MA DG Collaborative Working Group – Plenary Meeting #4 (6/12/12)

Location: NSTAR, Westwood, MA
Facilitator: Dr. Jonathan Raab, Raab Associates, Ltd.

DRAFT Meeting Summary
30 people attended the fourth plenary meeting (attendee list can be found in Appendix 2).  Following is a high-level meeting summary.  The more detailed running meeting notes are available in Appendix 1.  See all the documents from Plenary #4 on the website at: http://massdg.raabassociates.org/events.asp?type=eid&event=62 
1) Review Goals and Agenda for Day—Jonathan Raab, Raab Associates 
Dr. Raab began the meeting by explaining the goals for the day. These included clarifying how the DG interconnection process interacts with the ISO-NE process and learning about DG interconnection proposals from other states. The group had the benefit of expert guest speakers from ISO-NE and IREC. 

After the presentations the group would go through the options matrix to garner feedback including preference and priorities from each of the stakeholder clusters. This is important so the group can begin to move toward actual negotiation and as much agreement as possible on recommended tariff changes. 

2) ISO New England/Massachusetts DG Interconnection Process Interface—David Forest, ISO New England
David Forest’s presentation is available on the DG Working Group website. 

Several key points emerged from this discussion:

The I39 process is based on project size

· For projects less than 1MW no action is required with ISO-NE

· For projects between 1 and 5 MW, the project – generally the utility – fills out a notification form for ISO. The ISO stability and reliability committee is notified. 

· For projects over 5MW the utility submits the form and the project is considered for a transmission study. Generally the utility will perform this study if it is necessary, and it is up to the utility to determine whether the study is necessary. The ISO committees that review the notification usually defer to the judgment of the utility. 

The group clarified that, under the I39 process, projects less than 5MW only require notification, not approval. So the utility does not have to wait to hear from ISO-NE before proceeding. However, some utilities choose to wait because the ISO may identify issues that the utility will need to address and would be stuck paying for if it had proceeded. 

Only NEPOOL participants can submit forms to ISO, so if the generator is not a participant the utility submits all forms.

3) Other “Leading” DG States’ Interconnection Processes—Kevin Fox, IREC
Kevin Fox’s presentation is available on the DG Working Group website. 

This presentation covered current and proposed DG interconnection practices in several states that are innovating around these issues, including CA, HI, and NJ. Mr. Fox covered four main areas, which align with the MA Working Group’s primary issues and which Mr. Fox believes are the primary issues in other states as well. These are: interconnection timelines, pre-application/feasibility work, initial review and supplemental review, and group study processes (i.e. clustering). 

Important points from this presentation and discussion include:

· Not meeting timelines is happening in other leading states
· No state is using penalties to try to meet timelines, but there are efforts to implement efficient ADR processes, and VT and VA are considering processes that move forward unless the utility says no (rather than waiting for approval)
· The interest in more upfront information by applicants about distribution systems is universal

· Providing more upfront information has been addressed in one state with a  “feasibility report” (instead of face-to-face meeting) that customers can request from a utility; there is a fee and the report provides information about a standard set up criteria

· Other states are using minimum load data for additional screens, but this requires utilities to have this data. In HI it is easier to obtain because there is little seasonal variability in climate. If the data isn’t available the screens revert to peak load. 

· Regarding clustering in CA, there are more applications for interconnection than will actually be built/interconnected, so a lot of projects will drop out (requiring new studies) and some upgrades may be identified that are not actually necessary as projects drop out. 
· Groups eligible for clustering are projects that are only on the distribution network and which are electrically interdependent. 

4) Prioritizing Potential Solution Options 

The group discussed the options matrix that the plenary and subcommittees have been working to fill out. Dr. Raab solicited comments from each caucus regarding their preferred options for each of the five major issues. Major points are summarized below while more discussion details can be found in the running meeting notes in Appendix 1. 

