MA DPU Electric Grid Modernization Working Group

Steering Committee Meeting #7
Wednesday June 5, 2013

Federal Reserve (4th Floor), Atlantic Avenue, 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 and draft report-related documents used during the meeting.

Below is a high-level summary of the meeting.  Appendix A contains running notes from the meeting (unedited). Appendix B contains the attendance.
9:00
Welcome and Agenda Review - Dr. Jonathan Raab 
Dr. Raab, as the facilitator, welcomed attendees and reviewed the day’s agenda.  Dr. Raab informed the Group that he and Tim Woolf had incorporated about 95 percent of the edits to the previous chapters provided by different Steering Committee members. They then discussed the other 5% with the proposing organizations, and resolved how each of those should be handled, if at all.  

9:05
Chapter 6: Regulatory Frameworks & Cost-Effectiveness Recommendations

Goal: Review regulatory framework options and cost effectiveness alternatives; see if any further consolidation is possible

Regulatory Frameworks

Tim Woolf introduced Chart 6.1 in Chapter 6 of the draft report titled “Summary of Comprehensive Regulatory Frameworks”, providing an overview of the structure and content in the table.  This chart consolidates the various regulatory proposals submitted into five distinct models. The five models include Enhanced Regulatory, GM Pre-Approval Process, CapEx Expansion, CapEx with Future Test Year and Utility of the Future.  Appendix 3 contains the full text for each of these regulatory models. Tim noted that the goal for the session was to figure out where each party stands on the different comprehensive proposals. 
Jonathan asked Members to comment whether the consolidated information on the proposals as presented in the table is accurate. Comments included: 

· Utility of Future test year should state just future not historic or future. Title is misleading; framework is not simply about the future but suggests where market is going. This model could be implemented today.  Agreed to change title to Utility of Future, Today
· Enhanced Regulatory Model is meant to suggest that this model provides an enhancement to metrics in the current SQI.
· GM Pre-Approval Process intended to convey test year would be historic but would include riders.
Dr. Raab clarified a few points. First, the Report will detail each Member’s first choice but will also indicate other regulatory frameworks that each member could live with. Second, all the comprehensive models are meant to include all utility investments not just gird mod investments.  Third, while a model may support a concept, such as TVR, the TVR proposal would still need to be evaluated for cost effectiveness. A footnote to the Report may be included to clarify this.

Jonathan then introduced the slide on “Comprehensive Regulatory Model Options”, and passed it around to Members, requesting Members to sign onto specific regulatory options as that proposal is described in full detail – not as presented in the consolidated table.  The results of this poll on Member support for the different regulatory frameworks will go into the Report. 
The Group then discussed the 3 targeted and complementary regulatory options.  The group agreed that if Members would be willing to sign onto a specific proposal if tweaks to the proposal are made, the sponsor of that regulatory option must agree to the tweaks.  The Members also agreed that if Members are against a specific proposal, they could elaborate on this in their comments rather than include a footnote in the table indicating dissent. 
Members can continue to try to recruit others to sign onto their regulatory proposal until the next Steering Committee Meeting.  Any changes to language would need to be submitted by the proponents ahead of the next meeting.
Cost Effectiveness Recommendations
Tim Woolf introduced the summary table on the Cost Effectiveness proposals as shown in the draft Report, Chapter 7. The facilitators have created this summary table based on the AG, Distribution Companies, and Clean Energy Caucus proposals.  Tim conveyed that the point of this exercise is to get the whole group to identify areas of agreement or disagreement on the five topics of cost effectiveness outlined in the table.  
The group discussion focused primarily on 1) which grid modernization activities would be subject to a cost effectiveness (C/E) test (i.e., just pre-approved or all projects); and 2) Which costs and benefits to include in a cost/benefit analysis (i.e., hard to quantify benefits such as qualitative benefits or strictly quantifiable benefits, and whether participant costs and benefits should be included).
Jonathan/Tim made the following observations on where the three proposals agreed and disagreed.

· AG and Distribution Company proposals more alike in favoring inclusion of quantitative rather than qualitative benefits; Clean Energy Proposal would include qualitative/hard to quantify benefits

· All three proposals appear to have similar approach to evaluating quantitative benefits/costs

· AG and CE proposals support subjecting all investments to pre-approval and C/E test; Distribution Company proposal may not.
· All the proposals appear to use some version of a utility or revenue requirement test—and not a TRC/Societal test
ENE also noted that it wanted it’s cost-effectiveness proposal and principles, based primarily on the TRC/Societal test added back into the table as a separate column. 

After some discussion on these issues, Dr. Raab suggested that the group put the C/E issues aside for now and move on to discuss Principles and Recommendations.

11:00
Chapter 5: Principles/Recommendations

Goal: Review principle/recommendation language, and see if further consolidation of options is possible

Dr. Raab introduced Chapter 5, Principles and Recommendations  indicating that the goal for this section is to consolidate and/or drop some of the secondary principles. Dr. Raab begins with a review of the Principles and Recommendations associated with Metering and TVR.  The Group discussed the following topics under Metering:
· Consumer Protections

· Remote Disconnect and Connect Issues

· Performance Metrics for Metering Systems

· Customers Classes Subject to TVR 

· TVR be applied to both Distribution and Supply Rates or only Supply

· TVR be opt-in only or opt-out

· How do definitions of voluntary vs. mandatory relate to opt-in vs. opt-out

· Would TVR support competitive markets

The Group also discussed some of the other over-arching and grid-facing related principles and recommendations, but ran out of time before it could disscuss all of them.  For details of the points made see the Running Notes below, and the redlined draft report.
After some discussion on next steps for Principles and Recommendations, Dr. Raab indicated that the group would resume negotiations at the June 17th meeting. In areas where consensus could not be reached, the final Report would include separate principles/recommendations for a particular Member or Caucus of Members—consolidated by topic (i.e., the different recommendations would be clustered together by topic).

