MA DPU Electric Grid Modernization Working Group

Steering Committee Meeting #4
Tuesday April 23, 2013

Federal Reserve (4th Floor), Atlantic Avenue, Boston

Final Meeting Summary

The meeting began at 9AM and ended at 5:05PM.  There were 21 Steering Committee members in attendance.
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). Appendix B contains attendance information.
9:00
Introductions and Agenda Review - Dr. Jonathan Raab 

Dr. Raab, as the facilitator, welcomed attendees and reviewed the day’s agenda (see on website).  Dr. Raab presented the Revised Meeting Structure Report Development/Finalization Process slide (see slide on website), confirming that the DPU Commissioners have extended the filing deadline for the Report from June 19 to the 26th. Next, Dr. Raab clarified that today’s morning session was the official hand-off of the work completed by the Subcommittees to the Steering Committee. In the morning session, the Group would review the various work products created by both the Grid-Facing and Customer-Facing Subcommittees.  The afternoon’s session would discuss Policies/Regulatory Frameworks submitted by Members, the Goals/Opportunities/Barriers piece, and the Final Report Outline. 

9:10   Subcommittee Work Product Hand-Off & Discussions 

MA Grid Modernization Taxonomy

Dr. Raab presented four pieces of work created by the Grid-Facing Subcommittee: the MA Grid Modernization (“Revised Taxonomy Slide.4.15.13”- on website). a companion definitions document (“Grid Mod Definitions Updated 4.19.13”- on website). a spreadsheet (started but not fully vetted) entitled “Goals Opportunities vs. Outcomes 4.19.13”- on website) that attempted to link goals to outcomes, and a document (“NU Taxonomy HW_4.10.13_v2” ) on the 4.10.13 meeting page) that tried to match up outcomes to key benefits.  For the MA Grid Modernization taxonomy, Dr. Raab pointed out the distinction proposed between the top category of Advanced/Modern (Functionalities) and the bottom Standard/Traditional (Functionalities) (see on website).   Dr. Raab remarked that terminology for some of the categories in the taxonomy had not yet been finalized.  The Group engaged in a discussion of the terminology for the taxonomy and specifically what distinction exists between what the utility currently does today (technologies used) vs. what (technologies) would be new, as part of grid modernization as outlined in the NOI.  Members made the following comments: 

· While utilities currently do a lot of things included in Advanced/Modern category, these capabilities are directly discussed in the Grid Mod NOI; no technology considered part of grid modernization is included in the Standard/Traditional category – which is why we created the distinction between the top and bottom categories

· Using DG as an example, while utilities do integrate some DG today, it’s limited by state of grid; to accommodate more DG, would need to modernize grid and change regulatory policies

· Line between advanced and standard functionalities seems arbitrary; there is a spectrum/continuum of utility use of the various capabilities today 

Dr. Raab suggested that the facilitator with assistance from David Malkin would try to revise the taxonomy graphic based on input - putting some language around the taxonomy graphic and working on the definition for integrated distributed resources.  

Tim Woolf discussed the GF data requests posed to the utilities as a result of the GF Subcommittee work.  Tim showed the various sheets on the workbook (see “Grid Data Responses Summary” on website), indicating what infrastructure is currently installed for the various utilities. Utilities are working together to ensure that they are all comparing apples to apples and will produce a revised draft.  A second data request will be issued following a conference call with the utilities on Friday.  Also, the “benefits” draft document, which is in progress, would be posted prior to the next SC Meeting.

Principles & Recommendations
Planning and Investment
Dr. Raab reviewed the Overarching and Grid-Facing Principles and Recommendations document explaining that this document initially started as a brainstormed list by the grid-facing subcommittee and morphed into a list of overarching principles and recommendations for grid modernization (see on website). Dr. Raab indicated that for now he was reviewing the information created by the subcommittees and would make a redline version of the document for Members to reference; they would not have to decide/agree to the concepts today. Members provided the following feedback, which Dr. Raab incorporated into the working document:

· Language need to distinguish between role of DPU and utilities in grid modernization

· Recognition of technology changes, flexibility in plans to evolve as technology changes

· Some language should be higher level principle/recommendation 

· Grid modernization not a one-time event but a process need process for stakeholders to contributed to utilities’ grid mod planning processes

· Avenues already exist to influence utility planning process (SQ, DG interconnection, annual reliability reports); should consider how these existing processes interface with grid mod planning process

Cost-Effectiveness

Dr. Raab and Tim Woolf asked for feedback on the cost-effectiveness principles and recommendations. Dr. Raab remarked that we learned in the subcommittee meetings that the utilities each have unique processes and approaches to how they make customer- and grid-facing technology investments. Members observed that on the grid-facing investments, while utilities look at both the costs and benefits of alternative technologies and investments, they don’t do a cost-effectiveness analysis comparable to how cost-effectiveness is done for energy efficiency investments.  Generally they do a “relative” risk-adjusted analysis of competing investments, rathern than having to pass an absolute cost-effectiveness threshold.  The utilities analyses are also not typically made public or reviewed by the DPU.  The Members discussed the challenges of quantifying reliability benefits, including “lost load.”  ISO explained how it does such an analysis when determining the appropriate level of resources are needed. 

11:00
Subcommittee Work Product Discussions: Customer-Facing Subcommittee

Dr. Raab and Tim Woolf reviewed the following materials from the Customer-Facing Subcommittee for review: Metering Functionality & Cost Matrix, Metering Functionality & Activity Matrix, and Principles/Recommendations on TVR/Metering (see on website). 
Utility Baseline Information)

Tim Woolf first presented the utility responses from the first and second set of data requests 

The data presented showed the different utility meter retirement schedules based on installation dates and book life. The utilities expressed concern that the responses on meter retirement schedules could be misleading as they do not necessarily retire meters based at the end of their book lives as calculated in the slide. They take other factors beyond the book life into account as well, including information systems/technologies to support the meters. The utilities also mentioned that putting in advance meters now when retiring some meters could lock them into a proprietary system with a vendor.

Tim pointed out that currently utilities all plan to install like meters during replacement (i.e., a new AMR meter for any existing AMR meter that fails or needs to be replaced). Tim suggested that rather than use this data on projected meter retirement schedules, the utilities could provide a historical schedule of installation dates for currently installed meters, which could be used to extrapolate into the future. 

Metering Functionality & Cost Matrix; 

Metering Functionality & Activity Matrix

Dr. Raab reviewed the various worksheets of the functionality and cost matrix—including the new worksheet delineating the incremental functionality for various metering technology options.  He also showed a separate matrix that looked at different activities (e.g., demand response, DG) against the range of potential meter-related functionality.  He pointed out that the functionality that appeared to be most germane to the various clean energy activities was related to two-way communication with the meter, and control thru the meter to various devices.  
The primary purpose of this data was to show information that the group learned together and provide a springboard to discuss the principles and recommendations on metering.

