Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities:

Electric Grid Modernization Grid- Facing Subcommittee Meeting #2

Thursday February 28, 2013

Saltonstall Building (Conference Rooms C&D) 100 Cambridge Street (Boston)
DRAFT Meeting Summary
The meeting began at 9 and ended at 5:00.

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).
9:00
Introductions and Agenda Review - Dr. Jonathan Raab 

Dr. Raab, as the facilitator, welcomed attendees and reviewed the day’s agenda.  Dr. Raab explained that the morning session would focus on the Grid-Facing Functionality Spreadsheet and Taxonomy that members of a sub-working group drafted in preparation for this discussion.  The afternoon session would focus on a discussion of a Framework of Regulatory Options that members of a sub-working group compiled for discussion purposes

As he did with the Customer-Facing Subcommittee members on February 26th 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]

Members suggested that it would be useful to have a full Grid-Facing automation inventory, similar to what was provided on the status of meters.  One member cautioned not to get caught up in too much narrative in the Final Report.  Tim Woolf suggested that the various matrices/metrics could be appendices to the Final Report. Dr. Raab conveyed to the group that we would go as far and as deep as we could with regard to the Final Report. 
9:15
Potential Grid Modernization Functionality & Goals/Opportunities for Massachusetts – Dr. Raab
Jennifer Schilling of Northeast Utilities and David Malkin from GE, (on behalf of the sub-working group) presented a Draft MA Grid Modernization Taxonomy/Functionality Matrix and a Definitions document as a companion to the matrix slide (see slides, spreadsheet, and word definitions document on the website).  This presentation was intended to be a starting point in providing more granular information on grid-facing functionality.  The Modernization Taxonomy included four basic categories under Functionalities:  Network Systems, Distribution System Optimization, Distributed Resource Integration and Demand Optimization. In addition, the Taxonomy included two categories of “Core” Functionalities:  System Hardening and Workforce Management. These functionalities were presented as part of an X axis. On a Y axis, the Taxonomy lists goals and opportunities (based on list developed at the last Steering Committee). Jennifer and David indicated that this was an initial draft of Grid Modernization Taxonomy meant to stimulate conversation and spur feedback from Members.  
When presenting the Grid Modernization Taxonomy Scope slide, Jennifer and David explained that in developing the matrix they focused primarily on the key enabling technologies under each functionality bucket.  They queried the members whether the right functionality buckets and enabling technologies were reflected in the matrix. 

Members engaged in open discussion about the matrix. Some of the topics of discussion included:

· whether the listed Core Functionalities (System Hardening and Workforce Management) should be included as Primary Functionalities and become part of Grid Modernization; 
· how replacement of aging infrastructure should be included in a Grid Modernization Plan;

· what would be considered above and beyond standard practice for implementing infrastructure/technology improvement—in particular the replacement of aging infrastructure ; how do we define “standard practice”.

Dr. Raab encouraged Members to continue discussing whether the four categories of Primary Functionalities were adequate and how to accommodate the Core Functionalities as presented in the Taxonomy.  Several Members commented that we need to keep the Core Functionalities included as part of a Grid Modernization Taxonomy, as core functionalities such as system hardening and workforce management will benefit from grid modernization. Other Members explained that Core functions such as Vegetation Management may be the most cost-effective solution for storm hardening, but is standard practice and probably should not be included in Grid Modernization Taxonomy.  Subcommittee agreed to bring these questions to the Steering Committee.
Other discussion included the following topics/comments:

· Necessary to define what expenditures will be included in grid modernization (i.e., all capital investments? What is considered daily business?) Members noted that a broad definition impacts cost-recovery, decision making and service quality.  Dr. Raab noted that this discussion would be appropriately held at the Steering Committee level.

· Members agreed that the Core Functionalities must remain a part of the Grid Modernization Taxonomy though we may need to distinguish between functionality that enables a “smarter” grid and that which enables a more “resilient” grid.  
· Members continued to discuss the four enablers included in the Taxonomy Scope. A Member suggested that System Stability is a concept (goal/objective) that needs to be incorporated in the spreadsheet as a cross cutting objective;
· Cost recovery issues should be flagged but irrespective of who pays, what is in scope for grid mod relative to what is already on the system;
· How do we move forward with new storm environment to address reliability concerns?

· How does TVR, listed as an enabler, fit into this discussion?

Dr. Raab remarked that today’s discussion on functionality and taxonomy was intended to include group commentary on how the goals and opportunities (Y Axis) impact the functionalities. Dr. Raab introduced the idea of taking one goal and one opportunity and walking across the X axis – if largely in agreement on the Yes/No on the matrix, this might be very informative information for DPU.  It was agreed that the group would need to continue this discussion about both what should be in the Y axis, and whether or not and how to finish filling out the matrix with the Steering Committee.
Toward the end of the meeting, a Member commented that enablers vary by utility and an understanding of each utility baseline of enablers would be helpful—similar to baseline data collected on metering in the Customer-Facing Subcommittee. The Subcommittee agreed that a sub-group would get together to develop a data request for the utilities on grid-facing enablers (AG, DOER, & DPU).
1:40
Regulatory Options for Grid Modernization – Tim Woolf

After lunch, Tim Woolf presented the Grid Mod Regulatory Options spreadsheet (see slide on website). He led a discussion on a broad spectrum of regulatory models for Customer-Facing and Grid-Facing elements so that the Group could begin to evaluate the universe of possible options before selecting the models for further evaluation and discussion. The Regulatory Model Options (largely pre-existing in MA) discussed include:   
1. Current EE Model 
2. Current Tariff Filing Model 
3. Current Capital Expenditure Model 
4. Current SQ Model 
5. Current Interconnection Tariff Model 
6. Potential Interconnection Tariff Model.  
There were also several proposals/ideas provided by the Members and reviewed by the Subcommittee, including one’s focused/structured on:

1. Demand Response, NGRID

2. Metering, NGRID

3. Low Income Principles, LEAN

4. Pre-Approval Approach, Joint Utilities

5. Performance-Based Ratemaking Model, Bridge Consulting
(For details on each proposal see website HERE.  For detailed comments on regulatory options, see running notes). 
Next, Tim presented a companion draft document to the regulatory framework spreadsheets (see slide on website) titled “Massachusetts Grid Modernization Working Group Regulatory Model Options Summary.”  This document was intended to supplement each regulatory framework, outlining the regulatory elements and evaluation criteria associated with a proposed regulatory model.  In addition to proposed models for Massachusetts, this document included regulatory models from other states.  
Members engaged in a discussion about the various models.  Comments/topics included:

· more important than the model may be the principles behind it that detail how risk is allocated among parties; 

· models are not mutually exclusive; 

· how do models relate to current rate structure?
· is this matrix useful?