· Pre-Application/Application Process
In the short term, it’s likely possible to create a short, standard report form for the utilities to provide applicants with information about their proposed point of coupling.  This could require a fee (e.g, $300) and there may need to be a limit to the number of forms that an applicant can submit per month. It might also be possible to add circuit info to the existing monthly DOER report so that applicants can see how much activity there is on a particular circuit. 
Creating a regularly-updated online map of DG activity on the distribution system and an online portal that DG applicants can check activity at a particular address are also possible, but would take more time and resources to implement. 

The group agreed to use the subcommittee to begin to design the pre-application report form and determine what is needed to add a field to the monthly utility reporting to DOER.  

The subcommittees also need to explore the resource requirements of creating an online application process for all three tracks but perhaps starting with the Simplified track. The group decided to table any discussion of application fees until it had a better sense for what the new application processes will look like. 

· Stale Project Management
In general the group felt a non-discretionary process is likely needed for dealing with stale projects, so that any action by a utility to drop or subordinate projects is justified and supported by formal rules (as opposed to the present rules that say that the utility “may” remove a project that doesn’t meet its time deadlines). 

There was discussion (but no agreement) about whether the primary purpose of such non-discretionary language is to deal with all stale projects, or primarily those that are holding up other projects on a particular feeder.   
The group did not reach an agreement on how a non-discretionary system should be structured, but there was interest by many in California’s approach of letting applicants extend one or more time deadline without penalty but then removing them if they missed an extended timeline.  Others argued for even more flexibility to allow applicants to be able to explain their situation and get additional time while retaining their place in the interconnection process.  

· Multiple Projects on a Single Feeder
There was general interest in pursuing opportunities for clustering, with many suggestions for MA and comments about the CA proposals. The Working Group will need to drill down to the next level of detail to determine whether and how clusters would work in MA, and this will be done next at the subcommittee level.

Another point from this discussion is the recommendation for utilities to “reserve” a portion of feeders for very small projects, so this type of project won’t be negatively impacted by the emergence of a single large project or cluster of larger projects on a particular feeder. Some utilities already do this.  

· Standard Track and Large Projects
There was discussion about whether additional time was needed for large projects (e.g., over 1 MW that primarily export generation). The utilities feel that some form of timeline extension for large projects in the Standard track or as a separate 4th track is warranted (e.g., 75 business days for the impact study and another 75 days for the detailed study). Other participants feel there is insufficient data to justify this and favor maintaining the existing timelines. 

The utilities will work on gathering additional information to justify their position, and will also consider triggers which may justify providing timeline extensions to certain projects. This issue will be discussed in more detail at the subcommittee level. 

· Track Segmentation
The Working Group reached agreement on expanding one of the Simplified track screens from less than 7.5% of circuit annual peak load to 15% of feeder or line segment load. The Group further agreed to have the subcommittees draft tariff language to implement this change.
The issue of using 100% of minimum daily load as a screen primarily for PV systems for the Expedited track garnered substantial interest but also many questions.    Utilities stressed that basing decisions on minimum load is complicated and potentially problematic because load can change significantly over time. The Group agreed to continue discussion by looking at NREL report and hopefully a presentation by NREL to subcommittee (Note: occurring on 7/19).
5) Next Steps and Wrap Up
After discussing preferred options from the options matrix, the group discussed whether any other issues from the master issues list should be addressed at upcoming subcommittee meetings. Dr. Raab listed working group action items, including items raised during the issues discussion and items the group indicated it would like to start to look at. This list is below. 
(Note: PROCESS/TECHNICAL denotes which Subcommittee will discuss the issue, and notation at end identifies lead stakeholder group for T-ing up the issue.  
1) Adding extra field in monthly reporting on feeder/circuit—PROCESS--Utility

2) Develop outline of form for pre-application report—PROCESS and REVIEW BY TECHNICAL (Look at CA/National Grid Report)--Utilities

