MA DG Collaborative Working Group – Plenary Meeting #5 (8/1/12)
Location: NSTAR, Westwood, MA
Facilitator: Dr. Jonathan Raab, Raab Associates, Ltd.

DRAFT Meeting Summary

27 people attended the fifth plenary meeting (attendee list can be found in Appendix 2).  Following is a high-level meeting summary as well as updated language for issues the group worked on during the plenary.  The more detailed running meeting notes are available in Appendix 1.  See all the documents from Plenary #5, including the combined meeting summaries/outlined language from the last Process and Technical Subcommittees on the website at: http://massdg.raabassociates.org/events.asp?type=eid&event=63 


1) Review Goals and Agenda for Day—Jonathan Raab

The group has begun to outline and draft language for consideration at past subcommittee meetings and via homework provided by specific working group participants. For Plenary #5 the group largely worked from these documents while Dr. Raab edited language and outlined points in real-time, discussing and working through relevant issues. No language is yet final, but the group is now developing language that will be the basis for draft recommendations. 

2) Online Application and Project Tracking System

The group reviewed Centralized Interconnection Application Tracking System (CATS) outline developed for discussion by Gerry Bingham of DOER and also discussed an interim transition strategy to add a “feeder number” field to the current monthly utility reporting. The group discussed the separate but related needs for an online application process and an online project tracking system; both should be seamless (easy to implement), make the application and interconnection process more efficient, and provide clearer information about the status of projects moving through the interconnection process.  The system needs to also communicate easily to and from utility IT systems.

The group has discussed the option of issuing an RFP for a third party system administrator that will centralize and manage the online application and tracking system, syncing it with each of the utilities’ in-house systems.  Below is an outline of the purpose, inputs, outputs, schedule, and overall strategy outlined by the work group during the plenary session. 

CATS Proposal Detailed Discussion Notes
1) Purpose
a. Centralized/Standard application process (update standard applications)
b. Tracking system (transparency)
i. Utilities and applicants to know where they are in process and deadlines on a particular application, (time stamps on steps been thru)
ii. To be able to monitor in aggregate timeline compliance (customer/utility) for everyone including regulators
c. Prospecting—Allow developers to see level of activity on specific feeders
d. Could also use for Pre-application process
2) Inputs
a. Customer: Completed application
i. Automated Application Completeness Check (with checklist)
ii. Basic information about application
b. Utility
i. Track applicant is in (Standard, Expedited, Simplified (?))
ii. Basic information about application
iii. Communications to customers (where applicant is in process, and time stamps)
3) Outputs
a. Completed application back to utility
b. Chess clock (Utility and Applicant)
c. Step where are  in interconnection review process
d. Show Deadlines
e. Ability to sort by feeder (allow developers to sort by feeder to see activity there)
4) Schedule
a. Release RFP
b. Consultant Selected
c. Consultant work
i. Design application and tracking process
ii. Design interface strategy with each utility system (both for utility to update central record, and for utilities to get completed application from central system)
iii. Design access and security protocols
iv. Phasing in strategy
d. Commence Use of System
i. New applications
ii. Existing applications (see #5 below)
5) Strategy for Dealing w/Projects Already in Queue
a. Use data from monthly reporting spreadsheet for initial population (perhaps do stale project purge first)
b. When utilities next touch application, provide time and step related issue
6) Cost Recovery
a. Design and start up thru ACP
b. Ongoing costs by participants
7) Questions:
a. Can we use net meter assurance administrator?

Update to Transition Strategy for Adding Feeder Info to Monthly Utility Report
The plenary updated the list of potential priorities and potential sequencing for populating the spreadsheet as described below.  It also discussed whether to use just the feeder number, or also include specific location information, and agreed to focus on just the feeder number for the monthly spreadsheet.  The utilities offered to provide the feeder information in its next monthly report (August), and other information in (October):
1) All new complete applications (all tracks)—once utility knows the correct feeder, the number will appear in the report approximately 1 Month after— Starting with the August 2012  report
2) All existing projects utilities touch—Starting August 2012 report
3) All projects over 1 MW—for October 2012 report
(Note: No Timelines yet for the following (which could become moot once centralized tracking system is up and working.)
4) All interconnected projects (Expedited/Standard)
5) All Standard projects
6) All Expedited projects
7) All Simplified Projects (not reported in monthly reporting at all now)
The work group also notes that NSTAR has voluntarily added two other columns to their monthly reporting: 1) Municipal, C/I, residential designation; and 2) Date they asked applicant for additional info.  The group agreed that the new feeder number field should be three columns from the end of the existing report, so allow DOER to easily integrate the spreadsheets from all utilities.

