reductions associated with operational savings (i.e., replacing manual meter reads with automated system etc.);
2. Peak load reduction is an important source of cost savings (benefit) but each state must take into account potential savings opportunities before assuming significant savings are available; 
3. May achieve peak load benefits cheaper and more effectively through peak time rebate programs rather than dynamic pricing;
4. Dynamic pricing programs should not be mandatory  but voluntary  
Following the presentations, Rick & Barbara engaged Members in a question and answer period. Some of the comments and observations made by the presenters and Members included:

· No US jurisdiction has yet adopted default dynamic pricing rates for residential customers; Arizona has a successful TOU program but it is opt-in;
· CA offers both TOU and EV rates on an opt-in basis, and does have a peak time rebate program. Customers that opt-out of deployment of new AMI meters must still pay the metering cost;
· Need a fact based analysis to understand customer winners and losers from dynamic pricing program; not many studies that monetize all the benefits of AMI;
· Value in providing customers with a price signal for electricity; other benefits besides operational and peak load savings are associated with AMI 

12:30 Lunch

1:30
Principles and Regulatory Policies for Time-Varying Rates, Advanced Meters and Grid Mod:  
After lunch, Dr. Raab recapped potential principles on time-varying rates and advanced metering embedded in Ms Alexander and Mr. Weston’s presentations and LEAN’s submittal on regulatory models, and asked the group whether they recommended additional/different principles as well as whether they supported any of the aforementioned principles.  He led a brainstorming session with Members, soliciting input on the principles that the Grid Modernization group should consider on time-varying rates, advanced metering and consumer protections.   Members provided examples of specific principles which in some cases may be considered recommendations or goals rather than principles – members commented that the lines are blurry.  
Dr. Raab recorded over 20 brainstormed statements on potential principles/recommendations covering TVR and metering as well as potential cross-cutting grid modernization issues.  As a next step, Dr. Raab will arrange the suggested potential principles/recommendations by category and circulate this revised list back for additional consideration and discussion.
4:00 PM
Report back to Steering Committee

Dr. Raab outlined the agenda for the March 12th Steering Committee Meeting including:

·  update on Subcommittee activities 
· panel discussion from non-utility Members on Creating a Modern Grid Platform for Existing and New Applications
· discussion on policies/regulatory framework
· presentation by Andy Bachman of IBM on cybersecurity; and 
· revised ground rules & Goals/Opportunities/Barriers document
Planning for Final Two Subcommittees and Work Groups

Dr. Raab asked for Member feedback on next steps for the various pieces of work of the Subcommittee.  
For the overview of the utility metering document presented by Tim Woolf, Members commented they would like to see the following:

· A more granular description of meter (and endpoints) retirements over the next 20 years; and specifically on the timeframe for NSTAR’s replacement of 300,000 meters;
· Utility process, information required and steps for customers to switch from basic service to a competitive supplier.
· Get an idea of what the stranded costs would be over the next 20 years (Tim Woolf clarified that this would be hypothetical only)

· Confirm that meter life numbers are same as provided in rate cases;

· General questions regarding placing devices on meters.

Tim Woolf agreed to follow-up with additional questions to the utilities regarding the above and bring the revised document back to the Subcommittee.   

For the meter functionality and cost spreadsheet (see spreadsheet on website). Dr. Raab posed the question:  What are we learning from this spreadsheet?  Trying to think about how much functionality we get from Enhanced AMR gets us vs. AMR with load control or AMI and at what incremental  cost.  Agreed that Dr. Raab would take the lead in following additional/next steps:
· Create another worksheet to include various applications (direct control, EV, storage, etc.) and cross tab against different metering functionality. 
· Describe the additional functionality one gets as move from AMR to enhanced AMR to AMI
For the potential principles/recommendations Dr. Raab plans to edit/regroup the principles the Members provided earlier today, eliminating any duplication and send this edited list of principles out to the group for further discussion..  Dr. Raab foresees the grid-facing subcommittee potentially performing a similar task of listing principles. In the end and after further discussion and consideration the WG would report to DPU who supports which principles/recommendations, and those without support wouldn’t be included. 
4:45 Adjourn 
To Do List
1) Draft Meeting Summary - Raab with DPU Staff
2) Prepare agendas for next Subcommittee Meetings & Steering Committee Meeting – Raab/Synapse