Principles/Recommendations on TVR & Metering

Dr. Raab reviewed the brainstormed list of metering principles and recommendations, and indicated that the language in this Principles/Recommendations document included some terms that may be different than that included in the taxonomy but would be updated moving forward.  He asked the group for comments on functionality, interoperability, customer choice, cost effectiveness and other metering principles. Members discussed specific issues around customer choice (opt-in vs. opt-out), customer protections (remote disconnection) and cost-effectiveness (should both customer and grid facing investments be subject to a cost-effectiveness test). See the running notes for a more detailed discussion.

Dr. Raab remarked that the Steering Committee had received full handoff of materials produced by the Subcommittees. While the group didn’t have a chance to review the TVR or EV principles today, Dr. Raab suggested that he would find a way to address them in a future meeting. 

1:30
Goals, Opportunities, and Barriers

Tim Woolf introduced the Goals, Opportunities and Barriers document (see “DPU Grid Mod Goals Clean” on website).  The Group decided that the Goals statement should reflect the Department’s goals to modernize the grid as outlined in the NOI rather than have the Steering Committee define its goals for grid modernization. Tim Woolf suggested, and the Members concurred, that we also use the opportunities spelled out in the Department’s NOI but create a list of a few additional opportunities identified by the group.

Tim Woolf discussed the Barriers section of the document. Some suggested that perhaps the barriers would be better integrated into the regulatory policies section. The AG mentioned that they had prepared a redline version of the barriers that was available on the website. It was agreed that the facilitators would post a revised goals, opportunities, and barriers document and revisit the discussion on whether or not, and if so how, to include barriers in the Report at the next Steering Committee meeting.  

3:00
Policies/ Regulatory Frameworks 

Policy/Regulatory Frameworks

Tim Woolf first reviewed a list of grid modernization questions the DPU included in its NOI, (“MA GM NOI Questions 4.16.13” - see on website). Next, Tim introduced a table summary spreadsheet of the seven regulatory models submitted by Members (see on website).  Tim explains that Members still have time to submit additional regulatory proposals; proposals must be submitted at least a week prior to the next Steering Committee meeting (May14, 2013), and use the existing template. Tim remarked that some of the regulatory proposals suggest significant changes to existing Department procedures and the status quo. He provided examples of the most provocative issues including 1) requiring a cost-effectiveness test for all grid-facing investments 2) future/forward test year vs. historic test year 3) how to set the return on equity 4) use of riders or reconciling mechanisms and 5) performance targets.

Tim suggested that all stakeholders read these proposals for the next Steering Committee meeting to engage in a more substantive discussion. 

Cost Effectiveness Framework 

Tim Woolf introduced the cost-effectiveness decision points matrix (see on website). He suggests that the Group needs to combine the topic of a cost-effectiveness framework with the regulatory proposals to begin to think through the big questions on cost effectiveness.  Members expressed skepticism about whether they would be able to provide specific recommendations to all the cost-effectiveness questions, and asked the facilitators to prioritize threshold questions,. 

Members also asked the DPU staff if it wanted the Group to provide guidance on cost-effectiveness while not necessarily completely detailing a framework.   DPU responded yes to this question. Dr. Raab reminded the group that answers to the cost-effectiveness questions should match up with the group’s principles and recommendations.

4:15
Draft Final Report Outline

Dr. Raab presented the initial draft final report outline (see on website). One or more Member made the following suggestions: 1) Add an Executive Summary, 2) reorder chapters – putting principals and recommendations in front, 3) provide more detailed principals/recommendations, and 4) provide summary of TVR pilots outside of MA  (see running notes for more in-depth discussion of these points).

4:40 
Gameplan for Remaining Meetings, & Next Meeting Agenda

Dr. Raab suggested that for the next meeting, the Group would concentrate primarily on the regulatory frameworks and cost-effectiveness issues but also discuss TVR recommendations.

To Do List

1) Meeting Summary—DPU Staff & Raab

2) Conduct phone call with DPU/DOER/AG and utilities to review any differences in data results/additional information requested on the GF questions--utilities agreed to coordinate and refine their responses to the first set of grid-facing questions in two ways: (a) make sure that the previous set of responses to the first set used consistent terminology and definitions across utilities; and (b) fill in the table prepared by NU for all of the utilities, using consistent terminology and definitions.  - Synapse

3)  Re-work the taxonomy graphic. i.e., create language for the taxonomy graphic (text to describe distinctions) and work on the definition for integrated distributed resources. –Raab and Malkin 
4)  Post redlined version of the Principles/Recommendations documents -- Raab
5)  Grid-Facing Questions for Utilities – issue second set – Synapse

6)  Develop a revised Goals, Opportunities, and Barriers document – Raab and Synapse

7)   Post Annotated Agenda for next SC Meeting – include goals and relevant documents for each topic--Raab

Appendix A: Running Meeting Notes (unedited)
Q/C = question/comment

R = response
Agenda

9:00
Welcome & Agenda Review – Dr. Jonathan Raab

Dr. Raab welcomed attendees and reviewed the Revised Meeting Structure Report Development/Finalization Process (see slide).  Dr. Raab noted that the Commission granted an additional week for receipt of the Report which is now due June 26, 2013.  Dr. Raab stated that this is an important transitional meeting and the SC has two months with four meetings to pull this Report together.  Today is the official hand-off from the Subcommittees of all the great work they have produced.  Dr. Raab next reviewed the day’s agenda (see slide).  
 9:10
Subcommittee Work Product Hand-Off & Discussions

Grid-Facing Subcommittee:  Baseline Information from Utilities; Taxonomy Matrices, Graphics & Definitions; Refining Brainstormed Principles/Recommendations  

Dr. Raab:  Presented the Taxonomy slide (see slide “MA Grid Mod Taxonomy”).  Big thanks to Jennifer Schilling and Dave Malkin for all the work they did on this slide.  Noted the line between the bottom two categories on the graph (Prevent Outages & Workforce Management).  We have thought about changing the term “functionality.”  Terms on the graph - Outcomes/Capabilities/Activities/Network System Enablers – all used to describe a modern grid.

It is still in play as to how to term some of these categories.  A definitions document (see slide) will accompany this graph and describe all that is in it.  The third piece which was started in Subcommittee but not fully vetted attempts to link goals to outcomes.  We hope the SC will pick this discussion up – are they the most useful and tactical way to describe the modern grid?  The fourth piece (see slide) was to take each outcome and various activities and try to figure out what the key benefits are.  The utilities are going to continue to work on this to tie it all back to the Goals & Objectives.

Dr. Raab:   returned to the Taxonomy slide and asked if Subcommittee members had anything to add.  Sticking with this Taxonomy slide, there were no comments.  We did have a discussion about integration of DG as part of a modernized grid but also as a possible deterrent.  I flag this as something we need to work on for the next meeting.

Q/C:  would like to add the word “conventional” to the last two columns (on Taxonomy slide) as it is something the utilities are hopefully doing right now.

Q/C:  Integrating DG is not necessarily something new – the utilities can speak to this to clarify.  Not sure of the purpose of this chart and want clarification.  There has been discussion about “step change” and not sure what lines we are trying to draw.

Raab: We agreed to drop “step change”.  

Q/C:  Question is “are there different technologies like battery storage that could allow for benefits, putting aside for a moment who pays?”