3) Adding a Required Pre-Application Report and Optional Feasibility Study Steps (for Expedited/Standard only)

The point of both a required pre-application report and optional feasibility study are to improve the process by “screening” potential projects early  (i.e. spend a little more time upfront to decrease number of applicants/improve quality of applicants and thereby shorten the time projects spend in the application process).  

Pre-application Report

The work group agreed to the following outline for a required pre-application report that the utility would provide applicants to the expedited and standard processes.  There was ongoing discussion around how to define the “nearest” feeder, although the working group has suggested that the report will provide the feeder number rather than a location. Potential applicants will be able to make informed decisions by using the feeder number provided in the report and the feeder number data that will now be provided in the monthly utility reports. Whether or not to provide the distance to the nearest substation and whether to provide a google snapshot of the areas is still being discussed. The utilities suggest that the actual substation, and feeder, may change as the project progresses, so there is little reason to provide information about which substation is closest to the project location. Factors other than distance may impact which substation is used. Developers suggest adding language that explains this, so potential applicants understand the information about nearest facilities is legally qualified. There would be no direct charge for the pre-application report, but the cost would be absorbed through the general application fees.  The work group did not yet set a timeframe for the pre-application report.
Pre-Application Process
General Information
A Pre-Application will be required for all (Expedited and Standard but not simplified) proposed projects.
There will be no costs to the developer for a Pre-Application.
All information provided by the utility is non-binding and considered to be for reference purposes only.
Required Information from Applicant:
Contact information
Proposed location (address and nearby cross street and Google map)
Type of DG (solar, wind, CHP)  
AC  KW Size(s)
Exporting or non-exporting (Is it stand alone?)
New electric service or existing service (Is it behind existing service—if so customer account #, minimum/maximum load)
Information provided by utility:
1. Feeder/circuit voltage
Voltage at proposed location
Single or three-phase
If single-phase, how far away is three-phase?
How much DG on circuit (connected and proposed)
Radial, area network, or spot network
Nearest (2) Feeders (within 2 miles) number/designation
Distance to sub-station???
Snap shot (quarter mile)
Utility Can Provide Additional Comments 
Feasibility Study

Reid Sprite presented an outline of a potential feasibility study concept (see Appendix 3. The FS concept is to use the same information potential applicants submit for the pre-application report, but allow them to pay a fee to request an optional FS from the utility that would provide more detailed information than the pre-application report before the project formally applies. After some discussion among the work group, it was felt that the proposal was tantamount to a mini-Impact Study, and might be too complicated to add into the existing process.  However, the work group agreed to continue to explore the concept of a less ambitious “initial review” option perhaps with a bit more information provided by the applicant in a “streamlined application.”  During this discussion the work group also flagged the issue of needing a better way to handle applications that substantially change during the review process mid-stream.


4) Multiple Projects on a Single Feeder (Cluster Studies)

The utilities stated that they are learning from the voluntary clustering projects currently underway, but that they don’t have enough experience to feel comfortable hard-wiring a mandatory clustering requirement at this time.  The work group agreed that while it might be premature to mandate cluster studies that utilities should be required to offer a formalized clustering option to applicants when there are multiple applications on a single feeder that are electrically dependent.  It would then be up to the applicants to agree to go forward with a cluster approach or not.  The work group further agreed that it should establish study and upgrade cost allocation guidelines now, and is generally comfortable with the following proposal:
I) Study Cost Allocation—by MW
II) Upgrade Cost Allocation
a. Lines—Share common segments pro rata by MW, unique segments covered by that DG provider
b. Other equipment—Share common upgrades pro rata by MW, unique upgrades by that DG provider
c. If one or more DG applicant drops out, then remaining applicant share any additional restudies required
d. If new DG added to circuit within 5 years, need to share costs from prior DG (consistent w/utility line extension policy) (some exemptions—e.g., Simplified?)
The work group discussed, but did not resolve, how much time a cluster study should take.  The work group agreed to have the subcommittees flesh out a formalized but optional clustering approach.

5) Screens, Timelines, and Fee Issues

A) Simplifed Track Screen

The work group agreed to change one of the existing screens (Is the aggregate generating Facility capacity on the circuit less than 7.5% of circuit annual peak load?) to potentially allow more DG thru the simplified by track, as follows: Is the aggregate generating Facility capacity 15% of feeder/circuit and, if available, line segment?

B) Simplified Spot Network Track Screens

Utilities are studying area networks to develop the data needed to come up with appropriate/safe screens for area networks. The DG reps made clear they consider area networks an important issue and expect the work group to address interconnection to area networks. 

