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Section 1: Introduction, Background, and Overview

Introduction and Process Overview

The Massachusetts Distributed Generation Interconnection Working Group (“Working Group”) was initiated at the request of the Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities (“DPU”) through Order 11-75.   In that Order, the DPU detailed its expectations for the Working Group as follows: 

“The original DG Collaborative established uniform standards for the interconnection of distributed generation in the wake of the restructuring of the electric industry.  D.T.E. 02-38, at 1-2.  Building on this foundation, the goal of the Working Group here is to determine what changes should be implemented to ensure an efficient and effective interconnection process that will foster continued growth of distributed generation in Massachusetts.  The Department notes that the Working Group should not endeavor to recreate or reconvene the DG Collaborative, but rather should focus on the issues that need to be addressed in order to update the existing generation interconnection framework.” [D.P.U. 11-75-A, at 4]

“The goal of the Working Group is to reach consensus on distributed generation issues.  However…consensus may not be attainable on some issues and additional Department process may be necessary, including a possible adjudicatory proceeding.” [D.P.U. 11-75-A, at 5]

“The Working Group should consider the issues presented in the DG Report, DOER Petition, comments filed in this proceeding, and any other related issues determined relevant by the Working Group…Accordingly the Working Group is directed to (1) determine what issues should be resolved regarding the current distributed generation interconnection standards and application procedure to ensure an efficient and effective interconnection process, and (2) deliberate with the goal of reaching a consensus on a resolution of such issues for Department review and approval.” [D.P.U. 11-75-A, at 7]

Twenty organizations actively participated throughout the four-month facilitated Working Group process.  These organizations are listed below in four separate clusters: 
· DG Providers, 
· Utilities, 
· State Agencies, and 
· Customers/Cities.  
Appendix A presents a full roster of all the participants from each organization that participated in the Working Group.
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The Massachusetts Clean Energy Center provided funding for the facilitated Working Group process.  Dr. Jonathan Raab facilitated the process, with assistance from Susan Rivo also from Raab Associates, Ltd. and Walker Larsen from CLF Ventures. The Working Group’s first meeting was held on May 31, 2012.  Both the National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) and the Interstate Renewable Energy Council (IREC) participated in the process as outside experts and provided technical assistance on a wide range of issues.   

The Working Group met in plenary for ten days of meetings over the course of four months.  In addition, two Subcommittees (one focusing on technical issues and the other focusing on process, timeline, and fee issues) met consistently throughout this period to develop detailed proposals for review by the full Working Group during its plenary sessions.  

With this report, the Working Group has completed its recommendations on issues identified by the Commission in DPU 11-75, as well as on additional but related issues identified by the Working Group participants.  These recommendations represent a consensus of the diverse members of this Working Group.  This report also includes a transition plan and a strategy for ongoing collaboration within the next nine months to ensure that the plan is implemented. 
Summary of Findings and Recommendations
The current Massachusetts DG Interconnection Tariff was the result of a similar collaborative stakeholder process in 2002 and 2003.  During the first five or so years after the tariff was approved by the DTE (precursor to the DPU), the tariff allegedly functioned fairly well—the utilities were able to meet the timelines in the tariff and applicants were interconnected in a timely fashion.  Over the past few years, there has been a sharp increase in the number of DG applications as a result of falling technology costs (e.g., Photovoltaics or PV) and an increasingly favorable policy regime in Massachusetts for distributed generation (e.g., net metering, SRECs). 

The increase in the sheer volume of applications has been coupled with an increase in the size and complexity of many of those applications, as well as an increasing concentration (and saturation) of DG in certain areas, necessitating additional review and analysis prior to interconnecting.  While utilities have been increasing their staff and outside contractors to handle the increased workload
, it does not appear that they have been able to consistently meet the timelines in the tariffs, especially for projects going through the Expedited and Standard tracks.  However, it appears the delays in the interconnection process are not all on the utility side.  Applicants often submit many more applications than they intend to pursue as a way of reserving a place in the queue, and then sort through which applications will be most cost effective once the relative interconnection costs become clearer.  Oftentimes it is the applicant not responding to utility requests for additional data, clarification, or a signature, that is responsible for the time delay.  
Because the monthly tracking data supplied by the utilities to DOER only captures dates that applications are deemed complete and dates when an interconnection agreement is sent (as per prior negotiated agreements), it is unclear where applicants are in the review process and whether projects that appear to be taking longer than the timelines allow, are delayed because of applicant delay, utility delay, or both.  Hence, the over 600 MW of DG still awaiting an interconnection agreements in the Expedited and Standard tracks (shown in the figure below) constitute a mix of stale projects that the applicants do not intend to pursue and live projects—many of which have exceeded applicant or utility deadlines. 
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While the number of applications in the Simplified process has also increased substantially over the last few years, the utilities have largely, but not entirely been able to meet the15 day timeframe they are given by the tariff.  According to the utilities’ presentation at the first Plenary session of this Working Group, of the nearly 5,000 applications received by all the utilities between January 2009 and the end of the first quarter of 2012, 91% were completed within the 15 day timeframe.  In 2011, however, only 75% of the applications were completed in 15 days. 

