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(Note: This is a list of potential principles & recommendations from the Customer-Facing Subcommittee for consideration and further deliberation by the Steering Committee.  It was compiled during an initial brainstorming session at 2nd Subcommittee, and augmented by alternative language and options submitted by several subcommittee members (AG, NU, ISO, & NEEP) at the 3rd subcommittee meeting where it was further discussed and massaged.  It does not in any way represent a consensus or formal set of recommendations but a starting point for further steering committee deliberation and discussion.)

Metering Principles

1. Functionality 
a. Path forward for metering should be dictated by goals and desired functionality and outcomes

b. Other functionality-related principles/recommendations??
c. [Note: See metering functionality matrix for depiction of the range of meter-related functionality and how it relates to different metering technologies and could help to enable various activities.]

2. Interoperability

a. (NU) Flexibility, adaptability, and interoperability should be key considerations in the evaluation of options to (1) accommodate the evolution of these nascent technologies and (2) guard against near term obsolescence.

· Investment in meters and related customer tools should result in an open platform that supports a myriad of purposes (DG, 3rd party solutions, etc.) 

b. (AG) The utilities should be required to meet interoperability standards that are consistent to industry standards and subject to Department review and approval.   [Note:  MA Utilities should adopt the same standards where possible.]

c. (ISO) Consider and evaluate the flexibility of a metering option to accommodate likely future industry developments, which are embedded in different options
3. Customer Choice 

a. Any metering proposal must give customers the power to choose – i.e., to make informed choices regarding energy product options – e.g., fixed and/or time-based prices for energy purchases, direct load control, demand response, energy generation, and energy storage including electric vehicles. 

b. Individual electricity customer usage information should be made available to the customer, or as directed by the customer, in a secure, convenient and timely manner to a 3rd party provider or vendor.

4. Consumer Protections

a.  (2nd Subcommittee Mtg) Smart (aka advanced) meter investments should not result in reduced levels of consumer protections, especially relating to the implementation of remote disconnection, and traditional billing and dispute rights should be retained 
· If remote connections/disconnections are allowed, remote disconnections should only occur after all the regular and required due process procedures have been followed

· Can you shut off remotely for those who can pay but don’t, AND the full normal DPU due process is followed?

· Remote meter connection capability may have additional metering costs, and remote disconnect ability may have cyber-security ramifications
· If third party, could need to be regulated by others than DPU
b. (AG Alternative) Smart (aka advanced) meter investments should not result in reduced levels of consumer protections, especially relating to the implementation of billing, collection, payment plans, and dispute rights reflected in current DPU and utility policies and programs.  
· Shut-offs for nonpayment should not occur remotely.

· Utilities should continue to develop targeted collections programs and policies, many of which may reduce the incidence of disconnection for nonpayment, but any such initiatives should conform to existing consumer protection policies and programs. 
· Remote turn on and turn off functionality may have additional metering costs which should be considered in an analysis of advanced or smart meter deployment. 

· No third party should be allowed to access the utility’s meter to remotely disconnect or reconnect the meter.  Any third party or energy supplier should be required to implement metering actions through the distribution utility and demonstrate compliance with the same consumer protections as required by the distribution utility. 

c. (ISO NE)  [Consumer protection is important independent of metering (except for cybersecurity)—so don’t need principle in this report.  Plus ADD new principle on Consumer choice]
d. (NU) If remote connections/disconnections are allowed, remote disconnections should only occur after all the procedures required by regulation have been followed

e. (NGRID) Any metering investments/changes should be made consistent with pre-existing consumer protections…
5. Privacy & Cyber-Security 

a. Metering equipment, systems, & data should be secure, reliable, & accurate

b. (AG) Privacy & cyber-security should be considered and policies adopted to address these issues prior to approval and implementation of new advanced metering and wireless communication systems.  
c. Privacy & Cyber-Security should be considered throughout design and implementation of any new metering deployment
6. Integration with Communication Systems

a. (AG) Consider existing telecom networks when considering communication options for the metering and distribution systems as part of the cost effectiveness and security and reliability analyses.

7. Cost-Effectiveness of Meter Investments
a. (2nd  Subcommittee Mtg.) Smart (aka advanced) meter proposals must be cost-effective [Note: Need to define cost-effectiveness framework]  
b. (ISO Language) All metering proposals, including retention of the current metering infrastructure or replacement with more advanced metering infrastructure, must accomplish the Department’s energy policy goals – e.g., reduce electricity costs, enhance reliability, improve the environment, expand competitive retail services – in a cost-effective manner [Note: Need to define cost-effectiveness framework]  
c. (NU) Smart (aka advanced) meter proposals should be evaluated using a cost-effectiveness standard. This standard should require a demonstration that tangible short and long-term benefits, of well-defined investments, outweigh the proposed costs. The cost-effectiveness standard should require an evaluation of possible alternatives that could deliver the same benefits at a reduced cost [Note: Need to define cost-effectiveness framework].  