The work group discussed at length the subcommittee’s recommendation to allow the simplified spot network screens to also apply to area networks, and ultimately agreed to allow the Simplified option on both spot and area networks (if other screens are passed) as long as applicant has interval meter data for an appropriate time period, and where available minimum load data, for area networks. The work group also agree to accept the subcommittees recommendation to remove the requirement that the system be less than or equal to 15 kw, as long as less than 1/15 of Customer’s minimum load is met.  The work group also agreed to 
develop language for the Report about continuing to monitor and track IEEE 1547 and national best practices and to study and experiment in Massachusetts on area networks (e.g., NSTAR pilot project).  They also agreed to incorporate networks and IEEE handling of networks into utility standardized guidelines (e.g., National Grid (ESB 756-C) guidelines/standards. 

C) Construction Timelines
The group also continued to discuss the need for stricter, more formalized construction timelines (with clear milestones).  The work group discussed the fact that the utility can’t provide a clear construction schedule at the time of the interconnection agreement if the applicant waives the detailed study, as the utility essentially still needs to do the detailed study before they can figure out the construction schedule.  DG construction schedules also currently must dovetail with all other utility construction projects—they do not have unique priority.  Group agreed that there should be clear timelines w/milestones that should be tracked like the steps in the interconnection agreement steps.  At the same time, there’s recognition that there are many reasons that construction schedules slip on both the DG and utility side and needs to be clearly laid out contingencies.

D) Dealing With Large Projects

The group discussed potential screens for large projects that are currently taking more time to study. The suggested screens include projects that are stand alone (i.e., are new services primarily for export of power with little or no native load) and are over 1MW. If a project meets these screens, the utilities propose a longer timeline due to increased study complexity (e.g., 75 days instead of 30 for the detailed study and possibly more time for the impact study). The work group asked the utilities to formalize their proposal in writing, and asked IREC to provide information on how other states are handling similar large projects.

E) O&M Costs
O&M cost issues were not discussed due to time constraints


6) Adherence to Timelines Strategies

A) Customer Timelines: Stale Project Management

The group discussed timeline adherence strategies from both the customer and utility side. Stale projects occur when customers do not meet their timelines for providing information or other required documents, and appear to be inactive. Although this is most problematic on feeders where they are holding up other projects queued behind them, it is also an issue on feeders without a queue (utilities need to periodically ping them, and it fans the perception that there are lots of active projects not being interconnected.  The group discussed strategies for both an initial purge of inactive projects, as well as an on-going approach to dealing with stale projects.  For the initial purge, the work group was clear that applicants should have adequate notice before being purged (e.g., perhaps two notices and 30 days to re-activate their application by complying with the original data or document request).   Regarding an on-going process, continued to discuss whether to apply purge rules to all projects regardless of whether or not they are holding up any other projects, or only those with a queue behind them. The mechanism under consideration is a non-discretionary process that customers are clearly informed about their deadlines for data or document compliance, informed when a deadline is missed and given a reasonable opportunity to cure, and are then removed if they don’t cure.  There may be some limited exceptions, and then there’s the ADR process.

B) Utility Timelines: Timeline Assurance/Enforcement

With regard to an assurance strategy (utility side), the group discussed broadly how there can be greater assurance that timelines are met in an enforceable manner.  The utilities discussed the steps they are all taking to improve internal processes and procedures and marshal adequate resources to work on interconnecting DG. They also reiterated their reluctance to negotiate “penalties”. The group reviewed Section 49 of SB 2395 (below), and discussed, without reaching any conclusion how, if at all, the Legislation should and will impact the work group negotiations on assurances.  

The department of public utilities shall develop an enforceable standard interconnection timeline for the interconnection of distributed generation facilities. Timelines may vary depending on the size and type of the facility or other factors as determined by the department. The department shall implement such timeline not later than November 1, 2013. The department shall enforce established timelines as part of its service quality standards review under section 1I of chapter 164 or by whatever enforcement mechanism is determined appropriate by the department. 


7) Next Steps and Wrap Up

We ended the meeting by putting together a list of topics that needed immediate attention, and sorted the list by appropriate subcommittee.  Dr. Raab said he would use that list (below) to develop agendas for the two Subcommittees.

To Do list
· Application/Tracking System—Flesh out details--PROCESS
· Pre-Application Report –Further discuss distance to sub-station/snapshot--TECHNICAL
· Feasibility Study—Develop more streamlined approach (perhaps w/streamlined application)--TECHNICAL
· Develop a Formal (but optional to customer) Group Study/Cost Allocation Process--BOTH
· Construction Schedule Process—Develop tariff language (clearer tracking and accountability)--PROCESS
· Large Projects  Process (e.g., stand alone and over 1 MW)--TECHNIAL
· Utility proposal in writing w/clear triggers, and timelines
· Information on CA/NJ for comparable large projects
· Adjusting Screens for More into Expedited--TECHNICAL
· Cost Issues—PROCESS  (include presentation by AG)
· O&M
· Simplified application
· New statewide tracking system
· Other?
· Stale Project Mgt.--PROCESS
· Utility Assurance (Enforceability) w/Timelines—PROCESS
· Upgrade Criteria & Standards--TECHNIAL
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Appendix 1: Running Meeting Notes

Review Goals and Agenda for Day—Jonathan Raab, Raab Associates 

Using summary from last two plenaries and other documents others have put together. Starting to develop draft materials to discuss and will continue to develop draft report for comment and discussion at future meetings.