2:30
Chapters 1-4


Goal: Review any substantive suggested changes to Report, and finalize chapters

Dr. Raab began the discussion with the preamble language the AGO proposed including located ahead of Chapter 1 in the draft. Various Members expressed concern with the wording as being too dismissive of the Group’s work, and that the principles and recommendation should stand on their own if the underlying facts (primarily in chapters 3 & 4) were not vetted in an adjudicatory proceeding. The AGO indicated that they would work on refining the language to be more even-handed.  
The Group next discussed the Clean Energy Caucus’s Vision Statement language. The CEC agreed to take this language out of the Report and include it in their post Report comments.
The Group moved along to discuss Chapter 2, Barriers. Members do not all agree on each barrier included in the list.  The Members agree to review the barriers section, editing those barriers that are not currently written to read as a barrier.  The Group will also reconsider dropping this section altogether.
Next the Group discussed the Grid Modernization Taxonomy in Chapter 3. Dr. Raab notes that the Distributed Generation language is still under discussion and some Members may need to participate in a call to finalize it.

Last, the Group discussed Chapter 4, Tables 4-B1, 4-B2, and new metering language on page 57. The group decided to include an off-the shelf-definition for AMR and AMI.

Dr. Raab noted that except for the barriers sections and DG definition, Chapters 1-4 are complete.

For a more in-depth discussion on revisions/discussions of Chapters 1-4, see the Running Notes.

3:30
Chapter 7: DPU Process Going Forward (focusing on next steps for DPU)

Goal: Discuss options and develop outline of recommendations to DPU on process steps going forward

Tim Woolf led a discussion regarding recommendations the Group can provide to the DPU on potential next steps for grid modernization process. CEC and Grid put forward an outline for for the full Group to consider on how the DPU should proceed that included: 

Need a general/generic investigation as next step, especially if any significant changes proposed to alter current regulatory practices

· DPU takes recommendations from WG report, opens a generic docket.  

· Includes TVR issues.

· DPU Order opening docket includes goals and objectives, guidelines, principles and straw proposal (or set of straw proposals) for process and policies.  Order would include set of questions for parties to comment on.

· DPU take comments on straw proposal

· DPU issue a second straw proposal, get comments

· Does not preclude a utility-specific filing, prior to the completion of generic docket

· Scope includes regulatory process, policies, regulatory frameworks, cost-effectiveness frameworks, principles.  Does not include specific technologies or investments.

· Would not include sworn testimony.

· DPU issue a generic order by the end of 2013.

· Followed up with utility-specific filings to proposed specific GM investments. DPU order would include utility filing schedule.

4:30 
Gameplan for Finalization Process & Next Meeting Agenda

Dr. Raab told the Group that the new final deadline for the Report is July 3rd, as the DPU granted an extra week extension to accommodate the AG’s request for 2 weeks for its final review. He indicated that Chapters 1-4 are in good shape; in Chapters 5-8, parties may support separate language as there will likely be some disagreements. The facilitators expect the final Report will be available by the end of June 19th. An emergency phone call to discuss any potential revisions provided after June 19th would have to be scheduled, if required. 
The Steering Committee agreed that all changes to proponents proposed language in chapter 5, 6, & 7 and the barriers in 2 plus fleshed out proposals for chapter 8 are due COB on June 12th, and the facilitators will post those documents asap and then put together fully update report in redline and clean on June 13th.

For more details on next steps before the final steering committee meeting, see the To Do List below.

	MA Grid Mod--To Do List  From Steering Committee #7 (6/5/13)
	

	
	
	
	

	Chapter
	Task
	Who?
	Due Date

	Preamble
	Revise Preamble/Caveats
	Jamie/Raab
	12-Jun

	2
	Barrier Section--Add, delete, edit (tread lightly)
	Caucus Leads, Others?
	12-Jun

	3
	Integrate DR/DG Storage Definitions
	Raab/Malkin
	7-Jun

	4
	AMR/AMI Definitions
	Raab/Malkin
	7-Jun

	5
	Final Proponent Language Revisions--Principles/Recommendations
	Caucus Leads, Others?
	12-Jun

	6
	Final Proponent Language Revisions--Regulatory Approaches
	Caucus Leads, Others?
	12-Jun

	6
	Charts of Support
	Raab 
	7-Jun

	6
	Update tables in Chapter
	Woolf
	7-Jun

	7
	Update Table 
	Woolf
	7-Jun

	7
	Final Proponent Language Revisions--Cost Effectiveness
	Caucus Leads, Others?
	12-Jun

	8
	Intro Paragraph
	Woolf
	7-Jun

	8
	Final Proponent Language --Proposed DPU Process From Here
	Caucus Leads, Others?
	12-Jun

	Other
	Move All Documents Cited in Final Report to One Location/Reference Report
	Rivo/Raab
	11-Jun

	Other
	Meeting Summary
	DPU/Raab
	12-Jun

	Other
	Agenda for Steering Committee #8
	Raab
	12-Jun

	Other
	Post Complete Draft Version 1--Redline/Clean
	Woolf/Raab
	7-Jun

	Other
	Post Complete Draft Version 2--Redline/Clean
	Woolf/Raab
	13-Jun


Appendix A: Running Meeting Notes (unedited)

MA DPU Electric Grid Modernization Working Group
Steering Committee Meeting #7
June 5, 2013

Federal Reserve, 4th Fl., New England Room, 600 Atlantic Ave, Boston 
Facilitation/Consultant Team: Dr. Jonathan Raab, Raab Associates, Ltd. and 

Tim Woolf, Synapse Energy Economics

Meeting Notes
52 Attendees

C/Q = Comment/Question

R = Response

(??) = Incomplete transcription or uncertainty about content

9:00
Welcome & Agenda Review

· Jonathan welcomes the group (9:10AM) and provides an overview of the day’s agenda.

· The consultants worked through about 95% of the edits to the previous chapters that were provided by different parties and were generally able to provide feedback on sections that weren’t able to be included.

· Part of the day leads from the new ground rule concerning providing recommendations to the DPU (??)

9:05
Chapter 6: Regulatory Frameworks & Cost-Effectiveness Recommendations
Goal: Review regulatory framework options and cost effectiveness alternatives; see if any further consolidation is possible

· TIM introduces Chart 6.1 “Summary of Comprehensive Regulatory Frameworks.”  Appendix three contains the different models.