3) IT process for having Simplified Application (and potentially Expedited/Standard) online.  Also for online tracking system for all projects—PROCESS IT (Get NJ walk thru) --DOER

4) Develop method for cluster study/cost allocation—TECHNICAL—PG&E/SCE slides shows

5) Feasibility Study prior to Impact Study—TECHNICAL--Utilities

6) Flesh out proposal including trigger and timeline for more complex projects that “may” take more time to process—TECHNICAL (utilities present) --Utilities

7) Tariff language on 15% of circuit—PROCESS—CA Language

8) NREL/other engineer to discuss the 100% of minimum load screen—TECHNICAL—DOER/IREC

9) Discuss downtown networks—NREL/DOE webinar and NSTAR presentation—TECHNICAL---DOER/IREC—NSTAR

10) Binding Timelines Penalties/Incentives—PROCESS--ALL

11) Stale project mgt. process development???--ALL

12) ADR Process—PROCESS--(DOER white paper)

13)  Standardization of Communication between utilities and applicants—PROCESS--ALL

14) On-Going O&M Costs—PROCESS--UTILITIES

15) Construction Timelines—TECHNICAL—Utility Explain Process/Discussion

16) Clear upgrade criteria and standards—TECHNICAL—Start w/GRID Manual—Discuss game plan

The Process Subcommittee will meet on Wednesday, July 18th and the Technical Subcommittee will meet on Thursday, July 19th. Additional details for each meeting can be found on the DG Working Group website. 
Appendix 1: Running Meeting Notes
1) Review Goals and Agenda for Day—Jonathan Raab, Raab Associates 
Held joint subcommittee meeting July 3rd and progressed on flushing out the options matrix.
Will determine today where tech and other subcommittee will be focused, specific task (around networking)

Morning presentations and then into continued work on options to start assigning preferences for options

2) ISO New England/Massachusetts DG Interconnection Process Interface—David Forest, ISO New England
ISO goal is to ensure interconnected generators don’t have a negative impact on grid reliability

DG falls under small project interconnection (Schedule 23) less than 20 MW (FERC designation)

ISO jurisdiction over facilities that FERC has jurisdiction over

Bidding into capacity market, then have to make interconnection request with ISO

First generator with wholesale sales on a distribution circuit is NOT under FERC, but if another generator uses the same circuit for wholesale then that second generator IS under FERC
I39 or proposed plan applications (PPA): <1MW do nothing; 1-5 MW fill out notification; >5MW have to be considered for a study of the transmission system (utility can determine a study is not required)
Multiple projects in one location that divide (for net metering purposes) will need to be evaluated by someone to decide whether a transmission study is necessary (e.g. 3 2MW projects add up to 6MW, which is >5MW) 

Free pass for first generator under 5MW, and others may be subject to study (all this refers to MW on the same circuit)

If while doing distribution study decide to pull in transmission, and utility transmission group determines no need for study, how to proceed with ISO? Need to fill saying no study needed? Go to reliability task force and explain situation (no need for study) and task force will likely agree (period of time associated with this, even if it is a straightforward process; 1-3 month timeframe) Can utilities minimize their time by looking at transmission in parallel with other work? DG applicant pays for study and corrective action at ISO.
If behind meter, just need to provide model of load

I39 up to 4.9999MW is notification, not approval (so don’t have to wait to proceed) But may be good to wait to see if ISO identifies any additional issues that may need to be addressed (e.g. that the utility would get stuck paying for)
Only NEPOOL participants can submit forms to ISO, so if generator isn’t participant, needs the utility to submit