3) Post documents, including revisions of documents used during discussion today – Synapse/Raab
4) Coordinate with AG on proposed revisions to ground rules and post revision on website in advance of next Steering Committee Meeting for final consideration – Raab

5) Circulate additional questions to utilities on existing metering infractructure and practices—Synapse

6) Add additional worksheets and detail to metering matrix—Raab & Members
7) Develop draft potential principles/recommendation document based on Subcommittee brainstorm and post--Raab
Appendix A: Running Meeting Notes (unedited)
Day of meetings started a few minutes late to allow people to get through security

Dr.  Raab introduced the schedule and agenda
Dr. Raab highlights the MA Grid Mod pieces currently in progress

C/Q: Would like to see more on benefits enabled through grid modernization 
9:15
Alternative Metering Scenarios, Functions, Costs for Massachusetts

Tim Woolf gave an overview of the utilities’ current metering infrastructure, meter ages, and planning assumptions. The discussion included a dialogue on installed meter book life and operating life. 
C/Q: Meter retirement is an over-simplification. The “end point” is an electronic device in the meter that gathers data for transmittal. The “end point” is replaceable and/or upgradable, and therefore has a shorter life than the meter.
C/Q: Our discussions should include stranded meter costs that would need to be collected through rates. If a meter’s useful life is partially paid for, then there are stranded costs. 

C/Q: 15-20yr vs. 30yr life. Why is there such a discrepancy between book and operating life? NSTAR and NGrid rely on vendor guidance (all Itron) and primarily differ based on depreciation studies.  

C/Q: Why is there discrepancy between book and operating life? – Book life comes from depreciation study in a rate case and the operating life is an engineering assumption. Book life comes from actuarial analyses, somewhat different than manufacturing numbers. 

C/Q: Is battery replacement a consideration? Most meters associated with electric grid deployed in New England do not have batteries, while certain gas meters require batteries.
Tim Woolf gave an overview of the utilities’ current replacement policies and practices
C/Q: How do you break the trend of replacing old meters, only with AMR meters?
C/Q: An AMI meter is just a measuring device, while the communications system behind it makes it useful. It makes little sense to install an AMI meter without the communications infrastructure. That is why installations usually take place system wide. A system-wide roll out is why opt outs pay more. The AMI network acts as one whole solution (including communications), and older meters require other meter reading methods, thereby creating an additional cost.
C/Q: A bridge meter is not a silver bullet. There has to be a critical mass of customers using AMI before installing the communications infrastructure. Do you have a sense of what percentage that would be?

C/Q: How are the 300,000 meters over the Boston Edison territory handling? 
C/Q: Most utilities installing AMI to pull out the operating benefits of the switching from traditional to AMI. Almost no one has made the transition from AMR to AMI. 

C/Q: If a competitive supplier wants to offer a customer real time pricing, how does the interaction of the supplier, utility, and meter work?

 -  It varies. Sometimes, the customer will take advantage of billing meter installed by the utility. Sometimes, for demand response, the customer takes the pulse before it enters the utility’s meter. Demand response decisions primarily originate from software and digital devices, not necessarily the meter. This latter scenario is not realistic on the mass market level, and instead is primarily for C&I customers. 
C/Q: Do competitive suppliers think there are opportunities with mass market meter deployment? – Yes. It is an opportunity to offer innovative products. 

C/Q: Utility TOU rates experience

· Do not bid TOU in the market. Differential between peak and off peak is stable. 

· TOU is a legacy of unbundling. Regulated distribution rate. 

C/Q: What is the penetration of competitive retail supply? – Customer basis is 12-14%, load basis is 50%. 

C/Q: The steps surrounding the use of interval data are more important for our discussions than infrastructure.

Committee Members present the subcommittee’s work on Functionality and Costs

 Presented matrix of metering scenarios and functionalities associated with each, meter definitions, and per meter costs associated with different meters.  

C/Q: Voltage data is very important. There was a lot of concern over Distributed Generation creating high voltage conditions. 
C/Q: What is necessary to get from AMR to Enhanced AMR? Can we just make modifications?
C/Q: In this table, “Enhanced” means the NStar pilot.