· Notes that the goal is to get to the point of figuring out where each party stands on each of the proposals.

· Briefly gives an overview of the structure and content of the table

· JONATHAN asks the proponents of the various proposals whether this is an accurate representation.

· C/Q: On the performance targets in the Enhanced Regulatory Model, the word “Enhanced” is meant to be an enhancement to the SQI…additional performance targets are separate and outside the SQI framework.  This is for both grid and customer facing

· C/Q: Under “utility of the future,” the test year should just be future.

· C/Q: Test year for GM pre-approval process…test year could be historic or future.

· R (JONATHAN??): The chart is getting to the baseline recommendation, however.  Not extensions that might also work.

· C/Q:  What is the difference between historic and future? Does historic mean that expenses have already been spent and booked, and future they have not been spent and booked?  So, how does pre-approval work with a historic test year?

· R:  This has to do with the idea of riders.  Base rates will be historic, but riders will be additional.

· R: Pre-approval of the plan, but recovery is based on a historic test year.

· JONATHAN: Any questions from people who didn’t sponsor one of these models?

· C/Q: Are these models meant to be mutually exclusive?

· R (JONATHAN??): Yes, but they can be combined.

· C/Q:  Then I’m confused about people choosing multiple solutions.

· R (JONATHAN??): The report will propose peoples’ first choice and will describe the others they could live with as well.  We don’t want potential solutions to drop out just because they are not anyone’s first choice.

· C/Q:  Under “utility of the future” model, it seems like is stuff a utility would be doing 3-5 years out, but I believe these things could be done today…so “utility of the future” is misleading.  Perhaps make it clear these could be implemented now.

· R:  The intent was to indicate the direction the market is going.  Can absolutely change the name.

· JONATHAN: Any other questions before a straw poll?

· C/Q:  Is one of the models just for grid mod investments or for all investment?

· R: All investments.

· C/Q:  TVR under one proposal should be TVR if cost effective (not just automatic without consideration of cost effectiveness). 

· C/Q:  It should be undertaken as a consideration, and if it is considered, it should be considered according to the cost effectiveness framework.

· C/Q: Don’t want the summary table to be misleading.

· R (JONATHAN??): Your point probably applies to other columns as well.  Will work to make this work.

· C/Q: Perhaps add a note to the table saying that people should refer to the write-ups for further clarification.

· R (JONATHAN??): Good idea.

· JONATHAN:   introduces the slide on “comprehensive regulatory model options” with parties signing onto regulatory model options.  Jonathan will pass around the sheet for people to sign on to the options and then conducts straw poll.  Poll is on the full text of the options, not the table.

· C/Q: Does acceptable mean acceptable as is or acceptable with tweaks?

· R (JONATHAN):  If you have tweaks, you should take them to the sponsoring party and discuss to see if they can be integrated.

· JONATHAN/TIM introduce the slide on targeted models.  The draft inadvertently left in one set that was supposed to go into principles and recommendations.  Tim provides an overview of the options and asks for any necessary corrections.  There are none.  Clarifying questions?  A straw poll will be on the full text of the options, not the table.

· JONATHAN notes that if people think one of the options is a really bad idea, perhaps people can pick that up in their comments to the DPU instead of adding footnotes under the vote tally.  Maybe just a blanket footnote that the parties who vote also reserve the right to provide comments.  Does anyone have a better way?

· C/Q:  Doesn’t think we need to qualify the statements of support since it is also covered in the ground rules…no need for individual footnotes.

· C/Q:  So, today, what does a vote of support mean?

· R:  As in, what do you do if you feel the comprehensive model covers the complementary/targeted policy?  Perhaps cover this in comments to the DPU.

· C/Q:  Perhaps just provide a note that your vote for one of these does not diminish support for one of the comprehensive models?  

· JONATHAN conducts straw poll.  Will pass around the sign-up sheet for the models and then it will go in the report.  People can continue to try to recruit more parties.

· C/Q (EX OFFICIO):  How is the DPU intended to interpret an option that receives support of only one party?

· R: It’s worth thinking about, but in this particular part of the report (??).

· C/Q:  One utility is in discussion with others on how the proposal could be aligned with others, so there may be some changes in the proposal if they can come to an agreement.

· R (JONATHAN??): OK, the sooner the language is determined, the better.  And it helps see where there is convergence.

· C/Q:  another party is also making changes

· C/Q: As are we, and will update when possible.

· TIM introduces the Cost-effectiveness proposal summary slide.  Others should be dropped in as they are written.  What comes out from today’s discussion will be the group’s work.  This table is in the cost-effectiveness chapter and is the work of the facilitators in an attempt to capture what has been done so far.  Would like to walk through it and identify areas of agreement or disagreement.  Tim begins to walk through the document and ask for comments.

· C/Q: Different distinction on which activities should be subjected to analysis.

· C/Q: Also on what should be subject to analysis – that all costs should be subjected to a benefit cost analysis.  All activities for which utilities seek approval should be subject, not just those for pre-approval?  But for now just leave the language alone.

· C/Q:  Only around 30% of budget is discretionary (??)...what is subject to analysis?

· R: Only grid mod activities.

· C/Q: So what is grid modernization?  I heard that reliability type investments could be subject to analysis (???)

· C/Q:  A little concerned with all investments having to be subject to cost/benefit analysis because certain situations might demand different solutions.

· C/Q:  Do reliability investments fall into the grid-facing category?

· R:  Investments the utility is submitting for recovery should be subject to analysis.  DPU and AG could not possibly investigate every single individual charge, however.

· C/Q:  Not really answering the question…can we define cost benefit analysis?  They have tried to draft language on this.

· C/Q:  I’m not understanding the last comment…what is the difference between a normal base rate filing and what you are suggesting?

· R (TIM): so is the analysis more in line with rate case review rather than EE analysis?

· C/Q:  Consensus amongst a couple of parties on the meaning.

· R (TIM):  The way costs and benefits are compared is vastly different between EE and Rate case analysis.  Rate case is much more general.

