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Section 1: Introduction, Background, and Overview
(To Be Sent For Your Review By Tuesday) 

Section 2: Application Review Process: Tracks and Revised Screens 
The Working Group recommends changing several screens in the Simplified and Expedited tracks as well as increasing the number of engineering review hours within the Expedited track with the express purpose of allowing more projects to remain in these tracks and hence move more rapidly through the interconnectin process.  The Working Group also recommends additional time for more complex projects within the Standard track.  Lastly, the Working Group recommends the addition of a Group (aka Cluster) track for multiple applications on feeders that are relatively saturated with distributed generation such that very expensive upgrades would be necessary.  The Group track would allow the utility to study multiple projects at once and establishes study and construction cost allocation approach
A) Simplified Track

Consider increasing 10 KW to 15 KW single phase and 25 KW three phase screen?  Can we increase size but then have them cover upgrade costsand possibly add another screen. (Combined with changing time to 10 days for very simple and 20 days other).
B) Simplified and Expedited Track/Screen #2

The Working Group recommends changing 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 and Expedited tracks, as follows: Is the aggregate generating Facility capacity 15% of feeder/circuit and, if available, line segment?
C) 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. For now, the Working Group recommends that the simplified spot network screens also apply to 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 Working Group further recommends removing the requirement that the system be less than or equal to 15 kw, as long as the less than 1/15 of Customer’s minimum load is met.  The Working Group also recommends continuing to monitor and track IEEE 1547 and national best practices and for the Massachusetts utilities to continue to study and experiment on area networks (e.g., NSTAR pilot project).  They further recommend incorporating networks and IEEE handling of networks into new technical upgrade criteria and standards manual discussed in Section X. 
D) Expedited Track Screens

The Working Group recommends adjusting the Expedited track screens to allow more applications to remain in the Expedited track instead of going through the longer Standard track.  Specifically the Working Group recommends adding three Supplemental Review screens to the interconnection process:
1) Penetration Test 
2) Power Quality and Voltage Tests
3) Safety and Reliability Tests

Specifically, the Working Group agrees to define and implement the Power Quality and Voltage Tests and Safety and Reliability Tests screens based on the California tests. 
For the Penetration Test (aka minimum load screen), the Working Group is still discussing two options, a) the California/NREL approach based on whether the aggregate Generating Facility capacity on the Line Section is less than 100% of the minimum load for all the line sections bounded by the automatic sectionalizing devices upstream of the Generating Facility; or b) the Sandia Labs 67% minimum load screen.
a) 100% Screen--Add language from DG Cluster 
b) 67% Screen—Add language from Utility Cluster (Use of a 67% minimum load screen(Where minimum load values are available) as part of the supplemental review as well as the other proposed supplemental review screens - a recent Sandia Labs report has suggested this is the appropriate percentage of minimum load to use, An important caveat, again explained in the report, is that this screen can not be used if there is a mix of non-homogeneous inverters or other types of DG elsewhere on site or on the feeder (report has been sent around previously and/or can be provided on request.)

Group Discussion Notes: 
· Sandia 67% screen packaged with other screens that make it behave closer to 100% minimum load screen.  
· Main concern of 100% is potential for anti-islanding.  Can we add an anti-islanding screen(s) and use 100%?




1.	Supplemental Review Screens

The Supplemental Review consists of Supplemental Review Screens A through C.  If any of the Screens are not passed, a quick review of the failed Screen(s) will determine the requirements to address the failure(s) or that an Impact Study is required.   In certain instances, Distribution Provider may be able to identify the necessary solution and determine that Detailed Studies are unnecessary. Some examples of solutions that may be available to mitigate the impact of a failed Screen are:

1.	Replacing a fixed capacitor bank with a switched capacitor bank.


2.	Adjustment of line regulation settings.


3.	Simple reconfiguration of the distribution circuit.



a.	Screen A: 	Penetration Test

Where 12 months of line section minimum load data is available, can be calculated, can be estimated from existing data, or determined from a power flow model, is the aggregate Generating Facility capacity on the Line Section less than A) 67% (Plus evaluate over next 18-24 months moving to 100% minimum screen.)
 (Utilities) or  B) 100% with exceptions on transition basis (DG & others) less than 67% of the minimum load for all line sections bounded by automatic sectionalizing devices upstream of the Generating Facility?