Q/C:   We do a lot of the things on the top of the line today – direct connection to what is in the NOI.  There was no new technology associated with system outages for example and work-force management didn’t fit into a bucket as it is internal to the utility.

Q/C:  Technology changes.  At a larger scale, there is not a large scale deployment of DG.  To X’s  point, there are resources already available to commit to the larger integration of DG.

Q/C:  The current grid will accommodate only a limited amount of DG integration – need modernization of the grid to accommodate a more ubiquitous integration.  MA has an opportunity – utilities are willing to do it if we can figure out how.  DG is here and the future is now.  Question is “What needs to be done to move forward at this point given where we are now – How to maintain reliable service while enabling DG?  What services should the distribution co be providing to what customers and what should be charged?  Integrating DG is now state policy.

Q/C:  The line may seem arbitrary now.  It would be better if f things were arranged in a spectrum.  Rather than as a step function (standard/conventional/advanced) look at this on a range.  Also, insert the word “desired/potential/recommended” before the word “outcomes”.  Integrating DG is state policy – law of the land.

Raab:  What if we get rid of the line and work on some text to make those distinctions?

Q/C:  Discussion is encouraging.  Line between two was arbitrary.  Was also thinking more of a spectrum because utilities are already doing some of these things.  Need flexibility.  We are trying to develop policy recommendations not get the Department to prescribe particular technologies.

Q/C:  Hearing a lot of good things and support the general policy direction but thinking about fact that reduction of outages and creating a robust system is very important,  A lot of the framework ie SQ, centers around a robust grid and don’t want to change that priority.

Raab: this was meant as a taxonomy describing the pieces of a modern grid.  The distinction between the two (the line) is giving people trouble.  Need to describe what this is and what this isn’t.

Q/C:  Wouldn’t rank them.  Maybe remove the “distinction” column (brown column on left) but retain the rest and try to describe what we were trying to get at with that distinction.

Q/C:  What would be even more helpful is to try to understand the intensity of what we are achieving through these enablers as it varies significantly among the utilities.  How much are we doing and are we able to achieve the most with the technologies that are in place? For example, DG.

Raab:  NU was trying to do that for enablers, now termed capabilities/activities.  Trying to link those to the goals & opportunities which will be easier once we have the goals & opportunities better defined.

Q/C:  There is a huge demand for DG but are we actually doing it? understand why we want to put on a spectrum but we drew the line for a reason to indicate where we were advanced.

Raab:  we cannot come to agreement on what is most & least important.

Q/C:  All talking around the same thing but can use qualifiers to describe why things are above or below the line. There are distinctions at each of the things at the top which is why they are there.

Raab:  Let us take this back and try to put some language around the graphic and also work on the DG definition.

Conclusion/To Do:  Raab/Woolf rework the graph based on input (get rid of line? Explain line?), add text to describe distinctions; work on proposed definition for DG; post before next SC meeting.

Woolf:  For background, there were several questions that came out of the GF Subcommittee.  We issued a data request to determine what is currently in place – existing functionality and enablers. This workbook (see slide grid data responses summary) has 3 sheets.  For each of the utilities, it shows numbers (substations, feeders, capacitors) that are currently installed.  The percentages are most helpful.

Q/C:  Utilities are coordinating to make sure we are comparing apples to apples – will see another iteration.  This is first draft and will see additional drafts in the future.

Q/C:  Are you defining terminology? 

Q/C:  Absolutely, will make sure we define the terms.

Woolf:  Second sheet – information for all 4 utilities which is first draft – still being worked on; the third sheet is broken up by utility, shows more detail related to systems.

Utilities are working together to use the “Benefits” table put together by NU to be used across all the utilities.  It’s in first draft but will get another draft distributed before the next steering committee meeting.  Lots of activity to get baseline data of utilities.  We have a call this Friday to ensure data request is perfectly clear so that we will have comprehensive data on existing infrastructure.

Q/C:  Do we need responses from data request before next round of questions is issued? 

Q/C:  Let’s talk off line.

Raab:  What are plans going forward and when were things installed?

Woolf:  How much of this data should be included in the Report?  Should it just be available on the website?  Should be thinking about these questions with all of this data.

Conclusion/To Do:  Determine whether need responses from pending data request before issuing second data request.  Issue second data request with deadline.  Receive & post utility “Benefits” table draft before next SC meeting

Raab:  Let’s talk about Principles & Recommendations

We took all the input from brainstorming of subcommittees and input from stakeholders (see slide).  The GF Subcommittee morphed into overarching principles/recommendations – that is spilled over into CF principles/recommendations.  Dr. Raab reviewed slide and categories that everything seemed to fall into.  This is where the rubber meets the road – what are recommendations to DPU?

Q/C:  As to Grid Mod Responsibility, utilities & DPU have distinct roles.  The DPU oversees grid mod in overseeing the utilities implementation of state policy.  Need more detail.  (Dr. Raab edited slide to differentiate between DPU and utility responsibility). 

Q/C:  These should tie back to outcomes. 

Q/C:  There are more details contained in the next section.  

Q/C:  DPU sets policies and framework for the utilities to work within but think the bullet should be a broader concept – not sure what was meant by core.  Like to see further explanation.  

Dr. Raab:  Let’s look at next section and circle back if necessary.

Raab reviewed Planning & Investment section (see slide).  How does this sound – is it the beginning of some sage advice to DPU?  Is anything missing?  Wrong?

Q/C:  Framework looks good, headed in right direction.  May want to include the concept that there needs to be some recognition of technology changes – flexibility for plans to evolve as technology changes (Raab edited slide).  Merits fleshing out – is the group really recommending 5 years as a regulatory framework?  There are a lot of timeframe issues.  In item 4, qualify “over the appropriate timeframes” because some of these things pay off over time.

Raab:  This AG’s language but Raab added noted for the WG to consider.

Q/C:  Similar comment with respect to pilots – not all investments need to wait for pilot results.

Q/C:  I am looking at this as policy recommendations to the Department so would like to bring language up higher to a principle or recommendation.

Q/C:  Back to point 8 (slide), this is an ongoing process – goal is to embed this in 5 year investment plans.  This should become the ordinary course of business – not a one off modernization of the grid.  There should be ongoing processes for planning with the bulk of the investment in infrastructure.  How do parties provide info to the DPU with regard to emerging technologies?  Some process recommendation needs to be included to capture the necessity of an ongoing process not just an initial filing.  Added bullet 10 – Process by which other ideas and investment opportunities can be brought to attention of DPU and utilities.

Q/C:  Vendors knocking on our doors daily – there is a process already.  Not sure we need a process. 

Q/C:  That’s exactly why we need a process better than knocks on the door.  How do members of other utilities get this information?

Q/C:  With regard to 9, would like to have utilities do something larger if they expect larger DG on a line in the future.  

Dr. Raab:  Thought we captured that concept – changed over the expected life to “over the planning horizon”

Q/C:  For 10, decision making still needs to be based on reliability, safety, etc – utilities should be able to make the decision about what is best way to meet desired outcome.

Raab:  Don’t know where we are going to end up.

