Potential Principles
Metering Principles
1. Smart (aka advanced) meter proposals must be cost-effective [Note: Need to define cost-effectiveness framework]  
2. 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
3. Privacy & cyber-security should be considered throughtout design and implementation 
4. Consider and evaluate flexibility embedded in different options
5. Consider existing telecom networks
6. 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
7. Metering equipment, systems, & data should be secure, reliable, & accurate
8. Investment in meters and related customer tools should result in an open platform that supports a myriad of purposes (DG, 3rd party solutions, etc.) 
9. 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.
10. Path for metering should be dictated by goals and desired functionality/outcomes



TVR Principles
1. Modify 19th century ratemaking with 21st century technology
2. Opt In vs. OptTIME OF USE OR DYNAMIC PRICING MUST NOT BE MANDATORY; CONSUMERS SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO OPT-IN TO ADDITIONAL DYNAMIC PRICING RATE OPTION
· Perhaps should  be default/basic service (mandatory) for larger customers (can still choose competitive supplier)
· Stop at mandatory for non-large customers, leave open to DPU opt in/opt out decision (should low income be opt in only? Should be opt in for all residential/small C/I?)
· Do analysis first
· Consider TVR for both distribution rates (or distribution costs)  and supply rates
· TVR enabled by 2-way communication should support and not prohibit MA commitment to competitive wholesale & retail markets
· Retail rate designs & cost recovery should consider interrelationship & risks from wholesale markets
· Grid modernization should improve connection between wholesale and retail markets
· Commit resources within rates to educate and engage customers
· 


General Grid Modernization Principles—Grid- and Customer-Facing
UTILITIES MUST SHARE THE RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH THE NEW TECHNOLOGIES AND THE BENEFITS USED TO JUSTIFY THE INVESTMENT
· how define risks/benefits—which shared and which not?  
· Use traditional ratemaking—Prudent, used, & useful. 
· Current structure doesn’t encourage innovation—also some investment will be made on private side
· Electricity customers in Massachusetts have a choice of providers, products and services and grid modernization should be designed  in a manner that supports  and enhances these choices.
· Social benefits (e.g., environmental benefits) should not be socialized thru rates
· Benefits to a particular customer group, should be borne by that group
· Decisionmaking should include multiple strategies for achieving a particular end
· Aggregated customer data should also be available to 3rd parties
· Should be customer benefit to (quantitative/qualitative) any action
· Utilities should have reasonable  opportunity to recover costs including reasonable return on investment
· Consider impacts on wholesale market development
· Define grid mod on clearly articulated goals
· Connect goals to functional outcomes/specifications
· Take into account economic costs of energy/delivery and communicate to all customers in form of prices to customers
· Address inherent uncertainty in innovation 
· Balance risk & reward between ratepayers & shareholders
· Measure outcomes & reward performance
· Encourage/facilitate innovation & remove barriers to innovation & private investment
· Customers’ desires are paramount (and when we don’t know—find out)
· Any investment in customer-facing tech., should be targeted to individual customers who will actually act to create net benefits
· Path for metering should be dictated by goals and desired functionality/outcomes
· Promote rate recovery that encourages utility investment in grid modernization


Not Yet Discussed Principles From NASUCA et al  & RAP  & LEAN
NASUCA:
REGULATORS SHOULD ASSESS ALTERNATIVES TO SMART METERS TO REACH THE LOAD MANAGEMENT GOALS, PARTICULARLY DIRECT LOAD CONTROL PROGRAMS
PRIVACY AND CYBER-SECURITY CONCERNS MUST BE ADDRESSED PRIOR TO A SMART METER ROLLOUT
6. UTILITIES AND OTHER POLICYMAKERS SHOULD INCLUDE COMPREHENSIVE CONSUMER EDUCATION AND BILL PROTECTION PROGRAMS IN ANY EVALUATION OR IMPLEMENTATION OF SMART METER PROPOSALS 
INVESTMENTS IN SMART METERS AND OTHER SMART GRID PROPOSALS NEED TO BE VERIFIABLE AND TRANSPARENT AND THE UTILITIES NEED TO BE HELD ACCOUNTABLE FOR THE COSTS THEY WANT CUSTOMERS TO PAY AND THE BENEFITS THEY PROMISE TO DELIVER.  COSTS SHOULD BE REASONABLE AND PRUDENT.
RAP TVR Design Principles:
· Short peak period
· Strong price signal and opportunity for significant savings
· Rates should reflect system costs
· Simplicity is important
· Rates should account for the “hedging” premium
LEAN Principles:
1. The primary principle from our point of view is affordability for low-income customers. The others are corollaries, so, for example, affordability needs to be a factor in prioritization and cost-effectiveness screening (below).
2. Prioritize the wish list because not everything desirable can be done at once, and develop standards for that prioritization, e.g., cost-effectiveness, which requires detailed definition that includes affordability and recognizes the very high low-income discount rate.　
3.  Match costs with customers that benefit where it is feasible to do so (e.g., EV infrastructure and increased reliability have little or no value for low-income households that cannot pay the bills as they are; for many households, time-of-day rates are not beneficial).
4.  Cost-containment.