C/Q: Sub-metering at EV charging system allows a user to control when to charge. Can also feed data back to meter on how much charging occurred. 
C/Q: There are tiers of AMR and AMI. AMR is pretty standard. Basic meter that automated collection of kwh, demand, interval data, etc. collect it via truck, cellular, etc. and back office software MDM, CIS system. Each of these components also determines functionality.  

C/Q: Which scenarios allow for TOU rates? What allows dynamic pricing? Is interval data is necessary? 
– live meter read vs. an interval data read at end of month? 
- Critical peak TOU or a … any interval data can be reassembled at utility. 
C/Q: With AMR meters, how does outage restoration work? – can reach out to a meter via pinging it, and can determine if they have power or not. Drive by system was done by Florida. “Bubble up” is a one way system that allows disco to obtain data. 
C/Q: Some AMI systems have limited bandwidth and therefore take samples on a circuit, then see pockets that are out. 

C/Q: Add column “data availability to customer” – getting data for customer from utility system, especially if there is dispatchable distributed generation. 
C/Q: In California they have a “data room” that aggregates data for public use. Ex. government, academic, etc.
Subcommittee members present cost components of metering scenarios.

C/Q: Does this chart represent a one-time cost?  - yes. All ongoing costs are captured in the O&M column. 
C/Q: If we extrapolate these numbers for mass rollout – 2.6 million customers in MA equals $0.8 bill – $1.8 bill range in costs, while direct load control would be much less. 
C/Q: In regards to the incremental costs of scenario 2.b, if I already had AMR meters and want to become enhanced AMR, and some need full replacement and some do not. What is truly incremental?

11:20  Time-Varying Rate Options& Consumer Protections around Time-Varying Rates and Metering

Dr. Raab introduces Rick Weston and Barbara Alexander who both proceed to give their respective presentations before engaging with the group in a comment/question session.
Rick Weston, Principal, Regulatory Assistance Project (RAP)
· A lot of what you’ll hear today is what you heard ten years ago in Vermont.

· Report is available on Grid Mod website.

· 44(?) states have had TOU rates at one point or another

· CPP events are capped at 15 events per year in CA…used judiciously.

· Variable peak pricing is a variation of TOU…it is described in the report.

· Lessons Learned from Pilots slide is in reference to Pilots in California, so may be an imperfect demonstration for MA.

· None of the pilots have really shown much impact on overall consumption (just load shifting)

· At slide 20: Can get more details on the exact results of CP events in different case studies.  It is not necessarily in the report. 
· In VT 25-30 years ago, there was a profound impact on the use of electric heat through various measures.

· China – 2011, a new national requirement that all consumers were required to be on inclining block rates but leaving it up to the provinces to determine block breaks.

Barbara Alexander, Consumer Affairs Consultant

· Her presentation is meant to update the paper that is available on the Grid Mod website, and which was completed in 2010.

· Context surrounding the paper was all of the ARRA funding for smart metering.  Demonstration project updates and data are available on the Government’s website.

· 75-90% of cost reductions and benefits were found to come from operations. Ex: replacement of meter reading, etc.

·  In assertion that dynamic pricing should not be mandatory, she is speaking regarding residential consumers, commercial is a different story.

· She points out the importance of taking into account the parameters of pilot studies when thinking about their results.

· $1.25/kWh is savings in MD from peak load reduction. (Unclear in transcription)

· No utility currently has a system that allows a hacker to tap into the network from any point in the system…the implications of this possibility need to be considered.

Comments/Questions
C/Q:  Seems like engaging customers is a bit of an atrophied muscle for the utilities.  Transmission thoughts: in MA, load factor is changing.  There is an ongoing cost being handed to customers because the system is not sending economic signals to customers…cost of transmission and capacity is handed down to everyone

A : Question is how much is that worth now?  How much are customers paying in forward capacity market.  If you translated that into paying people for performance, what would it come out to?  

C/Q:  How to find efficiency sweet spot in rate options.  Did these pilots integrate efficiency?  How can we think about efficiency as part of the solution?
A:  Report is synthesis of most recent literature, but generally the answer is integrated resource planning…load management.  The paper doesn’t directly address efficiency.
A:  Restructured states have had a very difficult time with this question.  Gradually we’ve been moving back to utility taking responsibility for efficiency programs.  In California, utilities are in charge of generation planning.  In Maine, utility got funding but didn’t figure out what to do with the meters and rolled out a program that got very low enrollment.