Utilities generally file with ISO at end of the distribution study period (don’t want to send speculative projects to ISO)
How to streamline this timeline (i.e. can utilities submit notification before completion of distribution study, so utility receives feedback from ISO (no issues) sooner (need to find right balance for when is it productive to send notification to ISO and streamlining process for interconnection)
Post study negotiations need formalizing/streamlining (utilities provide good will when customers ask about “what if I change my configuration”; dealing with it takes resources and causes delays; not sure how, but needs to be addressed
As part of costs of impact study, may do transmission study, if necessary (done by utility) Utilities would be doing all the studies being discussed under this topic, but ISO may determine the need for the study (but ISO responsible for study if the system being studied is FERC jurisdictional)
ISO can’t accept proprietary models, because has to share system design with FERC (stability models)
Utility jurisdiction over 5MW all shown in the ISO interconnection queue

No clarity over whether FCM participation means project becomes FERC jurisdictional

 Metering requirements and ISO role is also unclear
3) Other “Leading” DG States’ Interconnection Processes—Kevin Fox, IREC

Kevin Fox’s presentation is available on the DG Working Group Website. 

Interconnection timeframes
What if utility doesn’t meet timeline? Requires utilities to make “best effort” to meet timeline, discussion in CA of imposing penalties, but discussion around whether that would actually speed up the process (i.e. penalty process could hold up projects longer) Need quick dispute resolution process (administrative law judges) Quarterly reporting to demonstrate efficiency of process, or inefficiency; starting with these other steps rather than penalties

Timeframe is not the problem, but problem is projects that don’t go anywhere?

Does IREC examine background issues for different locations, that may impact the effectiveness of high level policy recommendations in local applications? Consistency with flexibility

CA-ISO began with clustering interconnection process with Phase 1 and Phase 2 studies, increased initial fees and study costs; began with this but streamlined, and kept fees/security; includes more upfront information sharing about average timelines, but online info doesn’t keep track of specific interconnection process

Quarterly reporting: reporting requirements not in tariff, so can be flexible and revised as necessary
Deposits can be refunded (process in tariff)
Purpose of fees/deposits? Ensure developers that are holding place in line have financial ability to move projects forward

Ombudsman with authority to resolve disputes over timeline? Seems like a good first step option, but not sure that process would be able to resolve all disputes (utility staff with appropriate authority; in MA need to be at VP level)

Pre-application/Feasibility
If developers are submitting multiple applications to find a project that works, wouldn’t it be better to have a meeting to allow conversation so as to avoid the multiple applications? That was the point of the maps, to provide some high level info about good locations. Maps go out of date very quickly
CA requires info at circuit level

Timeframe for report? Couple days, and only pre-existing information, standard set of information

Issues of locations where DG interconnection may add value to the system? Different from locations with low level of existing DG; Commercial DG makes living doing “good projects” (i.e. projects that add value), but need the good information to help implement good projects, not inefficient processes with minimal info that don’t allow for best projects; something at distribution level analogous to locational marginal pricing (info that sends signals to developers about different locations) Returning to issue of what is CEII and not (want definition of CEII) utilities conservative because of threat of mandatory fines
Site control and payment in lieu: for all applications, how payment in lieu structured? In tariff language
Initial Review/Supplemental Review
Screens based on minimum load require utilities to have minimum load data, which is an issue in many locations (and in MA); difficult to get good minimum load figures (if not available, revert back to 15% of peak load screen)
Interconnection should be separate from discussion of the impacts of a lot of DG on the grid (interconnection is just about interconnection) Other issues are important, but should not be part of DG interconnection discussion (maybe need other working group on integrating DG interconnection with distribution planning)
Distribution Group Study Process

Cluster defined by interdependency, and costs all shared once in the cluster
Clusters only for distribution facilities with interdependencies between only distribution entities (any interdependence with transmission system requires dropping out and participating in ISO process) in CA

Will be interesting to see how this works out in practice: more applications for interconnection than will actually be built/interconnected, so a lot of projects will drop out (requiring new studies) and some upgrades may be identified that are not actually necessary as projects drop out
Other things this working group should be working on??
Interconnection issues that need focus to support emerging markets need to change (even from a couple years ago) DG issues today are very different from a couple years ago