The Working Group assessed the realities of the current DG interconnection timelines and developed the recommendations delineated in this report to address the identified problems.   The changes recommended by the Working Group in this final report include:

1. Revisions to the technical screens and Supplemental Review time budget to potentially allow more projects to qualify for both the Simplified and Expedited tracks

2. A required Pre-Application Report for applicants to the Expedited and Standard tracks to help applicants prioritize among potential locations and DG configurations (and reduce the number of speculative applications) 

3. A new group (cluster) study process for handling multiple applications on exhausted or near-exhausted feeders that will likely require substantial upgrade costs

4. Additional time within the Standard track for “Complex” applications, that will require more analysis and hence more time than a typical Standard track project

5. A more clear-cut and definitive process for utilities to withdraw project applications when applicants miss deadlines to provide information or other documents, thus freeing up feeders for other applicants and reducing utility workload (aka stale project management)
6. A multi-faceted utility timeline assurance and enforcement strategy 

7. A new statewide, internet-based application and tracking process with an independent administrator that uses a chess-clock approach to monitor both utility and customer timeline compliance, from the initial pre-application report through the application process, to construction/interconnection
8. Utility published technical criteria and standards manuals that are periodically updated 
9. Other (that rises to this level of importance?)
Report Structure

Section 2 of this report lays out the Working Group’s recommendations for the application review process, including revised screens, a potential new “complex project” track, and recommendations for a group/cluster study process.   Section 3 provides recommendations for application and construction timelines, including timelines for the potential “complex project” track and cluster studies.   In Section 4, we outline recommended measures to ensure adherence to timelines for both utilities and DG applicants.  Section 5 covers application fee updates and potential to assign operation and maintenance costs for large projects to DG customers.   Section 6 outlines recommendations for a new pre-application report process. Section 7 outlines the recommendations for a new online application and project tracking system.  Section 8 describes technical issues, including a standards manual, while Section 9 describes recommendations for other issues, including a potential ombudsman and application training. Section 10 concludes the report with a transition strategy and recommendations for ongoing collaboration. 
The appendices contain important additional documents.  What should go in the appendices?
� According to the utilities’ presentation at our 2nd Plenary, they have increased DG interconnection-related staff (including contractors) from around ten full-time equivalent in 2008 to 35 full-time equivalent in 2012.





PAGE  
1

		 Utilities

National Grid
NSTAR
WMECO
Unitil
		DG Providers

DG Solar: 
Borrego Solar, Blue Wave Capital,
 Spire Solar Systems, 
DG Cleanpower, SEBANE/SEIA, Exelon/Constellation Energy,
My Generation Energy
DG CHP:
Source One/Veolia Energy, ClearEdge Power, Inc, 
The E-Cubed Company, 
Prime Solutions,
Harvard

		 
State Agencies

Dept. of Energy Resources
Attorney General’s Office
MA Clean Energy Center		Customers/Cities

CLC/CVEC



MA DG Working Group Representation







A DG working Group Representation






Expedited and Standard Applications (kW)
 January 1, 2009-May 1, 2012

















		 		Applied		App Complete		Agmnt Sent		Authorized

		National Grid		502,717		457268		96430		49,900

		NSTAR		395,651		319,054		63,662		43,695

		WMECo		95,766		18,013		18,003		8,502

		Unitil		16,216		14,216		2,541		2,541

		TOTAL		1,010,350		808,551		180,636		104,638



kW

621 MW Awaiting Agreement



5





Applied	App Complete	Agmnt Sent	Authorized	1010350.4769279966	808551	180636	104637.9159860611	

image1.png







image2.jpeg









Expedited and Standard Applications (kW)
January 1,2008-Viay 1, 2012