Facilitator:  Thinking about opt out and opt in…any more thoughts on this?

A: Don’t have more data on hand but will check.  There are some people who say response doesn’t matter…that just sending the price signal is all that matters (this is not necessarily a personal view, but some think this).  

A:  There is no US jurisdiction that has adopted default dynamic pricing rates for residential.  The AZ TOU program with high enrollment: they have 3 or 4 different kinds of programs and allow people to plug in their own usage information to find the right program for them.  The climate and approach are both different, but it’s all people opting in because they felt comfortable with the program.

DPU:  Fairness in rates.  Can you talk about this?  We’re trying to think about both customers and other issues like DG, etc.  Thoughts?

A: DG and EV are targeted and optional.  There’s no issue with offering options and inducing people to participate both for their own good and for good of the pool.  Takes issue with the notion that current rates aren’t fair. They are.  Policymakers have tampered with them on occasion to their own detriment.

A:  In VT they saved a lot of money through programs that forced fuel switching.  Long term costs on the system may be lower as a result.  On earlier point – being a part of a network means that we’re all better off…

C/Q:  supporting comments about CA.  TOU and EV rates are both offered, but as opt in, etc.  She hopes we’ll still get to the issue of embedded meters inside equipment.

C/Q:  If we’re moving in to an Opt-in program, who handles the metering costs?

A: In CA, people are paying, based on a decision made a while back.

A:  If there are savings that all customers will benefit from, then cost should perhaps be shared.

C/Q:  What are the bill impacts?  He understood that there are bill savings for low income consumers…?  What kind of peak load reductions do we need?  How do we get there? Same thing as ISO NE efficiency projections could perhaps be done for this issue?

A:  We need numbers and evidence.  None of the pilots require the customers to pay the cost of the equipment and networks employed through the studies.  But when you include all of the costs, who benefits from reduced bills and who doesn’t?  Need a fact-based analysis.

C/Q:  Believes there is a value in all people in a system getting a price signal, because they’re all paying for the product.  On issue of smart grid, he would caution against just asking if you need AMI for demand response.  There are many other functions provided by AMI that don’t directly have to do with demand response but deliver benefits to the system or consumers…storm response, etc.

A:  True, and many studies talk about this.  If you need to talk about this in terms of rate making, however, the question is how do you monetize the benefits of AMI that do not have to do with demand response.  There haven’t really been value amounts pegged to these benefits.

A:  Has not seen a business case that shows a net return on AMI that results solely from the operational benefits.  Benefits have been seen in terms of demand response.

1:30
Principles and Regulatory Policies for Time-Varying Rates, Advanced Meters and Grid Mod
What principles should be considered around time-varying rates and advanced metering, including any recommended consumer protection?

Dr. Raab introduces principles such as mentioned in the 

2010 NASUCA report – consumer protections, distribution of costs, etc. 

RAP/Brattle – price signals, simplicity, hedging premium

LEAN – affordability, cost effectiveness screening, prioritization, match cost and benefit

C/Q: Promote and enable customer choice

C/Q: Principles vs. Recommendations
C/Q: Social benefits not socialized through rates – when you have benefits that does not directly flow to rate payers, the appropriate venue is the legislature ex. Environmental benefits
C/Q: Benefit that flows to a specific group, that group should bear the cost – either directly or by cost allocation
C/Q: Evaluate the multiple strategies for achieving the objectives

C/Q: Provide access to smart meter information to customers and 3rd parties that can be utilized for the benefit of customers

C/Q: Customer benefit for every action – quantitative and/or qualitative

C/Q: Utilities should be able to fairly and reasonably recover costs – including reasonable return on investment.
C/Q: Cyber security must be present throughout

C/Q: Incremental analysis – including flexibility options
C/Q: Consider wholesale market developments

C/Q: Define Grid Mod based on clearly articulated goals

C/Q: Link goals to functionality – “functional spec” “purchase order”

C/Q: Account for the economic cost of delivery, communicate those costs in form of prices to customer

C/Q: Address inherent uncertainty in grid mod, balance risk and rewards across players
C/Q: Modify 19th century ratemaking

C/Q: Encourage, facilitate innovation

C/Q: Measure outcomes, reward performance

C/Q: Remove current barriers to innovation

C/Q: Climate Change plan indicates that DPU is thinking about impact of climate change on the grid
C/Q: Electricity customers in MA have choices of providers, products, and services. Grid Mod should support and enhance these choices.
C/Q: Remove barriers to EV adoption and encourage private investment into EV infrastructure.
C/Q: Customer desires are paramount, and where we don’t know what they are, we find out.
C/Q: Investment in customer facing tech, should be targeted to customers that will actually act to create net benefits

C/Q: Critically evaluate goals and aspirations for TVRs and customer facing technologies in the context of facts as a foundation for policies. Not make policy on theoretical benefits, opportunities and goals.