Online Application and Project Tracking System
· Review of Bingham CATS proposal
· Also, interim/transition strategy including adding feeder field to current monthly utility reporting

Goal to add clarity to timeline and application process, track where projects are and how long they are taking

Group discussion of the CATS proposal (about half of plenary were on phone call)

Opportunity to have shared objectives met; critical to track to understand where things are falling down in the process, to allow understanding of why

Should reduce time for utilities for data entry and update status in realtime, which gives more clarity/info to developers and policy makers

Discussion of effort to integrate with individual utility systems: DOER feels the effort is worth it for the efficiencies that will be gained in the application process; feel it would be a net wash in terms of time (less time on some areas of application process wash out areas that may require more time)

Notion of chess clock for both utility and applicant

Notion of email exchanges being tracked in some manner by the online system; would have think about how to track phone conversations

How to pay: ACP seed start up and then fees of some sort of other recovery from applicants on ongoing basis

Intake application process and ongoing application tracking process

Whether system should track the simplified or not (would tracking simplified create more work than is necessary)

Good idea to increase transparency, but concern about cost (who bears the cost); OK with ACP seed and then on applicants, but don’t want costs on general rate payers (AGO comment)

Some customers/installers don’t have internet, so need to account for that (western MA); could utility do the input for them or an online system administrator?

Not sure about ease of system integration, but could build into RFP for system administrator that administrator needs to create a system that will integrate with existing or emerging utilities systems

RFP needs to lay out what the administrator needs to do and on what schedule, so Working Group can work out these details, but not the exact structure of how the system will work; so discuss schedule rather than details

Need inputs and outputs and schedule (the things the Working Group should figure out)

Also an issue of info/tracking for projects already in the application process (inconsistent data for existing projects)

What is level of detail of realtime info? At minimum need time stamps for each communication so know how long things are taking and which side is waiting on which.

Point of system is transparent/objective data for each project about when the project moved from one stage to the next; not all utilities have systems that map to the tariff process stages

Existing monthly tracking would be first stage of the online tracking, so as utilities touch the existing projects (in relation to monthly reports) utilities will add necessary data to each existing project (ongoing updates to existing)

Want system that will automatically populate other utility data systems, so utilities aren’t doing double data entry

Cyber security is important to utilities, so need to make sure any online system won’t compromise utility security; this also may impact the timeline for implementation (possibility that cyber security concerns could completely scuttle any online system)

So maybe a “push only” system so the outside isn’t touching the utility system, the utility is moving data from its system to a database that can be accessed from outside users

Manual import is not a seamless interface

Want to make sure that updates to existing projects don’t interfere with ongoing application process (touching/updating/putting into online process)
Add “due by” date that auto generates when projects progress (in addition to chess clock)

Why do developers need information about projects that are not theirs? 

Maybe phase: quick to get something going, and then design the perfect system that is truly seamless and secure (need to figure out clock issue, because most important thing is data and tracking of how long steps are taking)

Issue of how to deal with/complete incomplete applications; and maybe worth discussing whether the application should be modified to be more useful (e.g. require site control)

Applications have checklists already, and when met the applications move on through the process; if the project requires further study more information may be requested, but this information can’t be requested until the study process begins (don’t know what info is needed)

Is new system with an administrator necessary? If each utility can regularly make available certain info to applicants (e.g. where is it, when did it move, when did it stop/restart) – utilities seem interested in working to develop a common platform, rather than modifying their existing systems (individually) to provide some data (common platform will help clean up the process and help solve the distrust issues, because process is run by independent third party)

Seems like it could be possible to clean up the process somewhat through basic project management techniques, rather than needing to design whole new system, but back to point about wanting to design a new common system

How important is a new, third party administrator? Can utilities address the primary issue or tracking without the need for realtime updates? Maybe an administrator isn’t necessary, but utilities would need to report on tracking for each application stage

IT system will not fix a broken process, process needs to be fixed first (this is a project management problem); what is the goal and what do we need to achieve it? 