In response to Tim’s inquiries about whether additional regulatory models were contemplated by Members, NE CEC said that they planned to submit an option, and the AG said they may submit an option.  Tim responded that other Members could submit proposals but all materials would need to be sent to the facilitators by March 8th to further discuss all regulatory options at the Steering Committee meeting on March 12th.  The facilitator indicated that at this point, all proposals will be considered as the subcommittee need not recommend any particular option now.  Members who already submitted proposals were encouraged to provide additional detail (also by March 8th), and the original two-page narrative limit was lifted.
4:45
Report Back to the Steering Committee 
· Functionality Matrix

· Discussion of overall scope of functionalities and enablers, including how Core Functionalities apply to Grid Modernization

· Pose question to Steering Committee regarding a definition of what should be included in Grid Modernization (all capital investments or more narrow definition?)

· Discussion of goals of Grid Modernization, including distinction between making the grid “smart” and more “resilient”
· Whether it’s appropriate to include the goals & opportunities in the right column

· Whether or not and how to fill out the matrix

· Regulatory Framework Models

· Review existing and proposed potential regulatory frameworks, and discuss next steps on consolidating and developing regulatory framework recommendations to DPU

To Do List
1) Draft Meeting Summary - Raab with DPU Staff
2) Prepare agendas for future Meetings – Raab/Synapse

3) Post documents, including revisions of documents used during discussion today – Synapse/Raab

4) Update Functionality Matrix based on feedback from Steering Committee and develop presentation to Steering Committee—Malkin & Schilling w/AG, Facilitator, DPU

5) Accept new/revised proposals from members on Regulatory Options – to be received by COB March 8, 2013, for inclusion in Regulatory Models Framework presentation to the Steering Committee on March 12, 2013.

6) Off-line discussion to develop questions to be posed to utilities to establish utility baseline for grid-facing enablers (DOER, AG, DPU).  Circulate questions to utilities and organize responses – Synapse & Members
Appendix A: Running Meeting Notes (unedited)
C/Q = comment/question
R = response

Grid-Facing Subcommittee Meeting February 28, 2013

9
Introductions and Agenda Review

Meeting begins at 9:10

Dr. Raab introduces the agenda:  A working group has been developing a product for discussion on Grid-Facing Functionality for the morning session.  The afternoon session introduces concepts in progress within another working group and the idea is to discuss them here for eventual presentation to the steering committee. 

Introduction of the MA Grid Mod Pieces in Progress: The pieces will ideally eventually all come together in the final report.  Thoughts on missing pieces or other thoughts are welcome.  Dr. Raab briefly discusses each of the pieces, including those that have been under discussion in the customer-facing subcommittee such as metering scenarios, functionality, and costs, and then principle development.  Dr. Raab hopes the grid-facing committee will additionally be able to spend a bit of time on those near the end of the day.

Dr. Raab calls for questions:

C/Q:  it was interesting on Tuesday to get a rundown of an inventory of metering options.  Automation descriptions are also of interest.  He hopes for a similar equipment inventory on the Grid side.

R:  The Utilities did fill out a survey on their metering technology, let’s think about your request later and see if that information could be presented in a summed up way.

C/Q:  This slide (potential outline slide) is very helpful.  Does not want to have an overly narrative report at the end.  This slide helps narrow the discussion for the next phase.

R: That’s a conversation to present to the steering committee next time.  The parameters of the report are still evolving.  Everyone should be thinking about how they want the report to look.  The working group products that have been developed so far could easily be dropped into an appendix, for instance.

C/Q:  Thinking about how cost-effectiveness works.  Not convinced that most of the things we’re talking about here could be fit into an energy efficiency cost effectiveness model.

R: We plan to circle back to that later in the session.

C/Q:  This process worked very well in the DG working group…will facilitators begin drafting verbiage that then goes out for revision to the group?

R:  This is a discussion for the steering committee.  Degree of detail and narrative are still TBD.  Much depends on timing and budget.  It is slated for discussion at the next steering committee meeting.

9:15
Potential Grid Modernization Functionality & Goals/Opportunities for Massachusetts 

Dr. Raab reminds the group of the framework discussion at the last subcommittee meeting and relates the process of using this as a springboard for the development of a framework specific to this process within a working group.  A couple of group members will present the product and then there will be questions.

Working group members present the MA Grid Modernization Taxonomy:
· There was a perceived need to: 

· 1 - get more granular with the discussion;

· 2 - focus on functionalities; 

· 3 - scope the discussion and define parameters of the discussion so everyone knows what is on the table.  

· This taxonomy is an attempt to achieve those objectives.

· Comments from members who have been involved in the similar working process on the customer side are welcome to add their comments and ideas.

· Description of the four delineated functionalities and the enabling technologies (and other enabling non-technology factors) for each.  Y axis is an attempt to tie each enabler to goals and objectives, looking at whether or not it lends to the achievement of each.

· Goals and objectives are works in progress; group does not need to sign off on them today.

· There are interdependencies between the items in many cases, and the group created slides to illustrate the understanding of these.

C/Q:  This is a first opportunity for input and it may be important to think as a group about next steps with this document as members get to take it from the meeting and think on it.  How to go forward with developing the product?
C/Q:  Should we do definitions before going through the whole sheet?