· C/Q:  We’re closing the gap, but need some language to get this down.  Would not put the C/B analysis in the context of rate case analysis.  Clarifies a few points of meaning.

· R (TIM): So is no cost benefit analysis done until the investments have been made?

· C/Q:  Well, anticipates a plan ahead.  Grid-facing investments would be evaluated in a rate case.  There is no pre-approval.

· C/Q:  We specifically didn’t want to pull in the EE framework, which is why they/we(?) pulled in the business case model.  I think a proceeding will help clarify the actual items that will be subject to analysis.

· C/Q:  To be clear, these are all prior to investment.  After investment, there will be an accounting of events, which will depend largely on customer response.

· R: That’s understood.

· C/Q:  Each assumption has a risk analysis associated with it.  From that the DPU makes its decision on how to move forward.  His group is trying to get to the point of adding a risk analysis component to any cost/benefit analysis.

· TIM: Should all costs and benefits be quantified?  There are some differing opinions.  Perhaps the business case alternative allows for some consideration of qualitative costs/benefits?  Is that a fair description?

· C/Q:  The three proposals are saying the same thing with different words.  If you exclude reliability from one proposal in the first line, than it seems like it pretty well matches up with the other proposals.

· TIM: The question is whether things like reliability and others can be included even without being quantified.

· C/Q:  Part of the question is how we are defining a public cost effectiveness test.

· TIM(??):  That’s what the first two rows were intended to do.  Utilities obviously have reliability obligations already, so perhaps this applies to increased reliability, etc.  Question is whether each model anticipates the ability of the DPU to consider hard-to-quantify issues like this.

· C/Q: They provided a chart on page 23 of the chapter that may help clarify their position.

· C/Q:  We’re not voting on the chart, correct?  This is just an overview?

· TIM/JONATHAN:  Correct, but what we are trying to do is to clarify points of agreement.  Could be done in the table and/or in principles.

· TIM gives an overview of fourth line of table.  Then last line of the table.  Trying to get away from the issue of societal test vs. TRC.  Summarizes the proposals: One is that anything that affects revenue requirements is in there, if it doesn’t it’s out.

· C/Q:  There is a certain level of analysis.  Level of detail is a difficult thing to represent.  For instance, benefit of one consumer’s choice of buying one kind of electric vehicle instead of different one?

· TIM:  In EE the similar issue comes up...like customers buying high-end efficient vs. standard efficient refrigerator…which level of benefit is included?  So, it sounds like you might just be looking at the system benefit of these choices, which sounds like the utility test.

· C/Q:  However, there is a lot more variability here in grid mod with third parties.  Proposal incorporates qualitative benefits and costs.

· JONATHAN:  Sounds like the three proposals are similar in their treatment of quantitative costs.  Qualitative may differ.

· C/Q: However, it looks like one proposal does not include societal costs/benefits, whereas another does.  It is not the utility hest, however.

· C/Q:  Sees a big difference in whether or not to include a societal cost/benefit in a particular test (??).

· C/Q:  Let’s discuss where TIM sees similarities of the proposals.

· TIM: Yes, we will.
10:40 Morning Break

· Continue to discuss cost effectiveness
· C/Q: clean energy ( proposal is to take into account both quant and non quantifiable benefits as NOI asks…system benefits and macro benefits, as opposed to micro benefits

· Private investment and private benefits are excluded from CBA

· C/Q: with private, do we include participant?

· R: private might be an individual customer or a company like charge point

· JONATHAN: All three proposals have subtle differences, but many similarities as well

· Clarification on utility proposal ( business case should include quant and qualitative costs… e.g. safety and reliability

· C/Q: to participants? Society?

· R: not societal outside companies responsibility to deliver service to customers ( benefits specific to improving performance for customers

· C/Q: are we proposing anything different than what we do today regarding safety and reliability?

· R: it’s what we’re doing today ( we make investments cost effectively, but having trouble defining cost effectiveness test…is it a ratio?

· AG and company somewhere similar on the issue

· Discussion of what activities should be subject to public CBA

· Basically if utility is looking for pre-approval, should be subject to public CBA ( principle for cost effectiveness 

· C/Q: not sure this has value if we don’t talk about how everyone has different definitions of cost effectiveness and different ideas of CBA

· C/Q: This is just a high level principle…we acknowledge the differences, but can we agree that it should be subject to some cost effectiveness test?

· C/Q: this leaves out investments not subject to pre-approval ( those costs shouldn’t slip by without some kind of review (we can’t be silent on this

· C/Q: in looking at this, everybody but the utilities say the same thing (re: investments being decided in the context of a distribution company GM filing

· C/Q: Foundational principle is that any investment should be prudent used and useful

· C/Q: Least cost is difficult to define, not a helpful shorthand…whereas benefits vs costs is more appropriate

· C/Q: want it to be clear that AG is not supporting departing from current DPU principles…some of the language might suggest we are

· C/Q: adding to prudent, used and useful the language of “least cost, affordability” etc. as proposed by LEAN makes me uncomfortable

· C/Q: prudence goes without saying…we wouldn’t invest in something that wasn’t prudent as every investment needs to be prudent

· Have to focus on core business of providing safe and reliable service

· How do we deal with risk and uncertainty? ( discussion

· 4 different proposals, most saying something similar: cost effectiveness analysis should include sensitivity analysis to show range of potential impacts on rates and customer bills

· C/Q: not solely a sensitivity analysis that would capture risk

· C/Q: perhaps add a flexibility clause ( flexibility to address risk appropriate manner given nature of investment period…sensitivity analysis is just one way to address

· C/Q: AG won’t agree to that… analysis should be a quantified analysis, not just any kind of risk analysis
· C/Q: LEAN is concerned about how much risk is transferred to rate payers

· C/Q: is there flexible consideration where risk cannot be quantified?

· C/Q: AG says no

· C/Q: how do these general principles help the Department?  Should we include more details in the comments?