Q/C:  Maybe an R&D Report or an electronic posting?  It’s not visible to clean technology community that this stuff is happening.  If it were, the clean energy community would not be bugging utilities.

Raab:   Added 11 – 

Q/C:  Need process for stakeholder input into utilities grid modernization planning. Seeking some way by which the DG community can engage to 1) ensure that projects fit utility planning and 2) make sure DG projects are considered as utilities do their planning.   

Q/C:  there are many avenues where all stakeholders have opportunities to speak to Commissioners, go to trade shows, etc.  Need to think about this broadly because there are a lot of avenues for influencing the process.

Raab:  Let’s not debate further – good points made on both sides.

Q/Ct:  A lot of things we have talked about fit into current regulatory frameworks such as SQ.  

Raab: We should consider how these processes would interact with existing processes e.g. annual reliability reports, SQM, DG Interconnection, etc.

Comment:  What about injecting these concepts into existing processes?

Q/C:  Clarification:  What are we doing here?  

Raab:  Ultimately, we will be asking you to embrace concepts but not doing that now. Will make redline available.    

Q/C:  In future, can you explain in the Agenda what the goal of the exercise is – for example is it a brainstorming exercise? 

Raab:  Will attempt to do this if not before meeting definitely before exercise at the meeting.

Q/C:  It would be very helpful to know the purpose of the exercises before the meeting.

Woolf/Raab:  Will tie principles back to all of these but for now just trying to provide info from Subcommittees. 

1) Cost-Effectiveness (see slide) – what do you think?  Anything missing?  Suggestions?

Q/C:  CE is an insurance policy – want to cost justify investments so making the best investment but doesn’t always fit into modernization.

Raab:  Talked deeply about how utilities do investments and it is different among utilities and between the G-F and C-F side.

Q/C:  There are two perspectives:  1) utility and 2) customer.  It seems like it is all getting wrapped up into the same cost-effective test.  Utilities are willing to do whatever to get to the outcomes but not necessarily in the best position to determine cost/benefit for customers.

Q/C:  No. 14 (slide) – Difficulty in figuring out CB.

Raab:  Added 17 (see slide).

Q/C:  If you can take a bit more risk and get a reward if get it right.  A lot of technologies don’t know what payoffs will be.  Quantifying CB on GF side harder than CF side.

Raab:  GF and reliability related investments – what is happening in rest of country with regard to CE, e.g.  value loss load.  

Q/C:  Traditionally, CE done using traditional benefits – want to capture the hard to quantify benefits.  It’s being done in other states like MD trying to arrive at a set of quantifiable benefits that all could live with.  Just because it’s hard to do doesn’t mean we shouldn’t do it.

Q/C:  Value loss load done at the generation level.  Two pieces of calculation 1) probability, given resources available, that we will not be able to serve load and 2) determine capacity we need and what is value of being able to shed load which sets avoided cost for acquiring more resources.  Quantification of loss load is more evolved than trying to place a value on shedding loss load.  

Q/C:  Back to 14 – use of word “proven” is troubling.  Lots of things cannot be “proven” before you make an investment in new technology.  Want to ensure that not creating new standard that will prevent the modernization of the grid.

Q/C:  Struggling with the concept of what is cost effective.  It’s complicated to quantify value of loss load – not just a simple calculation of a dollar value per minute.  Putting subjective quantification around reliability will not be helpful.

Q/C:  Would be happy to look at how ISO quantifies value loss load but don’t think it is relevant here.  We are trying to determine how to treat investments to establish a cost effective framework but need to step back.  Should be looked at in future proceedings where we will have more detail to be able to see how this all translates to just and reasonable rates.

Q/C:  The way ISO plans and acquires resources is based on a reliability target.  In order to meet that target, what is cost of alternative resources and allowing those resources to compete to meet target.  To address CE issue, need to decide a quantitative measure for reliability and have a proceeding to figure out what can be done to meet reliability at least cost.  That is what a proceeding must do.  

2) Risk & Reward/Cost Recovery

3) Cost Allocation

4) Cyber-Security and Privacy – reproduced discussion at Subcommittee meeting

5) Interoperability

Raab reviewed (see slide) information contained on slide.  Noted that DOER was working on some principles which are still a work in progress.  We will end the discussion here and take up at next meeting.

Conclusion/To Do:  Post redline of Principles/Recommendation slide for discussion at next SC Meeting.  Receive & post proposed principles from DOER.  Describe in future Agendas purpose of each exercise/discussion.

 11:00 Break

Customer-Facing Subcommittee - Baseline Information from Utilities;
Metering Functionality & Cost Matrix; Metering Functionality & Activity Matrix; 


Refining Brainstormed Principles/Recommendations on TVR & Metering

Raab – We’re going to move on to the handoff from the customer-facing subcommittee. We’re going to look at utility background data and matrices on metering functionality and cost and then look at principals and recommendations.

Tim Woolf introduces the utility responses from the first and second set of data request responses (see slides) and discussed the follow-up questions that were asked of the utilities looking at different retirement schedule options. The utilities are concerned that responses to these questions would be misleading as the retirement schedule might not be consistent with the operational life of units. Other factors also need to be considered such as information systems and meter replacement not just based on end of book life

Q/C – If just look at meters and don’t consider the other investments required to enable the functionalities of new meters. If don’t take into account full scope of investment might mislead people.

Q/C – Also can mislead that there is a building block. Putting in more advanced meters now could lock into proprietary systems with a specific vendor. Meters from different vendors don’t necessarily talk to each other, so we can’t just incrementally build new meter stock.

Q/C – Don’t know when we will change meters as we will keep going with what we have as long as we can. At some point we will have a large change in technology when we upgrade all systems and meters at once. When we do it will be justified by cost-benefit analysis.

Woolf – Also learned utilities currently install like for like meters. When AMR fails we put in another AMR. Thus, if we continue like this we will continue to have AMR. I propose we ask utilities for schedule of installation dates of currently installed meters. Let’s look at historical data of installation of current meters so we can all extrapolate into the future as we see fit.

Q/C – Want to clarify that we all use meters with the same basic functionality to read power usage. AMI just has communication systems or other technologies which give meters added functionalities. The communication systems are what is proprietary to specific vendors. 

DPU – Think discussion is helpful and the process of getting these data has been helpful. Don’t want to lose the insights of this conversation in the report. Think it would be helpful to discuss issues related to meters we have discussed.

Woolf – We should be thinking about that for all these topics. What specifically will get into the report and where?

Q/C – Given the timeframe and the issues we’ve talked about needing to roll AMI out at once. Is it still informative to look at meter installation dates?

DPU – Whole discussion is very important and grounding it with data and evidence is helpful to add the narrative we’ve talked about. 

Q/C – Understanding current meter systems is important to include in the report including backoffice systems and their capabilities. Thus, if Department decided they wanted functionality not provided by current system we have that information.