Presenter:  Do the functionalities all seem clear to participants, or do we need to run through them?

C/Q:  Important to go through the flow of how different pieces lead to one another (rough transcription of point)

C/Q (DPU):  Seems like three of the functionalities are aspirational, but network system is more a bucket of things.

R:  The thought was that network systems enablers are more like building blocks that contribute to the other functionalities as well.

C/Q: Explain difference between the first two functionalities?

R: Will be done in slides.

C/Q:  Will that first bucket discuss operational efficiencies?

R:  That issue has been difficult to capture in the functionalities sections.  For example, workplace efficiency is something done as a core function at utilities, but it was difficult to figure out how that fit in, so it was left to the side for now.

C/Q:  Things like mobile workforce platforms should be included, because those things can lend to faster restoration of service during outages and that is one of the goals of grid mod.

C/Q:  There is an interface between the core things that utilities do and the functionalities.

Presenter: Overview of the Grid Mod Taxonomy slides with two goals: (1) explain functionalities at the top of the sheet, (2) incite discussion.  Things the slide does not do: rank the goals and enablers.

· Grid Mod Scope

· Is replacement of aging infrastructure grid modernization?

· C/Q:  Concerned with saying that vegetation management is part of grid mod.  There are many ways to prevent outages in the first place.  Additionally, the cost effectiveness frameworks may differ between utilities doing their business and utilities doing the same business but with grid mod goals.

· C/Q:  There is often not a stark choice in the field between using modern and non-modern stock.  Replacement technologies will often be more modern just as a function of turnover and general capital investment.

· C/Q:  However, there are different degrees of modernized technologies and there may be different cost effectiveness frameworks used if it’s general capital investment vs. if it is investment through a tracker, grid mod, etc.

· C/Q:  If you assume that grid modernization naturally occurs as a function of replacing aging infrastructure, than aging infrastructure should absolutely be included in the scope of grid mod.

· C/Q:  Where does the idea of building a platform on which to add “apps” fit into this presentation?

· R: It should be coming up, but bring it up later if you don’t think it has been discussed.

· C/Q:  would not be upset over losing vegetation management from the grid mod scope.  It is something that utilities do.  Would not take the other items off, but it’s good to think about how Utilities do these things and present them.

· C/Q:  There is a need to serve everybody.  You can also look to the future with grid mod, but there is a need to first look at what you’re trying to accomplish for everyone.  We know that vegetation management is a high cause of outages. 

· Presenter:  Remember there is no implied ranking here, and it’s important to remember that everyone has ideas about what might be best.

· DPU:  This kind of input about groups thoughts on which items make sense or less sense and why would be helpful.  Also, it’s important to keep in mind the grid’s ability to adapt with a changing world.

· C/Q:  On aging infrastructure…when replacement is discussed in specific dockets, it may be more difficult to have a discussion about modernized infrastructure if it’s not the focus of that specific docket.

· Facilitator:  Can we think about all of these things in terms of what is above and beyond standard practice

· C/Q:  Then there’s a need to define standard practice.

· C/Q:  Seems like everyone liked the slide last time on replacing the smart way after a storm.  Let’s keep in mind this concept.

· C/Q:  Good to keep in mind that different customers value electricity differently.  Perhaps evolve a bit from the idea of thinking about the average rate payer.  How do you incorporate the idea of different valuation?

· Improve Reliability (Reduce the Impact of Outages):
· C/Q:  Clarify between SCADA and DSCADA?

· R:  Yes, there is TSCADA and DSCADA, but they are not necessarily separate systems.

· C/Q:  Explain feeder reconfiguration?

· R:  Can offload a portion to another area to avoid an overload (???)

· C/Q:  Is this slide grid mod stuff, or does include things that are already being deployed?

· A:  These things are already being done, but to different extents and there is space for more modernization.

· C/Q:  Is intentional islanding fairly rare still in MA?

· R:  Yes.  However, at a customer level is more common (???)

· C/Q:  Feeder reconfiguration system looks 72 hours in either direction to plan for load.  Some sources do not necessarily follow the load, however.  (Imprecise transcription)

· C/Q:  On intentional islanding:  customers may island themselves (customer intentional action) during outages, but the issue of micro grid deployment is a different story.

· C/Q:  Perhaps this islanding designation should be generalized with a different term.  Perhaps system stability.  Distribution system is probably going to look more like a transmission system in the future, so talking about stability allows for a fostering of this discussion.

· C/Q:  But doesn’t thinking about these items as is together imply system stability?
· C/Q:  It is worth calling out the term independently so it’s not forgotten.

· Item of system stability is held for discussion.

· Optimize Demand:
· C/Q:  On topic of billing system, you need a new billing system in place to be able to present customers with more granular pricing.  Thank you for including this item.

· C/Q:  Purpose of volt/VAR control…addressing detail of managing voltage for integration of DG?

· R:  Will be addressed in a following slide.  It’s a separate idea but is essential.

· C/Q:  How is billing handled?

· A:  Essential on peak/off peak for TOU.  It could handle a couple of different billing periods, but it can’t handle real-time variation.  It’s at a monthly scale (???).  Can accommodate Volt/VAR.

· Integrate Distributed Resources

· Remote disconnect has the capacity to prevent safety hazards when there is unintentional islanding and repair crews have to go in to do work.

· C/Q:  Are you talking about all systems up to utility size?

· R:  No, talking more about smaller and distributed.

· R:  One individual home is not going to highly impact the voltage, but if you have wind and solar farms doing DG, it may impact the voltage.  You have to regulate how much voltage to take in in those cases to avoid damaging equipment.  Need to be careful about how much you accept onto one substation even if the DG is coming from separate locations.  Remote disconnect may (???) have capacity to detect abnormal function and can shut it off to avoid damage.

· C/Q:  Load leveling and shifting:  can shift load to help match (…???)