Should utilities be penalized for not meeting timelines? No penalties, but VT and VA have approach that moves forward unless utilities say no (i.e. don’t wait for utilities to say yes)

Any other options besides penalties? Basic issue is how much time to take to resolve disputes around missed timelines (i.e. takes more time to do this) so want efficiency dispute resolution

Any utilities doing away with screens? More screens not necessarily bad, but providing more information that was always part of the process, but is now more public/transparent so developers better understand the considerations the utility is using
Export/non-export and fast track? Non-export can move through fast track regardless of size, but some export can fast track

CHP vs intermittent treated differently? Yes, in various ways; CHP netmetered in 30 days or less

Training/certification? A lot of interconnection problems caused by bad developers
4) Prioritizing Potential Solution Options 
· Pre-Application/Application Process
Education

Doing some of Option I today, not sure if we need to take up time negotiating whether or not to put things online (easy to do if desired, e.g. posting recorded webinar)

Purpose of “requiring” a developer to go through education process? Better applications

Discussion around the workshop/training issue: whether to require, how to structure, just a check box?

Additional workshop options good idea; if adding “requirement” it needs to add value to process (developers get something out of education)

Online test that you have to pass, multiple choice questions at the end of each section?
Option  E important (from utility perspective): checklist

Feasibility Check

If utility get responses to standard questions, can provide standard info back to developer in some to be determined timeframe; limit of some number per month from a given entity (?) fee? Help to limit? Yes, fee is good idea (e.g. $300) fee in lieu of limit? Probably not (want to avoid too many applications)
Map, ability to log in for more info? Impossible in short time frame, but maybe possible in the future (huge undertaking, internal hurdles) Is issue mapping or info contained in map? Keeping info up to date is significant IT effort

Concern about updating info constantly for thousands of circuits (re: maps)

Customer

Want ability fill out standardized form, submit to utility, and get back standard info specific to project (map is too general, want specific details, map not accurate enough and outdated too quickly) Project specific form avoids need for map and all the issues that go into maintaining it (clean, simple, accurate, specific to own project)

Solar

Standard info back to developers should include other projects on circuits, so have a sense of what’s in a location

CHP

Want utility resources used efficiently, to connect projects; tradeoff between using resources to provide information and using resources to move projects through interconnection
State

Agree with resource balancing act, utilities should use readily available info, provide more readily available info (share data about projects that have already been looked at by utilities, qualified as snapshot of system at the time the project was looked at) (Option E; DG support that as well)
***Short form, with fee, and limit to number of forms per month, could happen pretty quickly; and add circuit info to monthly DOER report; mapping longer term

***Can’t do too many things, need to find best use of utility resources: need good information and more difficult process, to limit number of bad/speculative applications

***Application form (what looks like?) and what is needed to add field to DOER form

Mechanism/Fee
Utility

Option K: short term create instructions for application process

Option J: incorporate training into application process

Maybe software that is more interactive for simplified, but concern about online process for other tracks (e.g. quality control of uploaded files)

Utilities have internal project management software, and would have to do that while also using/updating this new external software

Long term goal is to put all track applications online anyway

Concern about integration with what utilities are already doing (already have three places that require updating)

Need to know what process is before we can think about fees for the process (is issue that there should be a fee and need to consider how much, or is issue whether to even have a fee?) need to know the process

Solar
Project management software (third party, not utlity or developer) exchange info and set range of parameters (for all tracks)

Can’t really comment on fee until know the process

State

Not just an online form, but more interactive, and provides tracking/status info in real time online; possible to submit info (e.g. drawing) have utility review and accept by checking a box, which then starts timeline (online can be useful and not onerous) 
Customer

Online for expedited and standard is long term and good idea, but is a long term project

***IT for at least simplified application; look at NJ (PSE&G)
***Table fee issue for time being

· Stale Project Management
Overall Process

Move to non-discretionary process (e.g. make “may” into “shall”)