d. (AG) 1(a) Any proposal to replace the current metering system and install Advanced Metering Infrastructure (metering, communication systems, and meter data management systems) must demonstrate that the customer benefits will exceed the incremental costs.  This principle is particularly important due to the metering systems installed by Massachusetts distribution utilities that already reflect a high level of operational efficiency.  [Note: Need to define cost-effectiveness framework at Steering Committee and this definition is crucial to any potential agreement to this principle by the AGO]  
e. (AG) 1(b) Investments in advanced metering systems should be justified as beneficial to the customers that will pay for the costs of such investment through distribution service or base rates and through default service (generation supply price).  Benefits that may accrue to third party vendors or that enable services that may be offered by third parties should not drive such investment decisions unless the third parties are required to assist in payment for these incremental costs.
f. (AG) In making an advanced metering proposal, utilities should consider and evaluate all options that may result in more effective use of the current metering system or more modest investments that would achieve agreed upon objectives at lower cost, such as direct load control.  [Note: This principle is particularly relevant to the evaluation of direct load control programs targeted to central air systems and/or hot water heaters and pool pumps to achieve cost effective demand response and peak load reduction objectives.]
g. (AG) Critically evaluate goals & aspirations for TVR and C-F techs in context of facts as foundation for policy—don’t make policy on theoretical benefits, opportunities, & goals.  At a minimum, the ongoing Massachusetts smart grid pilots should be evaluated prior to making assumptions about the costs and benefits of significant additional costs for advanced metering and communication systems.  [Other Subcommittee members concerned about the “prior to” language.]
h. (ISO) Critically evaluate goals & aspirations for TVR and C-F techs in context of facts and likely future scenarios as foundation for policy—don’t make policy on unfounded benefits, opportunities, & goals

i. Notes:

i. Ultimately need to define cost-effectiveness test(s)

ii. Should take into account timing, may need evaluate differently for different classes of customers

8. Other Metering Principles

a. (NU) Any broad-based deployment of AMI should include opt out provisions.  [Other subcommittee members think this is an inappropriate principle.] 
b. (AG) Performance metrics should be established to measure the metering system’s reliability, accuracy, and security.

c. (AG) The remote disconnection and connection chip or functionality of smart meters should not be installed for cost, consumer protection and cyber-security reasons. [Note: Oother subcommittee members disagreed with this.]

d. (NU) New metering proposals must take into account the starting point of each utility
Time Varying Rates (TVR)
1. Modify 19th century ratemaking with 21st century technology
2. Coverage 

a. Customer Classes?

b. Distribution rates vs. supply/energy-side vs. both?

· (AG) When designing a time-varying rate option to achieve applicable peak load reduction or demand response objectives, distribution utilities should focus primarily on the supply side of the electricity bill.
· (Others) Consider for both distribution and supply rates.
· (Others) Base on entire marginal cost to serve.
3. Type of Time Varying Rates

a. Evaluate the range of TVR options—seeking the best option for each customer class.

b. (AG) When considering options for TVRs for distribution utilities, the DPU should give priority to peak time rebate programs.

4. Opt In vs. Opt Out vs. Mandatory Time Varying Rates
a. (ISO) The default retail pricing option should be based on the same cost-effectiveness analysis framework as that used to determine metering proposal cost-effectiveness.  This would include policies regarding opt-in versus opt-out [to third party supplier] of the default retail price option. 
b. (AG & NU) Time Varying Rates must not be mandatory; consumers should be allowed to opt-in to additional TVR options 
· Distribution utilities should offer an approved time-varying rate option to residential customers where supported by the advanced metering business case to achieve a certain level of approved demand response or peak load reduction; otherwise, such rate options should reflect offers made by third party energy suppliers in the retail market. 
c. (2nd Subcommittee mtg.) Should TVR rates be mandatory for large C/I customers; opt in only for low income customers; and opt out for non-low income residential customers and small commercial customers?
d.  (Direct Energy Comment/Question): If default service is TVR—would that be anti-competitive with other default service providers?


5. Evaluating Options
a. (NU) Analysis of pilots, and market research should be conducted to evaluate customer interests, concerns, and understanding prior to any TVR deployment.
b. (NU) The decision to pursue time varying rates needs to be evaluated in terms of the costs/benefits produced over time. 
c. (NU) In order to enable time varying rates, all technology options should be explored, and the focus should be on technologies that provide utilities greater flexibility at a lower cost. 
d. (AG) Any analysis of costs associated to offer time-varying rates by distribution utilities should include costs associated with outreach and education to customers about these rate options and how to evaluate potential bill impacts for each option offered compared to the standard or default rate. 

e. (NU) Proposals to roll-out time-varying rates should include life-cycle costs and costs associated with engaging and educating customers

f. (NU) Options that include rebates should clearly identify the source to pay those rebates and the proposal should be cost-effective
6. Interface Between TVR and Markets
a. TVR enabled by 2-way communication should support and not prohibit MA commitment to competitive wholesale & retail markets
b. (AG) TVR enabled by 2-way communication should support the Commonwealth’s commitment to competitive wholesale & retail markets.
c. Retail rate designs & cost recovery should consider interrelationship & risks from wholesale markets
d. Grid modernization should improve connection between wholesale and retail markets
7. Customer Education Around TVR

a. Commit resources within rates to educate and engage customers
8. Other TVR Related Principles/Recommendations
a. (AG) The current policy to ensure stable default service for residential and small commercial customers should be continued. 

b. (NU) Market research should be conducted to evaluate customer interests, concerns, and understanding prior to any TVR deployment.

c. (NU) Existing TOU rates should be considered when evaluating TVR design

NEEP Suggested Cross-Cutting Meter/TVR Principles
· New rate structures and information from advanced metering should foster customer education, behavioral changes and participation in energy efficiency and demand response programs.

· The Department’s AMI & TOU policies should support the integration of smart appliances. The Department should support policies/legislation for appliance efficiency standards that includes a consideration of the customer and societal benefits of grid connectivity or smartness.

· The Department should evaluate the ways in which EE/DR/DG/RE and EVs  can integrate with and help offset the investment costs of AMI

· With AMI, TOU and other Grid Modernization areas of discovery, the Department should learn from and coordinate with other states in the ISO-NE region and beyond, where reasonable and helpful.
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