· C/Q:  Should there be more enabling technologies on the sheet other than SCADA/DMS and metering?

· R:  There are some things that could be included here but were difficult to include.

· C/Q:  Issue of who pays for certain aspects of DG implementation and integration?  Utility has responsibility that voltage must be acceptable for all customers.

· C/Q:  Perhaps just indicate in the enabling tech box that there are other things in existence…perhaps just call it a general term or other?

· C/Q:  We’re talking about variable DG here, but there are also continuous DG options available.  Keep in mind that not all DG operates the same way during normal times.

· C/Q:  Are these items being discussed (remote disconnect, etc) as wide scale deployment, or is it on a case by case basis?

· R:  Probably on a feeder by feeder basis.

· R: For remote disconnect…(more wide scale?  Incomplete transcription)

· C/Q:  We don’t oppose DG paying their fair share, just wary of DG not having access to optimized system (unclear transcription)

· C/Q:  Question for utilities on integration of intermittent renewable – fair to say ramp rates are different for different technologies…etc.

· R: Difference is dispatchable and non dispatchable.

· C/Q:  Things we’re talking about here should be separate from discussion of cost recovery, and she looks forward to that other discussion.  Also, important to look at whole range of grid mod even beyond DG.

Presenter wraps up presentation:  We didn’t really incorporate the things that are already on the system to a great extent.  It is an interesting thing to think about going forward, how to incorporate those things or not and how.

11:25  Functionalities  spreadsheet

Dr. Raab continues discussion on functionalities spreadsheet by asking subcommittee members if the 4 buckets are adequate, or if we need additional functionalities, and how we should accommodate what are now categorized as “Core Functionalities.”

Q/C:  We need to include last two core function in discussion somehow. The average customer expects lights to stay on during major storms and expects grid modernization to accomplish this goal. Hardening the system needs to be incorporated. Workforce management is providing customers and others real time information and this is part of grid modernization.
Q/C:  Network systems and functionalities exist today at different levels and we expect to expand these with a modern grid. What we categorized are core functionalities are future functionalities. We’re looking for other ways to brand these.
Q/C:  The Core functionalities are two areas that will benefit from grid modernization and we should keep them in the discussion.
Q/C:  We’re going to change poles, wires, and technology for many reasons to support grid modernization, let’s include hardening as part of that discussion.
Q/C:  Does distinction between functionalities and core functionalities only matter if we have different types of cost recovery for grid modernization and regular maintenance? At this point in the discussion it may to too early to separate out the core functionalities.

Q/C:  I’m concerned by separating these off that we don’t include hardening things in cost/benefit or they get siloed in future rate case. We should keep costs for hardening in cost/benefits hopper, thus extend our report on grid modernization to include them.
Q/C:  Vegetation management is best example of cost-effective solution that is not modernization. But it’s cost-effective and should be part of toolbox to spend limited dollars.
Q/C:  We still need to define grid modernization. Are all capital investments grid modernization? If so, we must consider how a broad definition affects cost-recovery, decision making, and service quality. Uncomfortable defining everything utilities do as grid mod and needs more thought.

· Probably a steering committee discussion and DPU needs to consider

· If definition is quite broad muddies identification of trade-offs between things doing

Left side is making grid smarter, right is making stronger. Limit this to making smarter

Q/C:  Suggest adding the word leveraging to network system functionality title.
Q/C:  Not sure those far right columns should be core functionalities. Hope to figure out what we should be doing from policy perspective. No utility is raising substations at this time. It is a hard policy decision that must be made, affects aesthetics and cost. Stakeholders in this group present an opportunity to get perspectives on these issues. Tree trimming also area where input from this group could be helpful.

Q/C:  After Sandy telecommunications industry is looking at how to replace destroyed networks. They are replacing with more advanced network. Building for the future, at a higher cost. Hardening supports other things. Maybe it impacts rates right away, but need to think about these things in defining policy moving forward.
DPU:  Commission signaled they want to think beyond technologies in looking at modern grid. Reliability and storms are central to this NOI investigation given new reality of stronger storms. Unique opportunity to get good thought from stakeholders on these issues. High level suggestions would be helpful.
Q/C:  In NY and NJ distributed generation and storage are part of the grid hardening discussion as they can help with resiliency during storms. We must keep that functionality in there. When we get to discussing costs that is another issue. 

R:  Should DG and storage be another column within hardening? 

Q/C:  Replacing aging infrastructure is different than hardening the system. If cable is getting near end of useful life, is that type of modernization within the scope of this investigation.
Q/C:  In my mind system planning falls into same discussion with system hardening and workforce management. There are many reasons that we go into a facility to work on the system. Hardening, workforce management, and replacing aging infrastructure affect grid modernization activities and we should discuss them.
Q/C:  Aging infrastructure replacement is a conventional cost, but also an opportunity. It costs more to modernize something recently upgraded that older technology. How do we bring that conversation into cost/benefit analyses?

Q/C: Agree that part of discussion includes the core functionalities, but don’t need to define as grid modernization in order to include this into our conversation within this stakeholder process. We won’t solve these here, don’t want to pigeonhole how we discuss functionality because they will impact cost recovery and SQ issues.

R:  Could principal on replacing aging infrastructure come out of this? Take grid modernization into account when replacing aging infrastructure. Still defining grid modernization, so can we keep in mind without getting into specifics.

Q/C:   This group doesn’t need to do a deep dive into all areas, such as vegetation management.
Q/C:   Seems like we all agree to keep core functionalities them on spreadsheet. That said, we should distinguish between making grid smarter and more resilient. They are different and need to be treated as such moving forward and in report.

Q/C:  Not just smart grid investment should qualify as grid modernization. A more resilient and stronger grid is more modern. Not just a smarter grid is more modern.

Q/C:  If primary a goal is storm resilience, the smartest grid won’t help if the wires are all on the ground we still need to replace them.