CHP

Drop down/out, but have option to get back in (lobby for reinstatement)

Option C: issue is multiple projects on same circuit, don’t want to drop projects when they are the only project on a circuit

Need to account for when a project isn’t moving, but isn’t holding up other projects

Difference in additional study work required for moving down vs. dropping out? It’s not an issue of doing the studies, it an issue of how long it takes to do this, and whether it exceeds tariff timelines

State

Other project development considerations impact timelines, just want to keep this in mind

Deal with projects that have “victims” i.e. not projects that aren’t holding anyone up

Utility

Serious projects won’t let projects expire, will work to keep things on track through communication with Utility; so maybe hybrid option of being sidelined with oppotuinity to get back in, but can be dropped 
Agree with creating timeline for signing, with opportunity to provide explanations for extention

Solar

Maybe needs to be more interactive, or more than just a single extension before you are out; timeframes may need to be changed based on new requirements (as we add screens, etc, need to make sure the process appropriately incorporates)

Move stale projects aside to let other projects through, but impact of studies and impact of having to keep track of all projects in the queue

How would new rules impact existing projects? Transition period? Rules now would allow utilities to clear the queue (at their discretion) 
Not a big issue to not have time limit on customers to sign agreement

Customer

Sign agreement within some amount of time (e.g. 60 days)

Other participants
Develop standards and apply them universally, so not just multiple projects issue, all bad projects should be cleaned out

***If timeframes are reasonable, provide extension option then clear them out

***If not meeting extensions, sideline or drop them, if they are impacting other projects
· Multiple Projects on a Single Feeder
Reserve portion of feeder for small projects (e.g. very small, home owner PV) NGRID has been doing this (several hundred kw)

Queue Placement/Clustering

Utilities

Need to clarify rules of play

Don’t like 3-6 month open window, hard to track, but other CA option makes sense

Solar

Software would allow tracking (response to utility concern); assumes use of software

Does cluster study prevent need for additional study if someone drops out? Potentially, or maybe makes restudy cheaper, but mostly just prevents waiting for study of projects in front (and shared costs)

As imperfect as first come first served is, provides some clarity about position; clustering could lead to uncertainty if people are moving in and out of cluster
Provide upfront idea of cost and time to potential cluster participants to have an idea for what they are getting into? Provide level of comfort for participating in cluster study (cluster feasibility study) Utilities seem open to idea

Maybe have “public notification” to opt into a cluster, for the benefit of developers that are interested in cost sharing

Make cluster optional; if multiple projects on a circuit, option to form a cluster (utility point: once cluster formed and study begins, no one else can jump into cluster)
State

No mention of deadlines or extensions for projects camping out on a line? Maybe just need more strict adherence to deadlines to remove projects that are holding up other projects (deals with existing projects, rather than issue of clustering new, incoming projects)

Like idea of deposit or other security demonstration 
CHP

Like idea of clustering, potential ability to aggregate

Like “hybrid cluster” (retroactive cost sharing based on interdependence)

How to define cluster? Circuit? Substation? Utilities actively trying to figure this out

Customer

If drop out, does cluster participant still have to pay for study? Yes in CA. 

***General interest in pursuing opportunities for clustering; but need to drill down to the next level to determine whether/how clusters would work in MA

· Standard Track and Large Projects
General issue about original tariff not anticipating current situation, but there being no data demonstrating that the timelines are actually too short for the current situation

Solar

Haven’t heard data-based reasons for why more time may be needed (all anecdotal, based on size/number of projects)

Previously discussed that when application is being reviewed, utilities know what studies will be required and estimates on timeline/costs; this can/should be provided to customer so they know what they are getting into (manage expectations) determine timeline at this time, subject to not to exceed
Customer

Think most developers would be willing to live with 25% +/- in order to get interconnection agreement sooner, but has implications for net metering; no forth track or more time