Jonathan Raab summarizes the metering-related functionality and technology options workbook. One worksheet lays out the functionalities of different technologies. The second looks at step function between the different technologies on customer and grid facing sides. Then we looked at incremental cost. Then we tried to define the terms included in spreadsheet. Also had homework assignment related to the functionalities that could help to enable various clean energy applications. Then tried to determine is that necessary to enable and is it the best way to enable activity. Explain all of that in a companion memo. Two-way communication seems to be most germane function to all these applications. Also ability of meter to communicate with devices seems to help with applications. 

Q/C – If we want to use cost spreadsheet in the report we need to include a note on the caveats that this is for a generic utility and not specific to any Massachusetts utility. Also note that costs would vary among utilities.

Raab – We have the range, but will clarify. Also we don’t have a formal cost-benefit analysis for metering. Assume that will come later in specific plans. Just trying to show what we learned together and use this to frame principals and recommendations on metering. We will try to include all this in the report.

Seeing no comments, lets move on to the principals and recommendations. (Introduces brainstormed principals from subcommittee).

Q/C – The principals related to functionality looks at the path forward for metering. For me developing a path forward signifies master plan. Path forward should be dictated by costs and benefits and include a consideration of alternative investments or technologies that could achieve similar functionalities or outcomes.

Q/C – For interoperability I’m confused about sub-bullet under (a). I think this is captured in interoperability concepts in other areas.

Q/C – Seems like sub-bullet just tries to clarify what the nascent technologies referred to above are.

Q/C – I think we want to elaborate that metering proposals include the IT infrastructure necessary to enable customer choice.

Raab – If we add related infrastructure is that sufficient?

Q/C – I would like to specifically call out data.

Q/C – I agree need to define the concept of an open platform, but don’t want to remove it.

Q/C – I was saying we need to either define or decide that the concept is captured elsewhere.

Q/C – That’s fine with me.

Q/C – On customer choice, wondering if we want to include wording on customers having ability to opt in or opt out of technologies.

Raab – We are only talking about meters here. Should customers be able to opt out of meters?

Q/C – Yes, customer should be given these choices.

Raab – Are you referring solely to functionalities that meters enable or the meters themselves?

Q/C – There are legal cases in other states looking at the ability to opt out of meters and who pays when a customer opts out of the meter.

Q/C – We have customers in Massachusetts who would like to opt out of AMR. It is not something we can ignore as it is a real issue.

Raab – We also talked about how that would play out on the meter side. 

Q/C – Other states have handled by assessing incremental cost of maintaining AMR or analog technology plus meter and added that to the bills of customers who want to opt out. We should consider this now rather than later. Also include that we need to capture the incremental costs of customers who opt out.

Q/C – If decide we are going to roll out AMI we should allow customers to keep AMR, but default should be to install AMI.

Q/C – Don’t think any states have allowed customers to opt in to AMI.

Q/C – Our pilot is opt in and only a small population has opted in.

Q/C – Do we really think it’s a good recommendation that individual customers should have a choice of meters? I would think our recommendation will be that metering technology should be updated, with an option to opt out. That’s not traditionally how utilities have upgraded the system.

Raab – We don’t want to debate this now, just brainstorm. So let’s move on.

Q/C – The advanced metering and TVR discussions are all predicated on the notion of customer choice. Don’t think we can have it both ways. Opt in metering technology that includes new IT and communication systems makes perfect sense. There are numerous lawsuits related to opting out of AMI, for example in VT there must be ability to opt out at no fee. Shouldn’t assume fee-based system is consensus approach.

Q/C – We do ask the customer to opt in to programs that affect customer such as EE and tree trimming. We don’t always just move forward with whatever we want.

Raab – Let’s move on to consumer protection. Starting with AG suggested language. One question is, are we already adequately protected by law, thus we don’t need to address? Or do we need to go farther. Remote disconnect seems like one area where there are differences.

Q/C - To clarify some of these principals come from a NASUCA report, we added a few other things that are more specific to Massachusetts. We should think about if we already have protections in place, and thus don’t need to do anything. When technologies change we must change regulations to keep up. New functions should be addressed as we roll them out. NOI specifically asked us to address these issues.

Q/C – What is the reasoning behind not shutting off customers remotely even if due process is followed?

Q/C – In existing regulatory framework requires a visit prior to shutoff. If have to have site visit already, is it worth paying for increased functionality with remote shutoff? Also worried about cybersecurity issues of having remote shutoff. 

Q/C – Assuming that we follow due process aren’t there savings associated with remote shutoff?

Q/C – We would look over these customer choice issues if AG willing to look at other changes such as csot-benefit framework. Either we keep all existing framework or we can reevaluate many based on new technologies.

Q/C – Basic health and safety issues that can only be addressed by a visit prior to shutoff. This can save lives. Potential for change in way electricity is delivered is profound. I think we should delineate the protections that need to be maintained.

Q/C – There are other reasons to remotely turn on and off, other than disconnect for no payment. Public safety and renters moving quickly can benefit from the function. Don’t want to say no remote connect/disconnect in all cases.

Raab – Let’s move on to cost-effectiveness. Here we have numerous options. 

Q/C – We keep making distinction between grid-facing and customer-facing technologies. I think all investments on both sides should be cost-effective. We might look at different range of benefits on each side, but an analysis should occur. 

Raab – We should note that that would be a change from how utilities now examine grid-facing investments. They currently do an analysis based more on risks or relative costs.

Q/C – Cost-effectiveness is a relative term. If something is cost-effective it might not require a public cost-benefit analysis. These multiple proposals look at lowest cost to meet defined outcome, or weigh the specific costs and benefits of a proposal.

Q/C – For some of the benefits it is very difficult to quantify the benefits, especially related to reliability. Easier to compare relative benefits between proposals. 

Q/C – Be careful when we refer to cost-effectiveness test. Test could be reliability related or a principal or it could be a cost-benefit test. To ensure that investments are prudent, utilities do a test of investments even if not a specific cost-benefit analysis. 

Raab – We will come back to this in the afternoon as we try to define cost-effectiveness framework moving forward.

Q/C – I would ask whether we should require that we first deploy pilots as they might not be big enough to get results.

Q/C – We looked at that in defining size of our pilot.

Raab – Let’s quickly go over metering proposals. We also didn’t get to TVR principals. Also we now have some EV principals for one member. We will figure out when to address this. We will take lunch now. We now have full handoff from subcommittees and we will go from here.

Lunch 12:40 – 1:40

1:40  Goals, Opportunities & Barriers
Raab – discussed agenda for the afternoon.

Woolf – Introduced Goals document (see slide).  Previous discussions regarding goals, opportunities and barriers along with input from various stakeholders is what is contained in this document.  Want to go thru this piece by piece to make sure everyone is comfortable with the language.

Intro paragraph:  Does anyone have edits?

Q/C – Do you want us to sign off on this language today to be included in the Report?

Woolf:  We hope to get agreement on the language.  Can you sign off on this?  Do you have proposed changes to the language?  That was the homework.

Q/C – Edit to bullet re: empower customers.  Raab edited document.  Comment:  the goal is to allow the customer to make the decision thru information, not to get customers to adopt technology.  It’s not just technology, it’s also a choice about rates and energy management.  Want it to be more comprehensive; not so limiting. 