Need to review application and determine what constitutes a “complete” application (in conjunction with updating the application process for an online system); issue of criticality of information (application can progress once certain level of critical info is provided)

Need intake accommodation for pre-application feasibility report

Need to consider phased approach to developing the online system

Process will track data that will begin to identify trends and need to review the data/trends at some point

Can system of assurance administrators (for net metering) be used for the DG interconnection process? Probably not because the DG administrator would have to be hired via a new procurement process, but there is a possibility (possible opening in the RFP for the assurance administrators) Concern about costs and needing an additional administrator (based on costs being seen for assurance RFP award), but need someone who can deal specifically with DG interconnection

Developers need more confidence in timelines and shorter timelines (so need online system to accomplish this, not just track the broken/time consuming process)

Concern about accuracy of the information being submitted in an online process, or how to deal with information that changes once the process has started

Adding feeder data: see Jonathan’s notes. In general will start with August report (for new, complete applications), will complete for up to 1MW by November

How to add this new data to the monthly reports to DOER: go over 3 columns to make consistent with NSTAR (also report C/I/R and date asked for info); best to create uniform template that all utilities can use (DOER can send out) 

Asking for feeder number or the location? Feeder number (issue of whether or not utilities have authority to disclose feeder location information, based on location of projects, because this discloses application location to public)

Suggestion to table monthly report discussion and circle back after discussing the pre-application report (what will be in report and does having the report negate the need for additional field(s) in the monthly report)



Adding Pre-Application Report and Feasibility Study Steps (Expedited/Standard)

Require pre-application for expedited/standard

Early stage and should be easy for developers to complete

Utility suggested form: street address and near cross street, size in AC, single or three phase generator (is this info necessary to get to the output of distance to 3-phase), behind existing service, min and max loads for customer, new service or upgrade service (if upgrade, customer acct #)

Utility suggested output: not provide distance to substation or line segment upstream (not easy to get, and not sure why need this info, point is for utility to be able to do this without technical engineering time), field for utility comments, no “names” for e.g. feeders (provide numbers); distance is to nearest feeder

Issue of “nearest” feeder; applicant is interested in determining which feeder is most cost effective for the project

Issue of why it’s complicated to provide distance to substation, even linear distance between project address and substation address; issue is that “nearest” substation may not be the one the project ultimately connects to, so IF utility provides nearest substation, need to qualify that project may not be able to connect to that substation

Suggest add IF nearest feeder is full, utility will provide location/number of next nearest feeder; OR maybe provide preferred (nearest) and alternate (next nearest) and distance to 3-phase from each

Response that customer account should not be required (utility wasn’t suggested it be required) and that utility should have to expend some resources to provide useful information; not require min/max load; importance of feeder snapshot map (not all utilities have this information; NGRID can share what they are doing with other utilities to see whether other utilities can do something similar; information may not be able to be sent, but if they came into the office they could look at a map of the area around the project)

Comments will be additional factual information relevant to the project

Pre-application is part of the application process, so application fees should help to cover the costs of the pre-application (maybe revisit application fees to ensure they cover the pre-application)

Point that pre-application needs to improve the process (i.e. result in fewer actual applications) or else it will prolong and complicate the process

Suggest to add report output that tells applicant whether they would apply in standardized or expedited (needs to be discussed) Maybe if the determination is obvious this can be included in the comments field

Feeder number in monthly report and feeder info in pre-application work together to provide a good level of information to the applicants; important to include feeder number in both places so applicants can compare feeder number info to feeder number info

Should the Working Group recommend to the DPU to allow the utilities to release map info; in other words, is providing a map of the area of the project something the group wants to work toward (forgetting about the various roadblocks that have been brought up) Want to flag this as a long term option, but also want to make sure the group discusses and addressed short term issues that facilitate the long term solutions

Feasibility Study

Based on same info provided for proposed pre-application, but assumes fee charged and utilities providing engineering time to provide more detail and additional information

Some suggested study outputs ask utilities to make a call about whether aspects of the project will jeopardize the project economics, but utilities can’t make this judgment call. 

Realize this is “non-binding” but there is concern that applicants who pay for this will expect the results to be somewhat more binding/accurate/etc

This is different from Impact Study because impact study is done once an application is submitted, so the Impact Study is in the context of the interconnection “queue”

As described, Feasibility Study is very similar to Impact Study (level of effort), concern about ability to provide FS on a short timeline; maybe do pre-application in short term and talk about the potential for a FS in the long term (as utilities develop resources); don’t want to pull resources away from actual applications (timeframe for implementation of FS is of more concern than doing it, doesn’t seem productive in the near term based on available resources)

This is a lot of what is provided by Impact Study, but timelines are too short and suggested fees don’t come close to covering the costs of the work; very likely the work will be outsourced

But trying to formalize a process around work that is already being done (but moving to before the application process starts, rather than starting after a project has applied); used to screen projects 

Suggestion that doing the FS does not save time later; may have to do multiple times if project isn’t feasible (i.e. keep doing until find a feasible project)

At option of customer, do full application, OR start with initial review with utility (more of a discussion than FS), based on discussion, move into actual application or not (in line with draft suggestions for the process). 