	If yes (pass), continue to Screen B.

	If no (fail), a quick review of the failure may determine the requirements to address the failure; otherwise either a Group Study or an Impact Study is required.  Continue to Screen B. 


Note 1: The type of generation will be taken into account when calculating, estimating, or determining circuit or Line Section minimum load relevant for the application of this screen. Solar generation systems with no battery storage use daytime minimum load (i.e. 10 am to 4 pm for fixed panel systems and 8 am to 6 pm for PV systems utilizing tracking systems), while all other generation uses absolute minimum load.


Note 2:  Distribution Provider will not consider as part of the aggregate generation for purposes of this screen Generating Facility capacity known to be already reflected in the minimum load data.

Significance:  Penetration of Generating Facility installations that does not result in power flow from the circuit back toward the substation will have a minimal impact on equipment loading, operation, and protection of the Distribution System.

b. 	Screen B: 	Power Quality and Voltage Tests
In aggregate with existing generation on the line section,

a)	Can it be determined within the Supplemental Review that the voltage regulation on the line section can be maintained in compliance with current voltage regulation requirements under all system conditions?

b)	Can it be determined within the Supplemental Review that the voltage fluctuation is within acceptable limits as defined by IEEE 1453 or utility practice similar to IEEE1453?

c)	Can it be determined within the Supplemental Review that the harmonic levels meet IEEE 519 limits at the Point of Common Coupling (PCC)?

	If yes to all of the above (pass), continue to Screen C.

	If no to any of the above (fail), a quick review of the failure may determine the requirements to address the failure; otherwise a Group or Impact Study is required.  Continue to Screen P. 

Significance:  Adverse voltages and undesirable interference may be experienced by other Customers on Distribution Provider’s Distribution System caused by operation of the Generating Facility(ies).


c. 	Screen P: 	Safety and Reliability Tests

Does the location of the proposed Generating Facility or the aggregate generation capacity on the Line Section create impacts to safety or reliability that cannot be adequately addressed without a Group or Impact Study?

	If yes (fail), review of the failure may determine the requirements to address the failure; otherwise a Group or Impact Study is required.  Continue to 

	If no (pass), Supplemental Review is complete.


Significance: In the safety and reliability test, there are several factors that may affect the nature and performance of an Interconnection.  These include, but are not limited to:
1.	Generation energy source


2.	Modes of synchronization


3.	Unique system topology


4.	Possible impacts to critical load customers


5.	Possible safety impacts


The specific combination of these factors will determine if any system study requirements are needed. The following are some examples of the items that may be considered under this screen:

1.	Does the Line Section have significant minimum loading levels dominated by a small number of customers (i.e. several large commercial customers)?

2.	Is there an even or uneven distribution of loading along the feeder?

3.        Is the proposed Generating Facility located in close proximity to the substation (i.e. <2.5 electrical line miles), and is the distribution line from the substation to the customer composed of large conductor/cable (i.e. 600A class cable)?

4.        Does the Generating Facility incorporate a time delay function to prevent reconnection of the generator to the system until system voltage and frequency are within normal limits for a prescribed time?

5.	Is operational flexibility reduced by the proposed Generating Facility, such that transfer of the line section(s) of the Generating Facility to a neighboring distribution circuit/substation may trigger overloads or voltage issues?

6.	Does the Generating Facility utilize UL 1741/IEEE 1547 Certified anti-islanding functions and equipment?





The Working Group also recommends raising the Supplemental Review time allowed within the Expedited track from 10 hours to 30 hours.  Thus projects would be allowed to stay in the Expedited track and not sent to the Standard track if more than 10 hours of engineering review time is required. 
E) Complex Projects Within Standard Track 

The Working Group discussed at length how to handle the increase of complex projects or projects seeking interconnection at challenging locations that require more studies and study time than initially contemplated when the Standard track and its timelines were designed.  The Working Group agreed to maintain the Standard Track, but to allow for additional utility review time in certain circumstances.  See Section 3 for details. 