Q/C – different edit but same general point – Raab edited doc.  Last bullet add:  maintain the stability and security of the grid.

Q/C – As we want to promote technologies, don’t want to cause instability on the grid.  We think about stability as knowingly and consciously doing something that may create a problem.

Q/C –Add bullet:  Increase the value of customers’ electricity spending.  Get more value even if cost increases.

Woolf:  Need to define ‘value’.

Q/C- “reduce frequency & duration of customer outages” to replace “enhance reliability of electricity service”

Q/C – How do we provide edits to this?

Raab:  Let’s see what members are prepared to provide today, get it on the screen and decide from there what is best process.

Q/C –edit to first bullet (over the long-term…)

Q/C –bullet 6 – re: environmental and clean energy goals.  Can we think about this in terms of what we would recommend to DPU?

Woolf:  DPU thru the NOI had three very broad goals.  I think you might be thinking more of an “opportunity” but let me know when we get to discussion on opportunity if that is the case.

Q/C – saying reducing electricity costs in a static manner is not accurate –  I echo earlier concern about that language.

Q/C – Need to make a distinction between commodity supply and energy services that relate to them.  Edits made to doc.

Q/C – Goal is to prioritize technology wish list and setting up a process for that prioritization.  Also, allocate costs among the customers that are benefitting.  Thirdly, cost containment. 

Raab:  They sound like principles and not goals but this is not not last shot at this.

Q/C – Goals are important but maybe we should make them more traditional, non-controversial things and deal with the more controversial items in the principles section.  In the first paragraph edit suggested  - “practices that have been demonstrated to achieve their intended purpose”.  Add another bullet “reduce the rates that electricity customers pay in the short and long term to the extent possible.

Q/C – to reduce rates must benchmark against something – is it a 6 month look back? Need something to measure against.

Q/C – good point.

Q/C – don’t see why the focus should be just on rates.

Q/C –  if making any investment your rates will go up but they will be offset by benefits.  This bullet is troublesome.

Q/C – Distinction between goals and opportunities doesn’t seem urgent.  Should say that our goal is to support the Department’s goal to move forward as expeditiously as possible to modernize the grid.

Woolf:  Moving down to the list of opportunities, some of these are blurred with the goals.  We should be thinking about how best to use both concepts.

Q/C – we have gotten too specific with the goals.  

Raab:  Let’s talk about a recommendation to (1) simply say the WG supports the goals/opportunities enunciated in NOI;  (2) add to these goals/opportunities; or (3) create our own list as we are doing.

Q/C – DPU asked us to provide information to support the DPU’s goals to move forward as expeditiously as possible.  

Woolf – could simply repeat what is in the NOI as the goals.

Raab – this started as an exercise to define the goals but we have come far in this process and maybe we are now comfortable to list the goals & opportunities right from the NOI.  

Q/C – Maybe need to grab a line from each section in the NOI not just the introductory paragraph, so that all the goals are covered.

Q/C –Agree with recommendation but let’s not get too narrow with the goals.

Q/C – I saw NOI as point of departure and we should add some of the themes and thoughts that we have developed to those goals.

Q/C – Maybe the best way is to state that we were asked to investigate these goals.

Raab:  Either we use the NOI and not wordsmith it or we use the NOI as a point of departure and add other concepts to it.

Woolf:  I hear that the group wants to simplify.  Don’t’ touch the DPU’s goals – use from NOI.  As far as opportunities, we start with the DPU’s opportunities in the NOI and also provide additional opportunities developed by the group.

Woolf:  read goal statement from the NOI.  Add that purpose of the WG is to provide….(read from the NOI.  I think that works

Q/C – Agree with where we are headed but want to clarify that we will have the option to add additional opportunities and put our names to it.

Raab:  Goal is to get as much consensus as possible of other opportunites that are broadly embraced by the group.  Think of this document as a new document.  Is anyone uncomfortable with us going back to the goals in the NOI and adding additional opportunities identified by the group?

Q/C – Again, suggest not limiting the goal statement to the opening paragraph but instead grabbing other stated goals throughout the NOI.

Q/C –The DPU is asking us to address their objectives.

Q/C – with regard to the opportunities, are we trying to make an affirmative statement that these are opportunities or potential opportunities?

Raab:  We can put “potential” opportunities.

Q/C – Be clear in preamble “customers and other market participants”

Q/C – Clean energy should be included in goals.  Are we going to consider changes we made to goals or simply use the DPU’s goals?  The DPU knows what it wrote in the NOI.  It would be more informative to provide the DPU with the group’s goals – what we can and cannot agree to as a group of stakeholders.  I am not opposed to this document in the interest of moving forward but it is a concern.

Raab:  Let Tim and me try to develop the document and get it in front of you but perhaps add commentary to the goals the WG feels important.

Conclusion/To Do:  Woolf & Raab develop new document based on discussion and post prior to next SC Meeting, adding commentary to the goals the WG feels important

Woolf:  Barriers document was created by facilitators in response to discussion among WG and the AG’s redline.  Trying to balance fully vetting everything with getting this done on time.  We are concerened that there is a lot left to be done.

Q/C – Barriers (regulatory) and challenges (how hard it is to modernize the grid) are two different things.  Identifying challenges seems to be revisiting the issue of whether this is a good idea or not.

Woolf:  Logic of exercise is to connect these concepts to recommendations to the DPU.  This is a list of brainstorming barriers.  We will revisit same set of issues next time and see what we can agree on

Raab:  How many people think we should spend time on the barriers/challenges section to be included in the Report?  Agreement by WG to post separate document on barriers.  

Q/C - Give us an opportunity to talk amongst ourselves before the next SC Meeting.

Woolf:  Propose to keep this contained to “Regulatory” Challenges/Barriers.

Q/C -  list in and of itself is not helpful – need to connect it to solutions.

Q/C -  List of barriers is actually helpful to the Department

Q/C -  agree that barriers discussion should be an introduction to what we recommend to the DPU.  

Conclusion/ToDo:  Post Barriers document and revisit discussion next SC Meeting to see where agreement can be reached.

3:00 Break

3:15 Grid Modernization Questions from NOI

Tim Woolf goes over the list of questions outlined in the NOI. 

Q/C – Would it be useful to have a longer understanding of the planning horizon for the utilities and a recommendation that the utilities submit grid mod plans for Department and stakeholder approval. I think this would provide a clear path to answer many of these questions, especially related to the pace of investment.

Policies/Regulatory Frameworks; Policy/Regulatory Framework Options (from Subcommittee); Cost-Effectiveness Framework

Woolf – We will get to that as we look into regulatory policies. We’ve also tried to develop a framework for looking at regulatory elements that would dictate how to move forward. We want to address all of these elements for each regulatory option proposal. Tim Woolf then introduces the regulatory model summary. So far we have 6 or 7 proposals from parties. I have dropped them in a table to have them all here, but realize that much of the detail has been lost. We are still taking additional proposals and attempt to combine existing proposals where possible. We would ideally like to propose a handful or fewer proposals to the DPU. We have a template that stakeholders should fill out for each regulatory option proposals. We need proposals at least a week prior to next meeting, so we can have a good discussion on the proposals at that time.