Q/C:  Hardening is important, but we can also make the system more resilient during storms through modernization. Disagree that being smart and being hardened are different things. Integration of technologies that make more resilient during storms and other times are important. DG can be part of both and others. We will try to develop language to bring together these issues together.
Q/C:  Don’t want false expectation of what will see in major storm. If wires on that ground DG and other things won’t help restore power more quickly.
Facilitator:  Moves on to discussing enablers within each functionality. Asks group if anything is missing or should be updated.
Distribution System Optimization Functionality

Q/C:  Should this area include onsite generation if owned by utility or other party?

R:  That would probably fit better in integration of distributed resources functionality.
Q/C:  Are there aspects of self-healing that will help harden the grid?

Q/C:  Where should be put the idea of system stability?

R:   System stability might be a cross cutting objective related to DG integration and distribution system optimization. Maybe it should be a row in the matrix, as it is more a goal than a technology.
Distributed Generation Integration

Q/C:  Suggest potential additions of:

· Intentional Two way power flow

· Streamlined interconnection studies using grid-modernization data

· Ease of analysis for planning, integrating, and dispatching

Q/C:  We are talking about grid modernization, not sure how these issues fit into this docket, maybe more in DG docket.
R:  Aren’t we trying to find ways to better integrate DG into system with modern technology?

Q/C:  Many of these enablers are stability issues, load leveling is a benefit. These are what we’re aiming for, rather than technologies.
Q/C:  Voltage regulation can have a broader definition, not just related to DG.
Q/C:  Remote disconnect allows DG to interconnect at lower cost with streamlined approach. Same with voltage regulation and load leveling.

Q/C:  I’m trying to get a handle on technical feasibility of these things. Are the enablers goals for the future or available now?

R:  Intention of two-way power flow was under leveling and shifting. Streamlined studies are more process issues as well as ease of analysis could be incorporated in advanced load forecasting. They were considering those issues as part of other topics. Can try to expand definitions to include these rather than adding here?

Q/C:  We would want specific ways to better integrate DG to be captured in the report for the benefit of others who may read our recommendations.
Demand optimization

Q/C:  Seems like there is an assumption that these things solve problems without the proper analysis behind it. TVP may not solve a problem. Power use can go up with TVP, it would just shift demand. Exception with idea that TVP solves problem in definition.
R:  We will take out assumptions of benefits from definition. We were just trying to define things to help the conversation.

Q/C:  Is TVP as related to DG covered somewhere else?

R:  Will be covered elsewhere when one goes through all rows, but we could add it to multiple places if it’s important.
Q/C:  DG community would want TVP as part of conversation for DG integration as it can play an important part in promoting DG.
Q/C:  Is HAN communication capability differentiated from broadband options to control remotely, or broader than that?

R:  The idea is to allow customer access to meter data in their home. Not including what’s done with data once in the home.
Q/C:  Does TVP include reactive power or volt/var if these things are included in rates?

R:  That is part of a broader policy debate about who’s eligible to participate in ancillary services market. Currently ISO bars distribution utility to participate in market.
Q/C:  Should we add bullet for systems that get data back to utility and billing features and modifications to enable billing to optimize.
R:  Currently we include meter and backhaul communications network in AMI definition. All network systems are first column, assume utilities have some form of this, but as enablers things that utilities may need to add to fully realize these functionalities.
Q/C:  It would be helpful to get more information on what each utility currently has on their system to frame our discussion as utilities have different capabilities and systems.

Facilitator:  We want to more on a briefly walk through a row and get some feedback. We put both goals and opportunities in the left column and walked through one of each to get a sense of how it would work. Not sure what best belongs. We walked across and tried to put a yes or no in each column. During this process we realized we need to differentiate yes’s by level of importance. Now we need to decide. 

Q/C:  Could be helpful to have information which enablers that are part of solution for different goals, 

Q/C:  It would be helpful to fill this out within the working group.
R:  Thought part of today’s discussion would about be how the group felt about using goals or opportunities in columns. Need to have this discussion before we discuss the value of continuing filling out matrix. 

Q/C:  Caution that technology changes quickly in this space and this list may change rapidly. Frame that this is accurate now, but not an all encompassing list forever.

12:40
Lunch

1:40
Regulatory Options for Grid Modernization

Facilitator: 
Overview of the working group process flow.  We’re still in the education portion and are starting to move towards options.  (Introduces the Grid Mod Regulatory Options spreadsheet). Once the universe of options is clearly outlined, then the group can begin to narrow them down.

Outline of the form and functions of this document:  Companion piece to the excel workbook is a word document that supplements each option according to a template.  Word document also provides examples from other states.  Summary evaluation tables are filled in by the proponents themselves.

Running down the parameters/metrics of the models on the Y axis.

Overview of the different models.  Some are current models that may be of use in this discussion


C/Q:  any reason why the elements here are different from those previously proposed?


R:  Modified based on input from the group.

C/Q:  On Current Tariff Filing Model:  You can currently file for a revenue-neutral tariff adjustment outside a rate case.  Using this model for grid mod, the utility can theoretically submit a tariff filing as needed.  


C/Q:  Can you give an example of a revenue-neutral tariff?


R:  Smart grid as revenue neutral to basic service.


C/Q:  Is this common or rare?


R: Somewhat rare.

C/Q:  On Current Interconnection Tariff Model:  Important to take under consideration no matter what business model is ultimately used.

C/Q: Important to keep in mind and discuss ultimate delivery to the DPU.  People can edit these if they desire, but they probably don’t warrant a whole lot of time.  

Overview of other state models:  Feel free to submit more.  They are useful for illustrative purposes.  These models are being used by states in service of grid modernization (unlike the “current” models in MA on the other sheet).

C/Q:  Is there a state that sticks out as the “best”?

R:  It’s open for debate.

C/Q:  In a lot of cases, the models are not mutually exclusive.  What may be more important than a specific model are the principles that are behind it.  Ex: how do you allocate risk, or how do you allocate costs amongst consumers?

R:  We are planning to go there.  Right now we’re getting everything on the table, but then will go deeper.