CHP

Larger project put on larger track already, and if require ISO, effectively put into other track; don’t see need for fourth track

State

Making already complicated process more complicated by adding tracks and extending timelines; better to streamline and add resources to meet existing timelines

Utility

Baseline of what needs to be studied is dramatically different than is was several years ago, and projects are having impacts on neighbor systems. Larger projects will require more time, and forth track could allow for more time, in both impact and detailed study (pushback from others: what about add exception option for projects over certain size rather than full new track, because easier to implement in tariff) Utility suggesting 75 biz days each for both impact and detailed
Some studies, utility interactions, take time and can’t happen simultaneously, and more complex projects take more time (response that utility/study process could be streamlined, no one in position to say, definitively, that timelines are too short and need to be extended)

***Need to determine trigger for exception rules (technical subcommittee discussion) e.g. size, performance, etc. 
***Need to resolve issue of extending timelines (justification) because general sense of non-utilities seems to be that utilities can revise internal processes to be more efficient with DG

· Track Segmentation
Plenary agreement: Simplified; move to 15% (at feeder level or line segment? either/or?) need actual language to agree to
Utility

Basing on minimum daily load is complicated because load can change dramatically over time (e.g. manufacturing can move out); load change is big issue, so basing on 100% of minimum daily load could be problematic (are there other screens that would provide comfort? CA has other screens too) This would restrict flexibility going forward; utilities don’t have minimum load data, system based on peak load, only starting to collect minimum load data
State

Could a 100% screen result in the need for upgrades that the utility would have to request decoupling rate recovery to pay for, which would have ratepayer impacts? Possibility

***Need actual language on 15% to agree to

***Minimum daily load screen may need to be discussed at technical subcommittee (only for expedited or standard track) start with NREL report and what has been done in CA

5) Next Steps and Wrap Up

Other issues

· Binding Timelines – PROCESS 

· Penalties/incentives to meet timelines

·    DOER straw document for ADR (not a DOER “proposal”) To start the discussion, footnotes best practices – PROCESS 

· Standardization of communication between utilities and customers – PROCESS 

· 
Screening memo

· 
Small, no witness test (notification)

· 
Process for dropping stale projects (notification)

· O&M costs – TECHNICAL

· Construction timelines – TECHNICAL 

· Clear upgrade criteria and standards – TECHNICAL
Subcommittee meetings on July 18 and 19, and suggesting caucuses meet outside of these dates (e.g. 17th or 20th) At DOER

· Process on July 18th
· Technical on July 19th  

MA DG Interconnection Collaborative Working Group Website: http://massdg.raabassociates.org
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	State Agency
	
	X
	X
	

	Wells
	Donald
	NU (alt.)
	Utilities
	X
	
	
	

	Zachas 
	Rebecca 
	BCK Law P.C.
	Cust/Cities
	X
	X
	
	X

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other Working Group Participants
	
	

	Ahirrao
	Vishal
	NGRID
	Utilities
	X
	
	
	

	Argo
	Liz
	Argo Consulting
	Other/Cons
	X
	X
	
	

	Bachman
	Roberto
	SolarFlair Energy 
	DG-Solar
	X
	
	
	

	Baker
	Ed
	UTC Power
	DG-CHP
	X
	
	
	

	Beck
	Don
	Keegan Werlin for NSTAR
	Other/Law
	
	
	
	X

	Bhumgara
	Rayo 
	Sustainable Strategies 2050
	DG-Solar
	X
	
	
	X

	Boecke
	Donald 
	NSTAR
	Utilities
	X
	
	
	

	Brazo
	Shawn
	Prime Solutions
	DG-Solar
	
	
	X
	

	Busch
	Joe
	Borrego Solar
	DG-Solar
	
	X
	
	

	Cox
	Roger
	NGRID
	Utilities
	X
	
	
	

	DaSilva
	John
	Aegis Energy Services
	DG-CHP
	X
	
	
	