Today I would just like to tee up this issue for the next meeting. Some of these proposals present very significant changes to Department procedure. Some of them are quite bold and would significantly change the status quo. For example, requiring explicit public cost-effectiveness tests on the grid-facing side. Traditionally, utilities have put capital expenditures into their rate base for approval after the fact. Some parties have proposed that all grid-facing investments are subject to C/E test that DPU would review and approve. This would shift burden of cost-recovery from utility to ratepayers. Another, is the idea of future vs. historic test years. The setting of return on equity could also come into question as we change who bears the risk of these investments. Some proposals could also take significant portions of utility spending out of base rates and put them into a rider or reconciling mechanism. 

Also performance targets also come up in these proposals and we will need to see additional detail prior to adopting some of these proposals. 

Q/C – I did notice that the model I put out and the ISO model and we are very similar, except in a few cells. I realize that the PBR proposal is a dramatic change from the current. This model focuses more on outcomes than inputs, and how utility leverage technologies to achieve desired outcomes. Regulators often chase after the lowest cost, without much thought into the value that ratepayers are receiving from investments. 

Woolf – I would recommend that we think about what’s the most logical way to use this information moving forward. We have multiple summaries of each proposal. Please let me know if I have mischaracterized any proposal.

Q/C – What is the utility GM proposal?

Woolf – The utilities have provided a broad consensus proposal. In addition, National Grid has provided a number of other options.

Q/C – In a rate case there are three actions. With this table we are mixing all three. I would suggest a table that looks at revenue recovery which includes some of these tables. Two proposals look more at rate design, which could be filed outside of a rate case. I was trying to lay out that some of these options could happen outside of a rate case. I have split TVR for distribution and generation rates as I think they could have different goals and issues for consideration as we move forward. 

I have also provided the Rhode Island and New York model, which could be interim steps to 5-year PBR. These switch to a forecast test year on a one year basis to get comfortable.

Woolf – Going forward I would suggest that all stakeholders read these proposals for the next stakeholder meeting so we can have a more substantive discussion. I expect that the regulatory policies along with cost-effectiveness and principals will be what we discuss for the majority of time that the group has left.

Q/C – I wonder how we are going to organize our time to discuss all proposals as we move forward. 

Woolf – I would suggest that at the next Steering Committee meeting we go into a number of these proposals in depth. Would suggest we go through row by row at that time as there are some critical threshold issues that will direct us one way or another. For example, we might want to have a larger discussion of performance metrics that effect later policy recommendations. 

Q/C – I agree that we should start with the most important and difficult questions first. 

Woolf – With that, I would like to shift to the next topic of cost-effectiveness. We have discussed the cost-effectiveness framework. I think we need to work to combine the regulatory proposals with our cost-effectiveness framework as we begin to think through the big questions around cost-effectiveness. We will have more detailed discussions on this as well at the next SC meeting. 

Tim Woolf describes the cost-effectiveness decision points matrix. 

Q/C – There is a lot here to digest. My suggestion is it appears that there are some threshold questions. We may or may not be able to agree on them, but it seems like that is where we should begin. 

Woolf – I think we should proceed by identifying the important threshold questions and start there.

Q/C – I agree. We won’t get through all this and you will need to help us prioritize.

Q/C – The NOI asks a number of questions about cost-effectiveness. To me it suggests that the existing model needs some work. I would be eager to hear from DPU that we are headed down the right track in answering these questions.

Woolf – DPU put a question in the NOI on the appropriate framework for evaluating cost-effectiveness as well as how to evaluate hard-to-quantify impacts.

DPU – In other jurisdiction there has been a presentation of a business case that looks at costs and benefits. If this group can convey information  on the business case to help us guide the process moving forward. Should we request the utilities to file an AMI business case to help us understand if it would be cost-effective? We are also interested in thinking outside the box a bit on this. Future investments may not easily lend themselves to an explicit cost-effectiveness analysis. So these sorts of questions would be helpful for the Department moving forward.

Woolf – We have to recognize that these are difficult questions that we may not get through this.

Q/C – Am I correct in assuming that the Department is looking for guidance on cost-effectiveness and not necessarily asking for us to develop a framework based on the fact that we will definitely use such a model.

DPU – Yes.

Q/C – I agree that EE cost-effectiveness analysis has been developed over a number of years and we may not be able to get into that level of detail and specificity in this group.

Raab – The reason we paired this question with the regulatory framework is that the decision on a regulatory framework may guide the decision we make on the cost-effectiveness framework. That’s why we’ve kept them together so far. A threshold question is whether there is a different C/E analysis on the customer-facing vs. grid-facing side. 

Q/C – A concern I have is that the stakeholders are being asked to make recommendations on these issues. I’m not sure we all understand the intended and unintended consequences of some of these recommendations on energy markets.

Woolf – These issues are complex and significant and they may have significant consequences. I think we must do the best we can in our allotted time and any questions we can’t answer will be passed on to the DPU to answer those questions in their subsequent process. I would suggest that stakeholders ask questions and work with colleagues to make informed decisions. We hope that the recommendations in this forum will be more useful than if they were make in an adjudication.

Q/C – I think we can agree for TVP you would often do cost-effectiveness test prior to implementing rates. For meters we have heard it both ways on doing a public cost-effectiveness test and a traditional cost-benefit analysis. On the grid side our job is to meet SQ metrics at the lowest possible cost and what it means to be cost-effective is different as we try to balance the competing demands.

Woolf – The hope was to embody that issue in the row on the objective of the cost-effective analysis. Perhaps we should expand that. Moving forward, I would ask stakeholders to begin to answer some of these questions. 

Q/C – I agree that we need to be cautious about how we move forward with regulatory ratemaking issues. We’ve been operating at a high level and I’m not sure we will be able to develop specific recommendation.

Woolf – While we won’t ask people to answer these questions for the next meeting, I would keep these questions in mind.

Raab – Remember that the answer to these questions must also match up with our principals and recommendations. Many of those are related to cost-effectiveness.

DPU – Related to cost-effectiveness we’ve heard about how hard and expensive it would be to move to AMI for the utilities who have AMR. I think we would like to hear for these utilities given the many benefits, will the utilities be able to move to AMI. If not, we would then begin looking at alternatives.

Draft Final Report Outline Raab goes over the draft report outline.

Q/C – I would recommend an Executive Summary and a glossary or definitions in the Appendix.

Raab – We thought we might integrate the definitions as appropriate. We thought it might be difficult to include an Executive Summary as it will be hard to write and would not add much value. That is a question for the group. 

Q/C – You’ve talked a bit about how we may have conflicting recommendations and views in the final report. Might be helpful to lay out how that would work in this background.

Raab – One option is that when we get to areas like principals and recommendations where there are conflicting views, or have a recommendation where only one party supports the recommendation. On those recommendations we would lay out parallel recommendations and list who supports each one as well as the reasoning behind the explanations either in the text or an appendix. The comments later were not envisioned to be the primary explanation about the differences as that should be in the report. The additional explanation was an avenue to provide new information to the Department or provide some additional information. 