C/Q: Metering equipment, systems and data should be secure, reliable and accurate.
C/Q: Time varying rates enabled by two way communication should not inhibit MA’s commitment to competitive wholesale and retail markets.
C/Q: Retail rate designs and cost recovery should consider the inter-relationship and risks created from wholesale market design. (Alternate: Improves the connection between wholesale costs and retail prices)
C/Q: Aggregate data could still be valuable to third parties

C/Q: Make rates discussion specific to Department’s regulatory authority

C/Q: Practice of marketing to or engaging the customer is a lost art to some extent.  One principle would involve committing to engaging customers.

C/Q: The path for metering should dictated by goals and functionality.

C/Q:  Promote rate recovery that will encourage utility in grid modernization investment. 

C/Q: Investment in meters and related customer tools (in home displays, etc) that support an open platform that support multiple purposes (DG, 3rd party solutions, etc)

C/Q:  Ensure that 3rd party services that will be offered in a competitive market are not impeded by the utility monopoly position. (Alternate: Grid Mod should enhance, not impede competitive markets and 3rd party services)

C/Q: Educate and engage customers

Group began considering NASUCA Recommendations specifically
C/Q: They do not include a reward for performance.
C/Q: Appropriate risks can/should be shared on a proposal-specific basis.
C/Q: Should all fall under “prudent, used and useful framework”. If an investment falls outside of it, then should not make the investment.

C/Q: Use of a cost-effectiveness analysis does not necessarily cultivate rapid innovation. Regulators will have to take on some risk for technology. Acknowledge there is some value in enabling customers to innovate is important. We cannot make a complete analysis of everything. 

C/Q: The benefits of opt in and opt out is yet to be seen. Opt out or in should be left open for department to consider.
C/Q: Perhaps should be default (mandatory) for larger customers (basic service rate - can choose competitive supplier).
C/Q: TVR would also make possible understanding about the distribution system. That could be added to the rates discussion.
C/Q: Cost allocation – costs should follow the benefit. For those who opt out, the costs allocated to those individuals should be limited to the benefits they receive. 

C/Q: There is a large enough fraction of Low Income who would be hurt by TOU, and therefore rates should be opt in.

C/Q: Flat rate pricing is easy to compare. When default becomes TOU, rates become more difficult for customers to assess.
C/Q: AG supports opt in. 

C/Q: There could be a Commonwealth law that states a flat rate must exist – subject to check. 

C/Q: Why is it that low income and dynamic prices don’t work together?

C/Q: Consider alternative rate designs just for the recovery of distribution costs – different set of issues than supply.
C/Q:  On points on adhering to established protocol  – perhaps good to avoid absolutes; attitudes may change over time.

C/Q:  Remote shutoff can still happen, but only if rules on in-person determination are followed.

C/Q:  Embedded meters or submeters should be certified to standards of accuracy.  Accuracy of the meters is important.

C/Q:  There are rules in MA on procedure for shutoff.  Also, it appears that meters with remote shutoff may be more expensive, so perhaps it’s not cost effective anyhow.  Also, cyber security risk when you have remote shutoff.

4PM Report back to steering committee
Dr. Raab outlines steering committee schedule for next meeting:  steering committee will start with a brief update on working group activities to get everyone on the same page.  Sharing agendas and encouraging committee to look at online materials.   11AM session will feature input from non-utility parties on what the ideal platform might be, etc.  There will be an afternoon presentation on cybersecurity…this was also mentioned in the NOI.

Planning for Final Two Subcommittees & Work Groups

Facilitator: Returning to today’s meeting, how do we keep things moving?  Is there anything that needs to be added to the utility overview of metering document?

C/Q:  Give more granular description of meter retirement for each of the next 20 years.  Second, the process, info, and steps required for customers to set up for a competitive supplier.