· C/Q: Point is to frame the issues, give the DPU something to work with…the more general and vague might be better for the DPU

· C/Q: DPU is used to hearing different viewpoints and nuance, so doesn’t seem problematic

· Raab: let’s table this for now, and go back to principles and recommendations we’ve spent time on, and return to cost effectiveness later

· C/Q: One addition to the list should be changes in regulation…also include the analysis of doing nothing
11:35
Chapter 5: Principles/Recommendations
Goal: Review principle/recommendation language, and see if further consolidation of options is possible

· JONATHAN introduces chapter 5 with stakeholder principles 

· Was hoping for more consolidation and dropping of secondary principles

· If we can’t consolidate, one option is to let everyone write their own, but let’s try to consolidate and start where there is commonality
· Start with metering functionality

· Utility and clean energy language almost identical, except for few places (utilities had some examples clean energy didn’t)

· CEC wants somewhere in the principles that decisions integrate all kinds of distributed energy resources 

· C/Q: billing systems should follow from the rest of the system design rather than being a restraint 

· C/Q: point is that metering system is just one part of AMI system…want to consider related systems ( no one size fits all approach

· C/Q: AG has a guiding principle that would need to be included for all investments
· C/Q: LEAN is comfortable with the word “consider”, but not the word “dictate”

· Discussion of consumer protections overall

· C/Q: consistency with current/existing consumer protections can be agreed upon

· Discussion of what existing/current/pre-existing means in this context

· C/Q: AG says there should be no decline/reduction in consumer protections

· C/Q: consumers should retain current level of protections

· C/Q: I don’t think there is anyone here proposing the deluding of current protections

· C/Q: there may be new consumer protections that arise with new technologies, so we should not limit ourselves to only existing protections

· Discussion of disagreement regarding remote disconnect issue
· C/Q: what if we separate disconnect and connection issue…CEC is fine with whatever AG wants regarding disconnect, but believes there is value/benefit in remote connection

· C/Q: a concern with remote disconnect capability is the use of it to cut customers off, and the general nature of this capability could make the system vulnerable to cyber attacks…that is the concern of the AG

· C/Q: could we just say that the cybersecurity implications of remote disconnect/connect need to be addressed?

· C/Q: we don’t want a flat out prohibition of this capability without looking into whether there is a way to protect customers adequately

· C/Q: you have to follow all the rules that are in place…if a disconnect is appropriate and follows DPU guidelines it should be available

· C/Q: aren’t people shut off remotely for reliability purposes currently anyway?

· C/Q: doesn’t the cybersecurity risk exist today?

· C/Q: currently hackers could shut off huge swaths of the system as is…perhaps allowing individual remote disconnect/connect could help combat this?

· C/Q: would like to urge the AG to be considerate in the language they propose, to the extent that you have 3rd parties accessing data and the idea of ADR (auto demand response)…don’t let a principle preclude the functionality/capability of ADR

· Other metering principle: performance metrics should be established to measure the metering systems reliability, accuracy, and security

· C/Q: how is this different from the metrics we have today regarding SQ, etc.

· C/Q: AG envisioned enhanced SQI…you could have additional performance metrics that would come about for new programs proposed…didn’t want to preclude the option of having enhanced metrics

· C/Q: this is just related to metering

· Discussion of customer class coverage for TVR

· C/Q: not suggesting all classes need to have TVR, but there should be options available that are explored

· C/Q: CBA would be necessary before anything is offered…agreement for most part between CEC and AG, but AG doesn’t want to mandate an analysis for all class groups, CEC doesn’t want to preclude that there is any class for which there will be no benefit

· C/Q: don’t we cover this in other principles (opt-in/opt-out and cost effectiveness principles)?

· C/Q: these are principles around pricing, rate design, not technology
12:30
Lunch 
1:20
Chapter 5: Principles/Recommendations (continued)
· Discussion of TVR coverage ( distribution rates vs. supply side

· C/Q: analyze benefits and costs primarily on the supply side of the bill, but distribution side could also be considered ( perhaps this reconciles CEC and AG positions

· C/Q: it needs to be analyzed whether distribution level TVR would make sense

· C/Q: Utilities not ready to commit
· C/Q: historically, before restructuring, you always did supply side because that’s the bulk of the cost, so focus on supply first, then distribution

· C/Q: is there a place in this report that is going to have definitions?

· R: there are definitions in ch. 3 for many things…perhaps not everything

· C/Q: what if substitute price responsive demand with demand response…because we are talking about what customers may or may not do in response to price…the two aren’t the same

· ISO doesn’t see the two as inconsistent…wouldn’t take out demand response
· C/Q: is opening a separate TVR docket at the DPU still a principle?

· R: yes

· C/Q: Do we get chocolate if we reach consensus?

· Opt out vs. opt in discussion for TVR

· 3 different positions (CEC says analyze and then determine, AG says always opt in, RESA/CLC says should be offered by third parties only)

· C/Q: I don’t think anyone disagrees with AG’s language of not being mandatory ( ability to opt-out means it is not mandatory

· C/Q: AG’s focus is on opting in to a rate structure, but says advanced metering should be opt-out

· Terminology issues regarding what mandatory means

· C/Q: Can’t agree to anything that says it should only be opt in

· C/Q: Is your focus on opt-in an economic, cost based focus or a non-economic issue?

· AG says they don’t want customers pushed onto a rate they don’t want to be on…want customers to have a choice…there are examples of customers who don’t want or like these rates, so want customers to be educated and then make an informed decision if it’s right for them

· C/Q: what about low income?  Can we agree to a principle that for low income it should only be opt-in?