Multiple Projects on a Single Feeder (Cluster Studies)

Suggest continuing to work on clustering as clustering opportunities come up or are requested; just starting to work on clustering and not sure of the process, so not sure it makes sense to require (other places doing clusters, e.g. CA, are still working out how to do this); Do clustering ad hoc; work out details with the requesting entities 

But still possible to think through the potential cost allocation

Doesn’t clustering result in essentially a single project? Shouldn’t standard project timelines still apply? Response is that each individual project still has to be studied and clustering also adds complications that require more time (e.g. contingencies and different combinations of projects going forward; one study but more complicated, so need more time for the one study than for a normal, single project impact study)

Is there a way to do clustering that provides incentive to do it, in terms of time? Cost is shared, but first project will have to wait longer than otherwise would have (in total though, time frame is shorter for overall for all projects than if studied individually) 

Economies of scope happen in first 25 days; still have to do protection and other work for each individual project/site

Pilot can go two ways: customers request because they are aware of it (already an option); OR more formalized where utilities offer clustering as an option when they are aware of multiple projects that could benefit from clustering (formalized, optional process)

Some projects may only be economically possible if the costs of distribution upgrades can be shared

Option to do clustering also related to pre-application information: if developers have more info they can make informed decisions about whether to opt in (note: in CA discussion of issues of gaming the system, so developed screen to either put projects in a cluster or not based on electrical interdependence; not optional)

If do pilot clustering, need to assess cost of implementation and how to cover the cost (i.e. administering the pilot, not the costs of a cluster study)

Perhaps utilities can look at existing applications to ID potential good pilots (e.g. feeders with multiple projects)

Is pilot necessary, or do we already know enough to develop general guidelines that will always need to be adapted to specific cluster situations 

Pilot is maybe wrong term; talking about starting with optional program, but consider making mandatory based on results of optional clusters



Screens, Timelines, and Fee Issues

· Proposed changes to Simplified and Network Screens

Issue of export vs. not, but still fault current issues (want consistency in language when talking about “capacity”; name plate or export)

Suggested there was agreement on statewide adoption of NGRID guidelines, not yet at that point, but guidelines are being discussed 

Comfort around these screens for spot networks, but not for area networks; area networks would require study; need appropriate data to make engineering decisions about area networks

Seemed there was comfort about 1/15th of minimum load as screen for area networks; but suggested area networks are being studied to develop the data needed to make informed decisions about appropriate screens

Remember we are talking about screens for following the simplified track; can still go through other tracks

Spot networks are easier to understand/track load data (single large customer); area network customers don’t provide all the needed data (so add that as a screen; need to have the data, if no data then can’t use 1/15th screen) Suggestion to write in qualifications or create language that allows for 1/15th screen ONLY when the data is available

Figuring out area network issues is a big concern for the CHP caucus; CHP wants to see progress on this issue as part of this Working Group process (will be a constantly evolving process in a statewide guideline; not constrained by tariff process)

CHP wants opportunity to discuss issue of networks and put something into Working Group report; will also be an opportunity for comment once report to DPU

Want open door for projects (aspire to connect all projects language)

· Construction Timelines

If customers take +/- 25%, still need to do detailed study to establish construction schedule/milestones; total timeline doesn’t change under this scenario 

Entitled to timeline for completion of detailed study, at which point a construction timeline would be provided

Current format is that agreement signature approves costs, so will there be problems if agreement is signed before the detailed study is completed (does utility need customer signature at end of detailed study to approve performing construction work)

IA doesn’t interface with construction schedule, work order fits into construction schedule. IA is agreement to pay for work; utility then issues work order to perform the work; signed IA is go/no go to perform the work (promise to pay)

Is there a way to be more collaborative in this stage of the interconnection process and to better adhere to construction schedules

Takes time to do the detailed study for larger, exporting projects

Once sign IA, if you are doing net metering, you net metering queue timeline starts; if you don’t meet the net metering timeline, you get kicked out of the queue (queue accounts for this)

DG fits into overall utility construction schedule, but DG should rank above asset replacement (just want to make sure this is clear and actually the case)

Need fairness in construction timeline process; if commit to a timeline, need to meet the timeline commitments (construction schedule timeline not in tariff so no mandate or repercussion for not meeting timelines)

Talking about making stricter construction timelines that are clear and realistic, and consider contingencies, to manage expectations and provide more certainty to developers of the construction timeline