C/Q:  Looking for more info on the 300,000 meters that are being replaced.  Timeframe?  Any further details?  Second, there was a request to get a handle on the potential stranded costs, although how to do this is unclear.

C/Q:  If any costs are stranded, it will be the result of a metering roll out that hasn’t happened yet, so it will be hypothetical.

C/Q:  Will the lifetime of the meters be tied to rate case studies?

A: Will attempt to dig into this.

C/Q:  re: endpoint device.  Want to make sure that’s covered in the question above.

C/Q:  We also spent time today on the functionality/cost spreadsheet.  What should be done with it?  The yellow columns have not been dealt with because they seem to be enabled by the other functionalities on the sheet.  Should the group clarify specifically what functionalities enable these?

C/Q:  Agree with starting a separate sheet to deal with these.  Items being those required to get the element in question into place and then running down the list of what fulfills those requirements.

C/Q:  Blue columns were slightly different.  They didn’t quite seem to fit, so the group was thinking about deleting them.

C/Q:  This sheet was supposed to be about what the meter could do, and the blue columns have less to do with what a meter can do.

C/Q:  Ok, so will make another worksheet for the yellow columns and drop the blue columns.

C/Q:  please keep the blue columns on the new spreadsheet.

C/Q:  So you’re talking about metering electric vehicles separately, right?

C/Q: Submetering for electric vehicles should be a part of that.

C/Q:  But the issue needs greater granularity.

C/Q:  Some of these things are functions of what a meter does, and others have to do with things you can do with certain kinds of meters, right?

C/Q:  was hoping to have more time today to digest this and extract lessons.  We need to use this to tease out what we’re learning.  Hopefully this will happen in the next subcommittee meeting.  Need also to put dollar figures next to the incremental functionalities.  Really monetizing these options may have to happen later or even in filings.

C/Q:  This process may require weighing some grid-facing functionalities.  How will that be bridged?  Meaning, some grid functionalities may provide attractive alternatives to customer facing functionalities.

C/Q:  Good point that you ultimately have to look at the whole package.

C/Q:  Will email thoughts on limitations to the functionality document.

C/Q: Are we looking at incremental or at total costs?

C/Q: both depending partly on what kind of retirement you’re discussing.

C/Q:  But it’s important to keep in mind what costs are ultimately going to be seen and experienced by the customers.

C/Q:  Glad we came back to this spreadsheet.  It may be wise to talk about the things that you want to accomplish and then walk through this spreadsheet and figure out which items allow the accomplishment of those goals.  Related to total vs. incremental costs, we also need to keep in mind the same thing for benefits.  Also, have we brought in various business cases yet?

A: We haven’t really brought those in yet, but we can.  Perhaps one of the parties can help out with this.

C/Q: May have someone who can speak to this.

C/Q:  Limitation of this sheet seems to be that it’s…limited to this sheet.  Worried we may miss functionalities or options that don’t necessarily require full AMI.

C/Q:  We will see on Thursday that there are other ways to get where we want to be.  We need to figure out which forum is best to work on this.

Facilitator:  On principles, will take the emails that have been sent in with suggestions and work on them (just packaging, no editing) and re-send to group to further the discussion and to winnow it down.  Also continue with the NASUCA slides with wording, etc.  Anticipates a similar exercise on the grid-facing side as well.
C/Q:  Matter of form, not substance:  many of these principles are actually broader than just customer-facing.  When will grid-facing group get a shot at them?  Perhaps separate them into customer and grid facing groups.

Facilitator:  Any input for things that facilitators could be doing or things the group should be focusing on?  Remember that the grid-facing group has begun developing models and that that group has been discussing regulatory models.

C/Q:  Has this committee had any discussion about the best/most effective ways to reach customers?  (In-home display? Internet?)

A: We have not covered that.

C/Q:  Will third party access and opportunities be a part of the next steering committee meeting?

A:  Steering committee will pick up on what is needed in the “platform”.

DPU:  Keeping in mind the roadmap.  Think about when the things (solutions) we’re discussing should happen.  Thinks it’s a good question to ask about the “platform” and “apps.”

C/Q:  Is it worth looking at what other initiatives are happening that we might be able to sync up with?  Data collection and utility?

4:45 Thanks and adjourn 
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