C/Q (DPU):  Something to keep in mind is the DG report that has been submitted.  

C/Q:  There are a lot of thing in the report that the utilities have committed to that are not in the tariff.  To the extent we can bring in DG into this discussion, that’s a good thing.

C/Q:  Are you saying that there are things this group could do that do not require the DPU approval?



R:  Yes, they have been exploring voluntary measures as a product of the DG report. (Imprecise transcription)

Introduction of GM models submitted for the worksheet:
C/Q:  Has noticed that a lot of these have in common that a utility submits a plan first.  Will the report serve the purpose of telling Utilities what should be in those plans, or will it perhaps require a DPU action?


R: Will discuss as we move forward.

C/Q:  Important to move on to the question of what is the purpose of doing this?  This workbook is good but probably does not need to be perfected before group can move on.

C/Q:  This is a fantastic workbook.  Interesting to not (note?) what entities are in the author roles…is there a way to expand authorship of grid mod plans (when they are eventually submitted) beyond usual players?  Non-utility entities are often more accustomed to being in commenting, not authoring roles.

C/Q:  Question for DPU…people have different views of the “ideal” regulatory model.  Would it be useful to the Department to both think about the eventual model and provide steps that can be taken to get there or to improve the environment for getting there?

DPU:  If there are smaller policy proposals and can get underway more quickly…

C/Q:  Can parties other than utilities initiate action with the DPU?

DPU:  DG group did see some interesting collaboration…not sure if that will happen here, but could be useful to keep in mind in this process as well.

C/Q:  Thinking about these models at three different levels.  There is a level of proposals for things like EV tariffs, and then there are cost recovery actions.  Also, (DID NOT CATCH THIS)

C/Q:  Not sure how many people were around at the time of restructuring…

C/Q:  Principles brought to the department, department looked at them, and then initiated a schedule for action by the (utilities???)

A couple of parties say they may submit a proposal.

The next time this will be discussed is March 12th for steering committee meeting, so it would be best for materials to come in to facilitators by the end of next week.

Summary of utility proposed model:  

C/Q:  What kind of cost recovery?

R:  Probably a tracker outside the base rate.  The different parties in writing this operate under different contexts…

Would propose a process outside the normal base rate recovery process and seek approval for that process.  If there is additional spending that comes out of this GM process, that would be submitted

C/Q:  So this is somewhat flexible…go to a tracker or not depending on your framework?

C/Q:  Is this similar to the pilot proposals?

R:  Similar.  Incremental can be seen as things that we need to do to satisfy the GM process, which are additional to providing safe reliable service.

C/Q:  Is it addressing the scope of the changes?  Pilot vs. wide? Or intentionally silent on this.

R:  Intentionally silent on this to allow for options.

C/Q (DPU):  Did you think about the time frame with this?  Like five year, or ten year plans?

R:  Didn’t want to prescribe a timeframe.  Were not trying to limit it to a certain time frame.

C/Q:  Impressed with the speed that this model was produced.  Does it still need deepening, or is it ready to go as is to the steering committee?

R:  Wasn’t envisioning continuing to work with it but if there are questions on it, they are glad to work further.

C/Q:  The more they have, the more there is to work with, the more that can go to the DPU.  Do you want to include incentives?

R:  We realize it’s difficult to have a one-size fits all in terms of incentives as well.  Can expand on the purpose behind their thinking, because right now that element has been left fairly high-level.

C/Q:  Can you give more on the cost recovery mechanism?

R:  will do, might go over page limit.

C/Q:  That’s fine; the detail on this will be of interest.

Demand Response Model w/TOU and DLC:
C/Q: How does this model differ from that of energy efficiency?  It looks very similar.

R:  Could do this through the EE program and similar cost recovery.

C/Q:  Does TOU specifically mean time of use, or does it mean variable rates more generally?

R:  Either…every time of use or variable rate.

C/Q:  Let’s use TVR instead of TOU as the term then.

R:  Were trying to be broad so things would fit beneath.

C/Q:  Is this the same as the EE model?

R:  It can work in either way…either work with parties to develop rate design or do it as a result of a Department order.

C/Q:  Existing TOU rates are very critical to the business case…that needs to be addressed because there are very widely varying rates and tariffs.  (Not a precise transcription)

Metering Model:

Done partly to break out the metering model from the TOU model.  

C/Q: So this would only apply to meters, not all grid mod?

R: Yes.

C/Q:  Separate mechanism forward looking…and multi-year rate review.  What is meant?

R:  There will be a multiyear timeline for implementation most likely.  Forecast rate year essentially means a future test year for the implementation of meters.  But there are two different ways of going about that.

C/Q (non-member):  Desire to address the stranded cost.

R:  It’s in the proposal.

GM Performance Based Ratemaking Model:

Much broader suggestion for a framework.

C/Q:  Exciting to see something broad and different.  Sounds like this applies a future test year for all costs, not just grid mod costs.

R:  Right, this would be a large departure for MA.  Would incremental steps be helpful?  Interim steps to looking at all costs this way.  Could it help the Department get more comfortable with the idea of applying it more broadly?

C/Q (DPU):  The DPU can think about that question.  A degree of detail in the idea would be helpful for discussion.

C/Q:  Isn’t that partly what we’re doing in putting this together for the DPU?

C/Q:  Fast-tracking one proposal for Commission review would be in conflict with the grid mod ground rules.  

C/Q:  Did not mean to say that the Commission would give any sort of green or red light…it’s just that this proposal goes beyond grid mod and is curious to know if it’s appropriate for this process.  In scope or out of scope.

Facilitator:  Ex officio role means that he can give indication of if things are within scope.

Clarification of an inclusive model for inclusion of items in the report.  It’s not veto, it’s one party or more for inclusion.

C/Q:  Supports including things that the group cannot agree on.  It will all be there.

Facilitator:  Wants to make it clear that we’re not voting or excluding anything from the process.

C/Q:  Can we be clear about what happens on the last day of this process when something gets filed.  People may work differently depending on what happens next.