· C/Q: all parties previously agreed to analysis of TVR for all classes before proceeding…once that is done, there will be some analysis that shows difference in effect between opt-in and opt-out and DPU should use that to decide

· Discussion of what “voluntary” means, vs. “mandatory” and how it relates to opt-in and opt-out decision

· C/Q: what about customers who don’t read their bills and then get angered?  We don’t always know what the customer wants, and they should have a choice

· C/Q: the word “voluntary” may be charged…maybe we can use language that discusses preserving customer choice?
· R: no this doesn’t go far enough

· Discussion of interface between TVR and markets

· C/Q: if implemented, a TVR program should support the Commonwealth’s commitment to competitive wholesale and retail markets

· C/Q: ISO ( 2-way communication supports the competitive market…you don’t necessarily need TVR (although it also supports the competitive market)…the two don’t need to be linked necessarily

· C/Q: 2-way communication doesn’t belong here because we are discussing TVR…and 2-way communication implies a certain interface, but doesn’t need to be so

· C/Q: the notion of 2-way communication is that the exchange can come across multiple pathways ( meters, broadband, zigby, or other network

· Agreement to remove “2-way communication” from this principle…if TVR is implemented, it should support competitive markets
· C/Q: if you do TVR, you need a full customer education and outreach program, otherwise doomed to failure

· Discussion of grid modernization responsibilities

· Review AG principle re: evaluation of GM technologies

· C/Q: no reason to call out low-income…they get the same considerations as all customers
· C/Q: as you make decisions of what to invest in, current measures and special provisions for low-income should continue

· C/Q: principle of cost allocation should be important

· C/Q: least cost does not necessarily mean most cost effective…it’s the value, and net benefit that needs to be considered, not the fact that something is least cost

· C/Q: appropriate time frame is important, not just functionality when considering costs

· C/Q: least cost as compared to other comparable alternative investments over an appropriate time frame

· C/Q: you want to compare benefits and costs of alternatives, rather than saying absolute least cost

· C/Q: “demonstrated” is a key word, because a vendor can say some technology is better, but that can later be proven to be incorrect

· C/Q: some of the points on this issue might be contradictory or in tension with one another

· Agreement that there should be some balance?

· Flagging issue, no consensus language yet
· Discussion of where to go next refining principles
· Everyone would still have separate principles where agreement cannot be made

· C/Q: If we continue to negotiate, when do we get the final draft of the report?
· R: redline could probably be turned around that same day, with a final report by the 19th of June

· C/Q: we negotiations continue through the 17th and the final report is on the 19th, the AG will need to bring through review process before they can sign on to anything, so they may need a call or some way to address concerns, or might not be able to sign on

· C/Q: there will likely be no new wording after the 17th…if there is no consensus, then that’s it

· C/Q: Clean energy groups willing to work in smaller group with other stakeholders to reach some agreement on language rather than everyone coming up with individual principles
· Most agree to continue working on this for part of the day on the 17th
2:40 Break

2:45
Chapters 1-4

Goal: Review any substantive suggested changes to report, and finalize chapters

· JONATHAN: Welcome back from break.  Reminder that the complementary signup sheet was making its way around the table but seems to have stalled.  Keep passing please.

· JONATHAN introduces the work that has been done on Chapters 1-4.  We’re starting with the proposed preamble to the report (see document).

· C/Q:  Regarding the language at the end of the first paragraph – it seems like it takes away support for making any sort of decision in the docket.  I would like to work on narrowing it if possible.

· R: That doesn’t seem an accurate interpretation.

· C/Q:  But this isn’t an on-the-record proceeding, so there’s no guarantee of the information having been tested.  The Department will need to develop a record in order to make any decisions.

· R: The Department will need to build an evidentiary record for a future proceeding to make a decision.  This is not in that format.

· C/Q: But this language seems like it is more restrictive than it needs to be.

· R: Am happy to have that conversation offline.

· JONATHAN:  Well, it’s a preamble for the entire report, so there needs to be some support for it.

· C/Q:  Perhaps noting in the preamble what the next step should be rather than what this report is not.

· C/Q:  Sat through the DG working group…the DPU received the report and moved forward…some things were accepted and others not.  This seems like it is a very similar process. (??)

· JONATHAN:  Perhaps we can insert a bit in the preamble mentioning the recommendations with their degrees of consensus in chapters 5-8.

· C/Q:  Can agree with the bit that notes that the assumptions and figures may not be based on fact, but that perhaps needs to be softened in the draft.

· C/Q:  Understands the need to denote that the information in this proceeding was not evidentiary, but the distinction between using information for a policy decision and for making a rate making decision is a useful one.

· R: Has heard the comments and can work on the language.

· JONATHAN:  Perhaps there can be more affirmative language regarding chapters 5-8.  It’s good for the preamble to be a bit more even-handed.

· JONATHAN introduces the next section of the report.  Vision statement (??).

· C/Q: Likes the idea of the text in question being a part of the preamble but also not opposed to it going elsewhere.  There are some changes to the text.  First paragraph describes what grid mod can offer to customers.  Second paragraph describes what is necessary to get there (??).

· C/Q:  Concerned that at this point it would be feasible to align vision on these sections. Perhaps it could be an appendix?

· C/Q:  Not interested in this being in an appendix…it may be a bit too advocacy-based…this seems like it more appropriately belongs in one party’s comment rather than as a section requiring consensus.

· C/Q:  Similar concerns about a perceived advocacy bent to the section.  Words like “mandatory” and “require” are troublesome.

· R: That’s fine.  This isn’t the first time the concept has come up, but it’s the first time you’re seeing the language.  It can be pulled out of the report itself and can include it in comments instead.  We welcome thoughts and suggestions, but can pull it out of the report.

· JONATHAN finishes skimming through the first chapter of the report and declares it done.  On to chapter 2…barriers section.  

· JONATHAN:  One party had done extensive redlining and additions, was asked to go look at it again, and they came back with an intro section and one additional item instead.  Other parties also made revisions to the draft.

· C/Q:  What we were trying to do was make something that would be acceptable and that would take the pressure off the section to some extent.

· C/Q:  Would perhaps challenge the word “representative” depending on what happens with the list.  Would just say it’s a list of some of the barriers, etc.

· C/Q: Last time, there was discussion over the redlined barriers, this preamble seems to be a replacement?

· R: The preamble allows parties to distance themselves from barriers they don’t agree with.

· JONATHAN: So, is it ok with everyone to have a list of barriers even if you don’t necessarily agree with them all?  Is there an alternate solution?

· C/Q:  Do not support the first listed barrier.

· JONATHAN:  So, can we have parties sign on to barriers?

