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OPENING COMMENTS OF THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
 

ON SMART GRID PERFORMANCE METRICS 
 

Pursuant to the direction and procedural schedule established in the Joint Ruling 

of the Assigned Commissioner and the Administrative Law Judge issued on July 30, 

2010, the Utility Reform Network (TURN) respectfully submits these opening comments 

concerning smart grid “metrics.” The Joint Ruling asks parties to comment on the 

appropriateness of the metrics proposed in Attachment A to the Joint Ruling, as well as to 

propose additions, modifications, or deletions to the proposed metrics. 

TURN also brings to the Commission’s attention a recent order issued by the 

Maryland Public Service Commission concerning Baltimore Gas & Electric’s AMI 

proposal in which the Maryland Commission has ordered the development of 

performance metrics to monitor implementation of BGE’s consumer education program 

and the implementation of its smart meter program.  This Order by the Maryland 

Commission contains the overall approach that TURN urges this Commission to follow 

in its monitoring of Smart Grid investments and deployment plans.  Specifically, the 

Commission stated: 

We also can, and will mitigate both the technological and financial risks further 
by requiring BGE to measure its performance with regard to deployment and 
customer benefits and reviewing the status of the Initiative regularly. These 
reviews will monitor the progress of the Initiative against concrete metrics – the 
results may well inform our analyses of prudence and cost-effectiveness in the 
rate cases to follow, and thus our future cost-recovery decisions, but the reviews 
themselves will focus primarily on whether the Initiative is being deployed 
properly and on schedule, whether and how it functions, whether and to what 
extent customers are receiving benefits, and how the costs compare to the 
Company’s budget. Put another way, we want to know where we are, where we 
are going, and what BGE will need to do in order to get there. In addition to the 
customer education and communications metrics ordered above, which will be 
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included in the reviews as well, these metrics should distinguish operational and 
supply-side benefits, demarcate demand response enabled by PeakRewards versus 
AMI, and differentiate among gas and electric customers and among all customer 
classes.  Accordingly, we direct BGE and the parties to develop, and submit for 
our approval, a comprehensive set of installation, performance, benefits and 
budgetary metrics that will allow us and the public to gain a full understanding of 
whether, and to what extent, this Initiative is being deployed and is working as 
planned.1 
 
 

1. General Comment Regarding Smart Grid Attribution and 
“Performance” Measurement 

 
The proposed metrics provide a comprehensive measure of many aspects of 

energy delivery and use. Many of the metrics measure the potential impacts of energy 

efficiency and demand response. This is valuable information. However, it may be 

extremely difficult to discern the incremental impact of “smart grid” investments over 

and beyond those investments and technology developments already occurring as a result 

of energy efficiency and demand response programs.  TURN will be interested in the 

comments of the utilities as to their ability to discern the impact of the investments 

labeled “smart grid” as compared to these existing ratepayer funded programs. 

Moreover, many of the metrics fall into the “number of widgets” category. Such 

metrics provide no information regarding the “performance” of the widget. But 

measuring the actual “performance” of a widget (say, for example, an in-home display 

device) may be more complex.  For example, whether the widget was installed does not 

reflect its ongoing use to the customer and TURN recommends that the Commission 

                                                 

1 Maryland Public Service Commission, In the Matter of the Application of Baltimore 
Gas & Electric Co. for Authorization to Deploy a Smart Grid Initiative and to Establish a 
Surcharge for Recovery of Costs, Case No. 9208, Order No. 83531 (August 13, 2010), at 
48.   (http://webapp.psc.state.md.us/Intranet/sitesearch/CN9208.pdf) 
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require utilities to track the ongoing use of the device, the failure rate of the device, and 

the ongoing maintenance costs and incidents associated with the operation of the device.  

Finally, utilities should track whether customers actually use the device on an ongoing 

basis.  Some aspects of this evaluation may require a comparative study of the type that is 

often undertaken by EM&V consultants in the energy efficiency (EE) and demand 

response (DR) arenas. TURN understands that the data collection that will be part of the 

smart grid reports cannot be as extensive as a specific program evaluation study. On the 

other hand, if the utilities are collecting and reporting customer-level or tariff-level 

energy usage data, we urge the Commission to require utilities to report other relevant 

data that links deployment to performance. TURN hopes that these issues will be further 

evaluated and discussed at the August 25 workshop.2 In addition, TURN recommends 

that the utilities and/or Commission staff solicit input from contractors presently 

performing EM&V studies. 