Incorporating DG into ongoing, long term construction timeline is new paradigm, needs to be a shift in how this is viewed and how DG is incorporated, and needs to be part of the new normal process

DG businesses can’t work on long term timelines, need to be more responsive; but utilities trying to fit numerous projects into a construction schedule that was set 5 years ago, and still in the early stages of incorporating DG into utility process in a more effective way

· Dealing w/Large Projects

Working Group is working to improve process, so if there is a suggestion to extend timelines, even for large projects, need to be justified as improving the process

There are technical issues brought up by large projects that take time to study, and require additional study

Have negotiated longer timelines on a project-by-project basis (e.g. Smith College)

Detailed Study is really where more time is needed for larger projects; allows utility to set appropriate expectations

Large project screen: stand-alone (exporting and new service) and over 1MW (also Recloser, dollar figure, dedicated circuit??)

Originally said 75 days each for impact and detailed study, but primary concern is with detailed study

Shouldn’t discuss timelines in a vacuum, should look at what other states are doing (e.g. NJ is 68 days total and CA is 60 days total)

Original timelines assumed “ordinary workload” which meant looking at each project one at a time

Maybe just talking about triggers for an extension to the detailed study (convert single to three phase, long line extension

Need to clarify if there is a need to extend impact study timeline for large projects, or just need to extend detailed study (screens for this and justification)

Apples to apples; in MA we’re talking about multi MW on small distribution lines (e.g. 13kv), in areas with minimal load

If we increase timeline for large project, framework/timeline for decreasing timelines as utilities gain experience with larger projects; also need to consider once new applications even out and once utilities have more resources to work on DG

Also need to ensure new timelines are met, if timelines are extended

· O&M

Adherence to Timelines Strategies

· Customer Side: Stale Project Management

Transitional component, how to deal with projects that have already missed timelines or been nonresponsive 

More relevant to projects that are holding up other projects, rather than projects that are not holding up anything behind it (higher priority); can extend once, but also should be consideration for delays caused by things out of the control of the developer

Should be a relatively simple process, the more complex the more grounds for dispute by those who are being kicked out (i.e. reasons for dropping projects should be clear so they are understood and accepted by developers)

CA has progress payments, so when you have to move forward or not, you also have to provide a check, suggest including progress payment for MA interconnection process

Option to bump projects that are nonresponsive (e.g. send out email and request response within two weeks, and drop projects that don’t respond) Initial purge, separate from ongoing process; low bar just to get rid of projects that are not viable (need to be careful about manner of communication and response request; email may not be appropriate)

Suggest that deadline are deadlines, and if the point is to improve the process through adherence to timelines, both sides have to adhere; maybe opportunity for one extension on developer side, but developers also have to meet timelines; and should be consistent for all tracks and all project sizes, and for all projects, not just those that are holding up others (consistency is important), and for all steps in the process

Don’t want to open up unintended consequences, especially related to CHP that can take a while, suggest process should be more collaborative for projects that are responsive, while still dealing with unresponsive squatters

Potentially put it on other developers to bring it to the utility when they are being blocked by another project, and request utility kick out the blocking project

Need to pay attention to due process and fairness, we’re talking about important legal rights to interconnect; need option to extend for good cause; extensions should be similar to original timelines

New and better tracking could also ID stale projects without draconian, wide spread drop

Existing language says utilities “may” drop projects if they miss “mutually agreeable timelines” which means the applicant essentially has to agree to be dropped

Discretion creates problems; need firm rules to the process to drop is clear

· Utilities Side: Assurance Strategy

Utilities sorting out who is responsible for what (who’s on first), and it is getting sorted (tied to performance reviews and responsibilities); internal staffing structuring/restructuring to better deal with DG interconnection

Developers looking for something with more teeth, maybe something written down that the group can respond to

But in general DG community positive about utility comments; especially paired with better tracking and chess clock (knowing when the ball is in whose court and how long it has been sitting there)

Not only discussing, but should move forward in Working Group in the context of new legislation (be more proactive and helpful to new legislation); or maybe prioritize other issues because legislation is dealing with assurance (e.g. timelines)

How to respond (how should Working Group respond) to the new legislation dealing with timeline adherence
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Appendix 3 Feasibility Study Outline 