· C/Q:  Would want a positive statement associated with the first point.

· JONATHAN: But these are barriers, so it probably doesn’t belong here.  How, generally should we handle this section?

· C/Q: Numbers 6 and 2 look like they are the nearly the same.

· JONATHAN:  Looks like a typo.  Did the parties want it in or out?

· C/Q: In (??)

· C/Q: Want some balancing language in #6 about protecting ratepayers.

· JONATHAN: Moving to the last few barriers.

· C/Q:  Not sure what some of the language means.

· R: Clarification of supply of electricity language.  Regarding charging facilities, etc.

· C/Q:  What is being deleted?

· C/Q:  Don’t like the word “must” very much, although not sure.

· C/Q:  As it is, can’t support the last barrier (14?).

· R: Trying to address the mention of EVs in NOI and address the related barriers.

· C/Q:  Perhaps narrow number 14.

· R:  Will work on that point offline.

· C/Q:  Also, this is the first place where we actually call-out a technology specifically, can we make it more general?

· R: The NOI mentioned EVs so a home needs to be found for this topic.

· C/Q:  Perhaps parties can work offline.

· JONATHAN: There are going to be a bunch of homework assignments.

· C/Q:  Fine with the proposed process for working on this, but if people are going to be adding things, I would like the opportunity to add things as well.

· JONATHAN: So is the goal a sign-up process or a list that not everyone agrees with?  Where are we going with this?

· C/Q:  Thinks parties should have a default position of accepting them unless they note specific disagreements

· C/Q:  Generally people don’t like that idea.

· JONATHAN:  Seems like doing a sign-up isn’t the best use of time.

· C/Q: Just want to note that this section isn’t supposed to be positional and was written as such.

· JONATHAN: So, parties should review the section but it sounds like it’s going to be an all-inclusive list.

· TIM:  Please make sure they all read like barriers as you revise them.  Some do not read like barriers.

· JONATHAN:  Moving on to Chapter 3 – Taxonomy.  There is a caveat in the beginning.  Any thoughts?

· C/Q:  Is the second paragraph also part of the caveat language?

· JONATHAN:  Just the first sentence of the second paragraph.

· C/Q:  The mention that utilities are doing many of these things already…clarify?  We think there were a number of elements not addressed in the taxonomy, so I do not want this to appear conclusive and all-inclusive list of functionalities.  Fine with circling back after review of edits.

· JONATHAN:  Reviews the minor changes.

· C/Q: Why just battery storage?

· JONATHAN: Can change to just “storage.”  And in the table, the edits mostly have to do with spelling out acronyms.  Also defined HAN in the taxonomy.

· C/Q:  Would appreciate the cite for the new HAN language from NIST.

· JONATHAN:  DG definition is still under discussion.  Need to make sure it is well-balanced, etc.

· C/Q:  If we have a call, the language should be circulated ahead of time.

· JONATHAN:  In the section on meters, footnotes have been added.

· C/Q:  Had suggested a footnote associated with the DG working group.

· C/Q:  Was looking for clarification on (???)

· JONATHAN reiterates circulating language to call participants.  Will add a footnote on DG interconnection proceeding above the taxonomy section.  Will also add a footnote for discussion on page 24.

· C/Q:  Have updated language and can submit it separately if that is best.  Also under outcome three, would like a statement there…Just above where the point describes voltage regulation, etc. 

· JONATHAN:  Not sure where the best place is for continuously operating DG vs. intermittent.

· C/Q:  Just wants to make sure to make that distinction and the differences in DG and voltage regulation, etc.

· C/Q: So for the continuously operating, what is the tieback?

· C/Q:  The concern comes when the Department begins to do proceedings…wants the distinction to be made now vs. later.

· JONATHAN:  Perhaps we can just list both where we talk about DG on page 18.  Need to address any other variable resources?

· C/Q: Perhaps smart appliances? 

· C/Q: The very last sentence of the chapter needs to be put back in. Will send it again.  It is something having to do with utility considerations regarding communication systems.

· JONATHAN:  Moving on to chapter 4.  Change definition to rates that do not vary by time?  In Table 4-B1.

· C/Q:  There’s a premium involved in offering a flat rate.

· C/Q:  Any wholesale contract has many factors that aren’t transparent, so to claim we know what the insurance premium is may be a bit of an overstatement.  The key point of flat rates is that they don’t vary.

· C/Q:  Would like to keep in the language about the premium.

· C/Q:  Everything that was said about wholesale contracts is true, but we can quantify.

· JONATHAN: Wouldn’t TOU rates, etc also have insurance premiums?  Then perhaps these aren’t presented on equal footing here.  Can either take out the hedging premium language or put in a footnote.

· C/Q:  Well, the hedging premium varies by type of rate.

· C/Q: A footnote is fine as long as it is clear this is regarding the supply.

· C/Q:  A footnote is fine.

· JONATHAN:  Alright, continuing on…potential caveat language just above Table 4-B2.

· C/Q:  That language was a concession…originally wanted to delete the charts entirely.

· C/Q:  If the language is accurate, will be ok with it.

· JONATHAN: New caveat language in description of figure 4-B4.

· C/Q:  Will ask the parties to look at it.

· JONATHAN: moving on to new metering language on page 57.  Concerns over the “may”s

· C/Q:  Still need to address it.  Just wanted to make the point that there are some functionalities that are AMI only.  Subject to check.

· C/Q:  Question about chapter 3 – is there a definition of AMR?

· C/Q:  Have not excluded AMR, just the group decided to talk more generally about meter functionality. 

· C/Q:  Perhaps a footnote recognizing there are two different types of meters would be a good plan.

· JONATHAN:  Can add a definition for AMR and AMI on page 51 in chapter 4.  Let’s use an off-the-shelf definition.  Now except for barriers and the DG definition, we’re done with chapters 1-4.

4:10
Chapter 7: DPU Process Going Forward (focusing on next steps for DPU)
Goal: Discuss options and develop outline of recommendations to DPU on process steps going forward
· TIM: The group received a one page overview...the question is, what process recommendations can be made coming out of this proceeding?  Requiring utility-specific dockets, or still recommend generic dockets?