Facilitator:  Will be clarified at the next steering committee but thinks there may be an opportunity for comment as long as it’s consistent with their previously stated position in the report.  However, there is no desire to tie parties down to their views in the process…views may evolve.  However, there is a desire to keep comments consistent to what parties signed to in the report itself.

Desire to figure out how this proposal is similar to RINO. (???)

Low Income Model:

Whatever model or models are proposed/chosen need to be designed in a way that these principles are considered.

C/Q:  So we may be hearing more from this once the other models are developed further, but we should not expect to see a specific model on this?

R:  Correct.

C/Q:  Would be eager for guidance on issues of intergenerational equity.

R:  People in the subsector in question use a very high discount rate…putting dinner on the table tomorrow is very highly valued.  Question is how to incorporate these considerations in this process.

C/Q:  Has that different discount rate been quantified in any way so that it can be incorporated?

R:  They do a lot of look at the Energy Burden.  The burden differs quite a bit over the range of their constituents, but averages at about double of what it is for other consumers.

C/Q:  Other customers (residential) may have the same interests as this low-income group.  A lot of costs have been added to customers…important to keep this in mind as we consider potential increases as a result of this process.

C/Q:  Question to facilitators:  do you want us to include these kinds of topics in every proposal, or are they understood as applying across the proposals at large?
R:  In an ideal world, we will be developing principles that will go along with these models.  The more certain models become accepted by more parties, the more detail should be added, including the inclusion of principles.  In general, don’t worry too much about the page limit constraint.

C/Q:  What about other customers who care about different elements of energy aside from just short term cost?

C/Q:  In the past, there has been a need to give special consideration to low income customers…something that may need to be discussed here.  While there have been added costs to ratepayers, there has also been a general decline in energy prices (partly from natural gas, partly from efficiency).  Keep in mind potential short and long term benefits of actions recommended through this process.

C/Q:  Regarding different customer values, different customers will have different values in terms of energy, which is part of what makes this process so difficult.  Ex: low income customers may think reliability is just fine, but other customers may very highly value it.

C/Q:  Feels like we don’t have a ton of data on this issue, and it may be helpful.  Define tranches of customers and their preferences and energy vulnerabilities.  There is a need to be specific in terms of costs and benefits to different ratepayers.

C/Q:  There is some literature, but this is a very good point.

C/Q:  When talking about costs, it’s important to recognize the limitations of CBA.  Could do a better job of quantifying liabilities. Could recommend to the DPU to come up with a better way to quantify benefits and liabilities.

C/Q:  Reliability is not just big picture, it is also small-scale.  Power outages may mean spoiled food and lost work, etc.

Regulatory Options

3:25 Middle of regulatory options discussion
Q/C:  We need to connect the benefits between DG, grid modernization, and reliability.
Q/C:  If assigning a dollar value to reliability we must identify that it’s lower in the low-income sector.
Q/C:  Wondering if there are studies on impacts of recent power outages in NE and CT that were multiple week on who was hurt by the outages. LI communities could be disproportionately impacted by extended outages. Is it worth looking for such studies?

R:  No harm in looking for such a study, I don’t know of any.

Q/C:  Could be that costs are greater for LI in proportion to their resources, but that benefits also accrue disproportionately to LI customers if they are most vulnerable to outages.
R:  Ultimate question is what can LI community afford to pay for added protection from outages?

Q/C:  Challenge is to think about world beyond this group. Utilities were fined based on failure in storm response. Need to keep that in mind. Can’t let utility shortcomings create problem that requires grid modernization fix.
Q/C:  Cost effectiveness is part of discussion for certain investments, trouble is with reliability cost-effectiveness is not currently considered when evaluating investments.
R:  That conversation is cued up for stakeholder group, but my understanding is that there is more of a least-cost approach to utility investments.

Facilitator: We originally put the criteria for evaluating options in. However, since our group couldn’t agree on how to apply the criteria we asked proponents for each model to fill out criteria. Realize it doesn’t have a whole lot of value. Proposing to remove current criteria for evaluation from template.
Q/C:  Let’s not lose the evaluation criteria as it could be helpful in the future to distinguish between models.

Q/C:  Should weigh benefits of different regulatory models against the goals for grid modernization.
Q/C:  Can we include a narrative about how to achieve overarching criteria instead of whether they are good or bad?

Facilitator:  The next step for the regulatory models will be a discussion at the next steering committee meeting. Need new proposals or elaboration on existing proposal by March 8. New ideas will be allowed after next Friday, but chances of incorporating new ideas into discussion diminish as time passes. Two page limit for model description is lifted if stakeholders want to really flesh out proposals.

Question for group what’s next, get deeper into existing proposals? What other info is needed to move forward. Eventually we’d like the group to move towards evaluating proposals and making recommendations to the DPU, if possible.

Q/C:  If we want to use existing Massachusetts model such as SQ for a different use, how would we propose that?

R:  Someone could propose it as a model if the proposal meets the goals of grid modernization.

Q/C:  We are developing specific proposals for new SQ metrics in the Departments SQ proceeding. The deadline for comment in that proceeding is March 15, and we could present to this group following that date.
DPU:  The SQ docket is where we are currently developing new metric or modify existing ones. However, we realize the grid modernization conversations could produce ideas that could be good SQ metrics. Trying not to close doors on ideas, but we do have two separate dockets that are moving on their own timeline.

Functionality matrix (cont’d)

Facilitator:  We will discuss overall scope of the functionalities with the steering committee at the next meeting. In addition, as discussed earlier, we need to decide how to deal with what are now called core functionalities. In addition, we need to define what goes in the left column. Should they be goals? Opportunities? Both? Or something else?

Q/C:  I’d like to discuss these issues further, but let’s move to steering committee.  

Q/C:  The metering spreadsheet is taking a different approach, would something similar be helpful here?