2. Proposed additions to metrics 

Add metrics to Category #6 concerning actual recorded technology and 

equipment costs 

TURN recommends the addition of a separate metric concerning “costs of 

deployed smart grid technologies,” which could also be added to the metrics in Category 

# 6 (Deployment of Cost-Effective Smart Technologies). As implied in the title of 

                                                 

2 Regrettably, due to vacations and conflicting schedules TURN will likely not be able to 
participate at this workshop on August 25. 
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category #6, SB 17 specifically outlined state policy to modernize the system with “cost-

effective smart grid products, technologies, and services.”3  

While the Commission explicitly ordered the utilities to provide “forecasts” of 

cost data in their plans, the metrics should provide actual data on costs incurred for 

installed technologies, services, and products. The proposed metrics in general measure 

performance based either on quantities of products or services deployed (e.g. miles of 

circuits with dynamic line ratings) or based on various parameters measuring system 

reliability or efficiency performance (e.g., SAIDI, load factors, etc.). But these 

parameters are supposed to measure the extent or effect of physical hardware or software 

investments that characterize the digital “smart grid.” What is essential to add is an 

inventory of any actual historical hardware or product additions made by the utilities that 

qualify as “smart grid,” together with their actual recorded costs (capital and all labor). 

Category #6 provides the inventory. It must be supplemented with cost data, 

disaggregated as much as possible without violating confidentiality. 

Add metrics to Category # 9 to measure impact of PEVs 

TURN is uncertain how information re PEV saturation and demand/energy use can be 

collected. Nevertheless, this Category needs to be expanded by including metrics that 

measure the key potential performance problem due to PEVs, such as the overloading of 

local transformers or other incidents relating to the distribution system’s reliability of 

service. Thus, TURN recommends that this category be expanded to include some of the 

following: 

                                                 

3 PUC §8362(a). The policy intent language of § 8360 uses the term “cost-effective” at 
least five times.  
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 Any distribution-level problems (blown transformers, outages, voltage 

reductions) due to PEVs. 

 For any identifiable customer with a PEV, identify the type of charging 

facility (voltage level, any other relevant parameters). 

 Any circuit-level capacity factor and reliability data should be correlated with 

data on PEV saturation. 

3. Proposed modifications to the Proposed Metrics 

Metric 2 – Dynamic Optimization 

TURN recommends that the capacity factor data be disaggregated by 

circuit if possible 

Metric 7 – Integration of Consumer Devices 

Most of the metrics in this measure strictly the “number of widgets” 

installed. By itself this information does not provide any measure of 

“performance.” Presumably the goal is to understand whether the 

deployment of devices that can communicate with either the utility 

(through the meter) and/or the consumer (through HAN) impacts 

consumer electric use patterns. These metrics should be supplemented 

with customer-level demand and consumption data that allows 

comparative analysis (pre- and post- for same user or between users) and 

provides an indication of whether, for example, the presence of an IHD 

impacts energy usage. In addition, the utility should track and report actual 

customer use of the device.  Of course, obtaining sufficient data to actually 

“evaluate” the impacts of a particular program, device or tariff may be a 
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very complex undertaking and not suitable for the purpose of an annual 

smart grid report. TURN recommends consultation with academic experts 

to facilitate robust and useful data collection within the practical confines 

of this docket. 

Metric 10 – Consumer Information 

The same analysis applies to this category. Rather than just identifying the 

“number of customers served by “dynamic pricing” tariffs, it would be 

more useful to provide comparative data on demand and energy 

consumption, as well as the number of customers who experienced higher 

bills, who opts-out of the dynamic pricing tariff, and the comparison 

between the number of enrolled customers with the utility’s projected 

enrollment in its smart meter applications. While customer-level data 

collection may be onerous, the Commission should at a minimum require 

the presentation of consumption data by “rate schedule.” In other words, 

the utilities could provide ‘per residential or commercial meter’ data on 

peak demand and energy consumption. However, even such ‘rate level’ 

data would need to be supplemented by comparative analyses of per capita 

usage to actually understand the impact of particular rates or information. 

In addition, TURN recommends that the Commission adopt the approach 

mandated by the Maryland Commission in its order quoted earlier in our 

comments in which performance metrics will be developed to monitor the 

implementation of utility consumer education programs relating to Smart 

Grid investments that are proposed to impact customer behavior and 
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participation in pricing programs.  As a means of starting a dialogue about 

the proper metrics, TURN offers the following examples: 

 Measurement of customer understanding of the utility’s print and other media 
relied upon to explain the utility’s product or service, both before and after the 
offering of the product or service or installation of the new technology and the 
receipt of the new customer bill; 

 
 Customer complaints concerning the operation or results associated with the 

product, technology, or service; 
 
 Customer complaints about the bills received after the new product or service 

is selected or the new technology is installed and the resulting utility 
resolution of the complaint; 

 
 Measurement of customer understanding of the method and amount of costs 

for Smart Grid investments included on monthly bills compared with 
customer experience in terms of bill impacts due to participation in programs 
or services that have been implemented as a result of the Smart Grid 
investments; 

 
 Measurement of “hits” on the revised web portal and a statistically valid 

survey or audit to link those customers who use the revamped web portal with 
actual usage patterns and results. 
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