Q/C – I would suggest we reorder the chapters, as right now we don’t get to the principals and recommendations until Chapter 6, 7, 8. I would suggest we move those in front of the background information. 

Raab – We were thinking the recommendations build on the background information. Another option was that we would integrate the background information into other sections. 

Q/C – My overall suggestion is to move recommendations up to front. I would also suggest we try to keep our suggestions from the group at a higher level, rather than getting deep into the weeds. I believe by giving very detailed suggestions we would make it more difficult for the DPU to use our recommendations.

Raab – Some of these issues are not in the weeds as the DPU asked about those specifically.

Q/C – I think we should have some of these specific conversations as we develop principals. Also think the report outline may be fluid as we begin to develop the report. I believe you also said that parties would develop the reasoning behind their positions for an appendix. I think those are best included in our comments on the report. 

Raab – The DPU will develop the process on getting them additional comments. We should attempt to get agreement and list the reasoning behind our differences. 

Q/C – I was a little unclear where the recommendations fit. Our current principals are quite broad, whereas the DPU questions are more specific. We should keep an eye on the DPU questions that I think beg more detailed recommendations and not principals.

Raab – I think originally we were thinking that we would start with broad principals and then develop recommendations. However, the distinction between the two was difficult. I think we will all need to think about how we fully address all of the questions posed by the DPU.

Woolf – Principals and recommendations were combined in the outline, but we should also keep in mind that the regulatory policies included will also be recommendations and we need to find a way to speak about those.

Q/C – In the TVR section I would want to summarize pilots outside Massachusetts and not just those within the state.

Raab – What do other people think about that? We are hoping to get another update from NSTAR and we know all we can about the other pilots. The question is do we want to bring summaries from other pilots from RAP and other work. We weren’t sure how else to bring in that information. Certain stakeholders have noted that pilots are different that full programs.

Q/C – Massachusetts pilots are helpful, but they are limited in scope. Other pilots would be helpful.

Raab – Not sure it’s reasonable to bring in a lot of new information or new research. However, simple tables on others pilots could be helpful.

Q/C – There are good summarizes on what other states are offering in terms of TVR options and offerings. Thus, include not just pilot information, but information about what other state are rolling out in terms of rates and customer classes.

Woolf – I would encourage us to limit these things to a bibliography as we have a lot of other work to do in developing report.

Q/C – I would like to see basic information on national trends without any editorializing the success or failure. 

DPU – I think it would be helpful to have some information on TVR given that it is well studied outside of Massachusetts, even if we have limited experience in this state. 

Q/C – We could just put in the one table from the Brattle report. When I look at TVR, I’ve heard suppliers say that the utility provision of TVR rates is anti-competitive. Should we include a discussion of that issue in the report?

Q/C – I’d like to take that up at the next meeting.

Q/C – The background information could present some issues as don’t just want to pick one program or result from other states as it might not give a fair analysis of all results. I’d either like to see a literature review section or just information about how we discussed pilots in other states and just refer readers to the studies themselves. I have some concern about summarizing results from pilots that haven’t been completed as we have proceedings on these pilots to evaluate and interpret their results. We would like to recognize the existence of pilots and give an overview and status without interpreting incomplete results.

Raab – I think we would just present what we’ve heard and roll them into our recommendations.

Gameplan for Remaining Meetings & Next Meeting Agenda 

We’re thinking that for the next meeting we will concentrate on the regulatory framework and cost-effectiveness. Then circle back to recommendations in the afternoon. Then possibly review a few things for the report, but wait until later meetings to begin working on specific report language. 

If no comments, we will adjourn and see you in a few weeks.

5:05 Adjourn
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	X
	X
	X

	Unitil
	Gary Epler
	 
	
	

	Unitil
	Tom Meissner
	X
	X
	X

	WMECO 
	Camilo Serna 
	X
	 
	 

	WMECO 
	Jennifer Schilling 
	X
	X
	X

	
	
	31
	29
	21

	Attendance for Others (not on Steering Committee) 
	 

	Organization
	Name
	2.5.13
	3.12.13
	4.23.13*

	Ambri
	Mike Kearney
	X
	X
	 

	Boston Denmark Partnerships 
	Arne Hessenbuch
	X
	 
	 

	Bridge Energy Group
	David O'Brien
	X
	 
	 

	ChargePoint America (EV/Charging)
	Richard Lowenthal
	 
	X
	 

	Constellation  
	Brett Feldman
	 
	X
	 

	Direct Energy
	Sayed Khoja
	 
	X
	 

	GE
	David Malkin
	X
	 
	 

	GE
	Morgan Steacy
	X
	 
	 

	IBM
	Andy Bochman
	 
	X
	 

	Intel. Illuminations
	Larry Williams
	 
	X
	

	IREC
	Erica Schroeder
	X
	
	 

	MA AGO
	Barbara Alexander
	X
	X
	 

	MA AGO
	Nathan Forster
	X
	X
	 

	MA AGO
	Anna Grace
	X
	
	 

	MA AGO
	Tim Newhard
	
	X
	 

	MA DOER
	Mike Altieri
	X
	X
	 

	MA DPU 
	Sharon Ballard
	X
	 
	 

	MA DPU
	Ann Berwick
	X
	 
	 

	MA DPU
	Justin Brant
	X
	X
	 

	MA DPU
	Ghebre Daniel
	X
	
	 

	MA DPU
	Justin Fong
	X
	X
	 

	MA DPU
	Jeff Hall
	X
	X
	 

	MA DPU
	Erin Kempster
	 
	X
	 

	MA DPU
	Jennifer Nelson
	 
	X
	 

	MA DPU
	Jonathan Pinto
	X
	X
	 

	MA DPU
	Rebecca Tepper
	X
	
	 

	MA DTC
	Sean Carroll
	X
	X
	 

	MJ Bradley & Associates
	Camden Holland
	X
	X
	 

	ML Strategies
	David O'Connor
	 
	X
	 

	NECEC
	Zachary Gerson
	X
	X
	 

	NECEC
	Mike McCarthy
	 
	X
	 

	NECEC
	David O'Brien
	 
	X
	 

	NGRID
	Tim Roughan
	X
	
	 

	NSTAR
	Kerry Britland
	
	X
	 

	NSTAR
	Bill McDonough
	X
	 
	 

	NSTAR
	Craig Hallstrom
	X
	 
	 

	NSTAR/WMECO
	Danielle Winter
	X
	 
	 

	NU
	Monica Kachru
	X
	 
	 

	NU
	Rich Chin
	X
	 
	 

	PDK Associates
	Peter Kelley Detwiler
	 
	X
	 

	Raab Associates
	Jonathan Raab
	X
	X
	 

	Synapse 
	Tim Woolf
	X
	X
	 

	Sentinel Works
	Jim Hirni
	X
	 
	 

	TechNet
	Angela O'Connor
	 
	X
	 

	WMECO
	David Wrona
	X
	 
	 

	 
	 
	32
	27
	


* 4.23.13 attendance was only taken for Steering Committee Members, not for observers.
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