	De Veer 
	Henrietta
	Prime Solutions
	DG-Solar
	
	X
	X
	

	DeVillars
	John
	BlueWave Capital 
	DG-Solar
	X
	
	
	

	DiNapoli
	John
	Unitil
	Utilities
	X
	
	
	

	Enayati
	Babak
	NGRID
	Utilities
	X
	
	X
	

	Feeley Karp
	Courtney
	DOER
	State Agency
	X
	X
	
	X

	Feraci
	Joseph
	NSTAR
	Utilities
	
	X
	X
	X

	Forrest
	Dave
	ISO-NE
	Other
	
	
	
	X

	Foster
	John
	Advanced Energy
	DG-Solar
	X
	
	
	

	Fox
	Kevin
	IREC
	Other
	
	
	
	X

	Fuller
	Peter
	NRG Energy
	DG-Solar
	X
	
	
	

	Graber-Lopez
	Eric
	Blue Wave Capital
	DG-Solar
	
	
	
	X

	Grace
	Bob
	SEA
	Other/Cons
	 
	X
	
	

	Greenblatt
	Beth  
	Beacon Integrated Solutions
	Other/Cons
	X
	
	
	

	Greenwood
	Daniel 
	SolarFlair Energy, Inc.
	DG-Solar
	X
	
	
	

	Gudell
	Jan
	NSTAR
	Utilities
	X
	
	
	

	Habib
	Jack
	Keegan Werlin for NSTAR
	Other/Law
	
	X
	X
	

	Hawes
	Peter
	Borrego Solar
	DG-Solar
	X
	
	
	

	Dunn
	 Hayley
	ISO-NE
	Other
	
	
	
	X

	Larsen
	Walker
	CLF
	Other
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Jones
	Keith
	NSTAR
	Utilities
	
	X
	
	X

	Keeffe
	Andrea
	NGRID
	Utilities
	
	X
	X
	X

	Kelley
	Paul
	NSTAR
	Utilities
	X
	
	
	

	Krathwohl
	Eric
	Rich May
	Other/Law
	
	
	X
	

	Krich
	Abigail 
	Boreas Renewables 
	DG-Wind
	X
	
	
	

	Kuriakose
	Alex
	NGRID
	Utilities
	X
	
	
	

	LaBrake
	Neil
	NGRID
	Utilities
	X
	X
	
	X

	Ledgerwood 
	Bruce
	LEAN
	Cust/Cities
	X
	
	
	

	Medeiros 
	Ron 
	NorthEast Clean Energy 
	DG-Solar
	X
	
	
	

	Melnick
	Leah
	SEA
	Other/Cons
	X
	X
	
	

	Newman
	Joe
	NGRID
	Utilities
	X
	
	
	

	O’Dougherty 
	Mike 
	Spire Solar Systems  
	DG-Solar
	X
	
	
	

	Phelps 
	Nathan
	DPU
	State Agency
	X
	
	
	

	Plett
	Frederick
	MA AGO
	State Agency
	X
	
	
	

	Raab
	Jonathan
	Raab Associates
	Other
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Rabadjija 
	Neven
	NSTAR
	Utilities
	X
	X
	
	

	Ritter
	Jason
	Borrego Solar
	DG-Solar
	X
	
	
	

	Schroeder
	Erica
	IREC
	Other
	X
	
	X
	

	Sins 
	Jack 
	Unison Energy 
	DG-CHP 
	X
	
	
	

	Skulley
	Brooke
	NGRID
	Utilities
	X
	
	
	

	Smith
	Daniel
	Siemens
	DG-Solar
	X
	
	
	

	Sterritt
	Justin
	MA EOHED
	State Agency
	X
	
	
	

	Wallerstein
	Mike
	MA DPU
	State Agency
	X
	
	
	

	Wheeler
	Lorraine
	Redstoke, LLC
	Other/Cons
	X
	X
	X
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