· C/Q:  It will need to be generic…doesn’t think there is any choice.

· TIM:  Does anyone think we should move directly to utility-specific filings?

· C/Q:  We would be ok with that but without prejudicing any utilities.  We were expecting a generic proceeding. 
· C/Q:  Agree (??)


· TIM:  Utilities could also undergo specific proceedings even in light of a generic (???)

· C/Q:  This seems very abstract and raises concerns over acting before results from pilot programs are actionable.

· TIM takes notes on the various points being made.  

· TIM:  Can you foresee a utility-specific docket under any circumstances soon?

· C/Q:  Would need a general investigation on any plan to significantly alter regulatory practices.

· TIM:  So, under the enhanced regulatory model proposed, how would that proceed?

· C/Q:  There would be pre-approval per utility and then rate recovery later.

· JONATHAN:  If the Department were going to implement the enhanced regulatory model, could they go ahead and do it, or would there need to be a general investigation first?

· C/Q: (on separate issue) Would like to see the DPU give some guidance on policies, etc.

· C/Q:  We envision that the DPU would open a general proceeding and issue a straw proposal and order. On a specific schedule, but this does not preclude filing individual cases.

· TIM: So do any parties have ideas on what to do next?

· C/Q:  Take recommendations, then the DPU would take comment back and forth on proposals, and issue an order by Dec 2013. Adjudicatory generic.  Then utilities will either incorporate outcomes into their next filing or conform to new recommendations.  TVR should be part of this process.

· C/Q:  It’s not adjudicatory.  It is a generic straw proposal out for comment.  After that process would come utility-specific filings that would be adjudicatory.

· C/Q:  So, are the principles and recommendations in this report a kind of guide for the Department for opening this investigation?  What is the straw proposal?  If not for a regulatory framework?  For the regulatory enhancement model put forth, there may not need to be a straw proposal.

· R:  Ok, but we agree that there needs to be a more formal next step.

· C/Q:  Would agree with the proposal TIM has been noting into the draft document during this discussion.

· C/Q:  We’re generally on board with the idea of the general docket, but the scope is so broad, so the form of the straw proposal would really dictate the future process.

· JONATHAN:  But we’re looking to this group to make recommendations on what the scope should be.

· C/Q:  The generic approach makes sense if it is going to be concerned with the higher-level things, but if you’re getting into specific technologies or functionalities, we would want to shrink the scope of the proceeding, perhaps just to metering, etc.  Many of these things are more disparate topics without a lot in common.

· C/Q:  But there are actually enough principles in common to perhaps generalize.

· C/Q:  The Department needs to make its policy statements, and the regulatory process needs to be clear.  Specific improvements would need to come out in the specific filings.

· C/Q:  Discussion of format and level of evidence of the proceeding envisioned.  Using this report as input, not necessarily endorsing specifics.

· JONATHAN: this was a start and should be subject for thought over the next few weeks.  Any further comments?

· C/Q:  It seems a specific proceeding on a technology does not seem to fit in with the nature of what we are moving towards.  However, high-level TVR issues could be included.

· TIM:  So this is essentially asking the Department to pick one of the models by the end of the year?

4:30 
Gameplan for Finalization Process & Next Meeting Agenda
· JONATHAN:  New final deadline is for July 3 delivery.  Deadline to finish the report is still 6/17.  Chapters 1-4 should be relatively in shape, and chapters 5-8 parties have agreed that’s where there get to be disagreements.  So by the end of the 19th, the report in its final form would be out to all the parties with all parties already signed up for their preferences.  Other parties will likely have already have signed on at that point.  So by Friday of this week, the redline would be back to the parties and then by next Tuesday, the 11th (hopefully) any new language would be in to the facilitators.  Including dropping things and altering redline version pieces of your own party.  Wednesday the 12th (??), a clean and redline version would go out to the parties.  Emergency phone calls, etc can take place on the 19th if needed.  So, drafts will go out to participants on the 7th and 12th.

· C/Q: what about subcommittee on principles and recommendations?

· JONATHAN: That can still happen, but should happen early next week.

· C/Q:  So what about the revisions that need to take place after the 19th?

· JONATHAN:  We do have the extra time now, so it will be on an as-needed basis.  But everyone needs to do their final review on the draft sent on the 12th. After the 19th should be for emergencies only.

· JONATHAN:   Ok, we’ll push the revision deadline to Wednesday and the draft will go out to parties next THURSDAY.  Would like final changes to language in chapters 1-4 by COB Friday, and on Chapters 5-8 by COB next Wednesday. Schedule will go out to parties tomorrow.  Perhaps can schedule a DG call for Friday.
· C/Q:  Would not agree to sign on to any language that makes statements about definite benefits from DG. Need to quantify benefits.

· JONATHAN:  Ok, maybe it’s not worth a phone call.

· C/Q:  Please send the NU footnote language if there’s not going to be any call.

· JONATHAN:  Will follow up with individual parties who owe specific pieces from different chapters.

· TIM:  How about chapter 8?

· C/Q: Will write something up for comments.

· TIM:  How about cost effectiveness write-up?  Perhaps need guidance or a first draft from the facilitators?  Basically just updating table?

· EX-OFFICIO:  DPU is working with parties to try and get this report in on time…perhaps there can be an aspirational deadline before the 3rd in order to address any final lingering concerns?

· C/Q:  Thanks to all for working to make the deadlines and review possible.

5:00
Adjourn
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	NSTAR
	Craig Hallstrom
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	NSTAR/WMECO
	Danielle Winter
	X
	 
	 
	X
	
	X

	NU
	Monica Kachru
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	NU
	Rich Chin
	X
	 
	 
	
	
	

	PDK Associates
	Peter K. Detwiler
	
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Raab Associates
	Jonathan Raab
	X
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Synapse 
	Tim Woolf
	X
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Sentinel Works
	Jim Hirni
	X
	
	 
	
	
	

	TechNet
	Angela O'Connor
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	

	Unitil
	Justin Eisfeller
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	WMECO
	David Wrona
	X
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