Facilitator:  We will update enablers based on discussion today. We could get the workgroup back together to do further thinking and filling out of matrix. However, I don’t think we can get workgroup together before next steering committee meeting. I could work with Jon, David, and Jennifer to make small changes and scope prior to the steering committee discussion.
Q/C:  AG wants to be involved in further discussion of matrix.
DPU:  Need to make distinction between definitions document and functionalities matrix. Definitions will come in handy in final report and we should keep that level of granularity in a separate document if we change the matrix.
Facilitator:  Chris, David, Jennifer, and I discussed during a break that maybe stability is better as a row, rather than column. Should stability be a goal of grid modernization? This is the type of question to bring to the steering committee.

Q/C:  We might want to bring distinction between ‘smart grid’ and resiliency in adding a new goal to this proceeding to explicitly address core functionalities. 

R:  Will bring a few new goals to steering committee.

Q/C:  Maybe need definition about what meant by enhanced reliability because many of these things will help enhance reliability.
R:  Could add subgoals under broader reliability goal in NOI, will bring to steering committee.
Facilitator:  We will do a little with presentation and matrix to frame conversation with steering committee. Will not fill out matrix any more until get a better handle on rows in that discussion.
Q/C:  Do we want to supplement working document of definitions to include things like resiliency, stability, reliability, and other things moving forward.
R:  Originally definitions meant as companion to matrix. We also have a definition page in metering document to define those functionalities. We might also need to define goals and opportunities (rows).
Q/C:  Could be helpful to build definitions (glossary) to bring us all on same page. 

R:  I think we should keep grid and customer facing matrices separate for now, but in report we will bring that glossary together.
Q/C:  There are outputs/functionalities such as stability and inputs such as rates and technologies, need to be explicit in defining those.
Q/C:  What we currently classify as enablers are different among utilities. Could help to have an understanding of where each utility is now as a baseline.
R:  Do we want to develop utility baselines that would be instructive to working group such as done with meters in the customer facing group?

Q/C:  I’m interested in getting baseline information on the level of SCADA and automation for each substation in the distribution company’s service territory.

R:  For whole taxonomy the level of effort would be a lot and want to limit work for the utilities to information that could be used on going-forward basis.
Facilitator:  Are you looking for broad description of the network system enablers? Existence, technology, deployment status.
Q/C:  At plenary we got much of those data, but not comprehensive.
Q/C:  Let’s not go down that road until we determine it’s a functionality we want.

Q/C:  Not quite there as baseline information is part of discussion so we can weigh path forward.
Q/C:  We have been thinking about asking for more detail about each distribution companies system to get a better idea of how far we have to go. Don’t want to cause utilities to explain entire system, but some baseline data would be helpful in understanding where we are and developing cost estimates as we did with meters.
R:  For a lot of these enablers it is not a yes/no answer. If you ask a specific question we could figure out how to respond. Think time spent best determining the functionalities we want and allow utilities to develop their own plans.
Facilitator:  We’re trying to move forward together and determining a straight-forward way to move forward in a way that is not too time intensive given that same people at utilities would be working on answer base line questions as those involved in this proceeding.

R:  Adding what’s deployed on system up is possible, but might not be meaningful for this group given the level of detail required. Not time to estimate cost at this point as in deployment we will piggyback grid modernization activities with existing maintenance and will take a lot of time to develop cost estimates.

Q/C:  We currently get some data on substation automation broadly in SQ metric. We would like a bit more detailed info related to SCADA. I think that will be helpful for this docket.
Facilitator:  I was thinking more yes/no answers to help us identify what’s the same or different among utilities and identify where in the rollout process some enablers are. Thinking it will take an hour or two, not more. Would that be helpful? Deep detail not necessarily where we want to go.
R:   We want answers to be useful to group, so want correct questions. Let’s take time to develop correct questions to satisfy people.
DPU:   Comparing the functionalities of the different company systems could be helpful, as we did for meters. Can we translate those functionalities, such as DG integration, seal-healing, etc into questions for utilities.
Facilitator:  Can utilities on their next call think through what they can easily provide to educate about where they are on functionalities? Others can also think of specific information they might want to ask?

Q/C:  We could get information with a data request, but I doubt anybody wants to go there.
Q/C:  The utilities can provide info on percent of circuits with SCADA to DOER.
Q/C:  How do these questions help answer questions in NOI? Just because data is helpful to constituency is not reason to spend time compiling it. We need to keep an eye on this proceeding.
Facilitator:  Let’s discuss offline what will be helpful and come back to this later.

Wrap-up

Facilitator:  Is there anything else this subcommittee should be working on, in addition to what we have ongoing?

Q/C:  Getting a sense of the incremental steps to AMI and what complications that will make for utilities could be a good conversation. How view replacement on failure.
Q/C:  What are the costs or mechanism to transition from AMR to AMI over time through replacement?

Facilitator:  Will need to think through this issue in customer-facing group as we define recommendations.
Q/C:  We need more information to inform policy recommendations such as the costs for different functionalities, as well as documented benefits for different functionalities.
Q/C:  Allocation and assignment question and recommendations require more info about who should pay for cost. For example, what are back end costs to enable functionalities?

Facilitator:  Heading toward policy recommendations. Nothing in the final report will say we should promote AMR bridge meters, or specific technology. In the report, if we recommend anything utilities would probably be required to file a plan or meet broad metrics.  I don’t think we will require specifics, instead broad regulatory policies that will provide further opportunity for discussion of cost and benefits.
DPU:  Some data for functionalities could be helpful in the final report. If the group recommends certain functionalities:

· Where are utilities at now with these functionalities?

· What level is desirable?

· Do we want to add certain functionalities?

· Could include info on costs and metrics moving forward and how to measure functionality

· Could tie into SQ in defining performance and leave to utility how to get there

· We are going under hood a bit if making specific technological recommendations

Facilitator:   I think we will conduct to the report back on this subcommittee back to the steering committee. Most of pieces we discussed today are agenda items at the next steering committee meeting so we will get an opportunity to continue these discussions at this time.

Thank you and adjourn.
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