Feasibility Study Recommendations

Feasibility Study
General Information
Generally, the Feasibility Study would be performed by the utility at the developer’s discretion and would not be required for projects that export 5 MW or less.  For projects exporting more than 5 MW, the Feasibility Study would be required.
The Feasibility Study shall be performed prior to the submission of a full application.
The information required by the utility should be the same as the info that is required for a Pre-Application.
The Feasibility Application should be considered as a simple “up-charge” from the current Screening Memos that are provided by some utilities.
All information and estimates provided by the utility are non-binding and considered to be for reference purposes only.
Fees
A study fee would be incurred by applicants that opt to have a Feasibility Study performed.
Non-exporting facilities:  $250
Projects exporting 1 MW or less:  $1,000
Projects exporting 1 MW to 5 MW:  $2,500
Projects exporting over 5 MW:  $4,000
Required Information from Applicant:
1. Contact information
Proposed location (address and Google map)
Type of DG (solar, wind, CHP)  
Size(s)
Exporting on non-exporting
New electric service or existing service
Information provided by utility:
1. Compliance review of existing screens and determination of appropriate project track
Peak load on proposed feeder
Size and type of DG on feeder (connected and proposed)
Electrical dependence on other proposed projects
Rated feeder capacity and peak load
Major distribution line equipment upstream from proposed feeder location
Reclosers
Capacitor banks
Voltage regulators
Step-down transformers
Description of substation
Number and size of station transformers
LTC/regulator capabilities
Bus arrangement 
Potential infrastructure upgrade information
High-level estimate of distribution and substation upgrades (+/- 50%)
Available capacity before major infrastructure upgrades are required
Estimated timeline for construction of infrastructure upgrades
Limiting factors of current infrastructure
Other potential constraints or critical items that may jeopardize project
Timelines
It is intended that the Study will be performed within the timelines in the current tariff allowed for “Complete Review of All Screens” and “Complete Standard Process Initial Review”.  As such, the Study shall be completed within 25 working days for the both the Expedited and Standard tracks.  Refer to the attached tables for a detailed list of proposed timelines.


Raab Associates, Ltd. 		1
EXPEDITED TRACK TIMELINE

	CURRENT EXPEDITED PROCESS
	
	PROPOSED EXPEDITED PROCESS

	
	
	
	PRE-APPLICATION TIMELINE
	w/out Feasibility Study
	w/ Feasibility Study

	
	
	
	Utility provides Pre-Application response
	5 days
	5 days

	
	
	
	Optional: Developer requests Feasibility Study
	
	

	
	
	
	Utility sends Feasibility Study cost and agreement
	
	3 days

	
	
	
	Developer submits payment and returns agreement
	
	3 days

	
	
	
	Complete review of all screens / Complete Feasibility Study
	20 days
	25 days

	APPLICATION TIMELINE
	
	
	FULL APPLICATION TIMELINE
	
	

	Acknowledge Receipt of Application
	3 days
	
	Acknowledge Receipt of Application
	3 days
	3 days

	Review Application for Completeness
	10 days
	
	Review Application for Completeness
	10 days
	7 days

	Complete Review of All Screens
	25 days
	
	
	
	

	Send executable agreement
	10 days
	
	Send executable agreement
	10 days
	10 days

	TOTAL MAXIMUM DAYS
	48 days
	
	TOTAL MAXIMUM DAYS
	48 days
	56 days





STANDARD TRACK TIMELINE
	CURRENT STANDARD PROCESS
	
	PROPOSED STANDARD PROCESS

	
	
	
	PRE-APPLICATION TIMELINE
	w/out Feasibility Study
	w/ Feasibility Study

	
	
	
	Utility provides Pre-Application response
	5 days
	5 days

	
	
	
	Optional: Developer requests Feasibility Study
	
	

	
	
	
	Utility sends Feasibility Study cost and agreement
	
	3 days

	
	
	
	Developer submits payment and returns agreement
	
	3 days

	
	
	
	Complete review of all screens / Complete Feasibility Study
	20 days
	25 days

	APPLICATION TIMELINE
	
	
	FULL APPLICATION TIMELINE
	
	

	Acknowledge Receipt of Application
	3 days
	
	Acknowledge Receipt of Application
	3 days
	3 days

	Review Application for Completeness
	10 days
	
	Review Application for Completeness
	10 days
	7 days

	Complete Initial Review
	20 days
	
	
	
	

	Send Follow-on Studies Cost/Agreement
	5 days
	
	Send Follow-on Studies Cost/Agreement
	5 days
	5 days

	Complete Impact Study
	55 days
	
	Complete Impact Study
	50 days
	50 days

	-Completed Detailed Study
	30 days
	
	Completed Detailed Study
	30 days
	30 days

	Send executable agreement
	15 days
	
	Send executable agreement
	15 days
	15 days

	TOTAL MAXIMUM DAYS
	138 days
	
	TOTAL MAXIMUM DAYS
	138 days
	146 days





Appendix 4: 

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

Facilitator, Dr. Jonathan Raab, Raab Associates, Ltd., 118 South St. #3A, Boston MA 02111 
Tel: 617-350-5544, Fax: 617-350-6655 
Email: raab@raabassociates.org or susan@raabassociates.org
www.RaabAssociates.org
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