F) Accelerating Interconnection Agreement Signing

The Working Group recommends adding language to the tariff that allows applicants to request and sign an Interconnection Agreement at the end of the Impact Study rather than waiting until after the Detailed Study.  If the applicant goes with this option they agree to accept the +/-25% construction cost estimates emanating from the Impact Study.  They also will have to wait for a detailed construction schedule until after the utility completes its design engineering work (as discussed in Section X under construction timelines).
G) Group (aka Cluster) Study

The Working Group recommends that that a new Group (aka Cluster) Study process should be required on feeders where capacity is “exhausted ” (technically infeasible to operate on a single distribution feeder, e.g., Grid’s 3 MW PV on a 15 KV line 5 MW on 25 KV line) (or near exhausted), or where new express feeder is needed, or both.   The Group study would also be optional in other circumstances identified by utilities as potential good candidates for Group studies, or proposed by applicants.
1) Required Group Study Process
a. Utility decides when application triggers exhausted feeder, and  Option 1: that opens up group study window; Option 2: next applicant has option to proceed on own or move to group study]
b. Group study process is then required for all applicants wishing to interconnect on the feeder
c. Open enrollment window for 3 months
d. Timeline for utility: Option 1: mutually agreed to timeframes; Option 2: Complex study timeline, or mutually agreed to 
e. Must follow cost allocation rules for Group studies (recommended by Working Group in Section X of this Report) 
2) Optional Group Study Options
a. Optional in other circumstances if applicants come together and propose to utility, or utility identifies other areas where Group studies may benefit applicants


Section 3: Application and Construction Timelines
In this section the Working Group recommends changes to timelines for Complex projects within the existing Standard Track and timelines for the new Group study process.  It also recommends clarifying language and some modifications to the related to witness test and construction timelines, as well as new language regarding force majeure.  [Add Simplified reference if changes.]
1) Simplified Track

Option 1: The Working Group does not propose any changes to the timelines in the Simplified process for now, but will consider reducing the 15 day total maximum day once the online application process is up and running and the utilities are fully staffed up.
Option 2: Working Group recommends reducing the total maximum days from 15 days to 10-12?  Days for applications that pass the 5 Simplified screens, but 20 days for applications that fail one or more screens (but can be handled in the Simplified process and not move to Expedited) once the new online application process is in place
2) Expedited Track

The Working Group does not propose any changes to the Expedited timelines, except to clarify the timing in the Witness Test (see below in this section).

3) Complex Projects in Standard Track

The Working Group recommends adding additional time within the Standard review track for complex projects or projects proposing to interconnect in challenging places.  These types of projects typically require more expensive system upgrades that necessitate more study time than Standard track timelines afford.  Therefore for these types of projects or situations the Working Group recommends: 
1) If any Sub-Station modifications (construction is or adding or replacing equipment) are needed—Add a maximum of 20 days business days for utility to complete the Impact Study
2) If system modifications from the Impact Study indicate likely to cost over $100,000 for system and substation upgrades (but excluding any on-site-at point of interconnection- service related costs)—Add a maximum of 45 days for Detailed Study (Add diagram or more delineated language.) (See page in report for illustrative costs)
a. Alternative for #2:  Add 45 days for substation upgrades, or 20 days for distribution system upgrades only
3) Utilities will inform applicants within 20 days into Impact study whether 1, 2, or both time extensions are needed



4) Group (aka Cluster) Study

The Working Group recommends that where a Group study is implemented whether required by utilities or voluntary the study timeframe should be by mutual agreement between the utility and the Group members.  [Another alternative would be to follow guidelines in Standard Process for Complex projects?] 
5) Construction Timelines

The Working Group recommends that there should continue to be clear construction timelines w/milestones included in the Interconnection Agreement (except in the case where Applicant requests an Interconnection Agreement after the Impact Study and before a Detailed Study, in which case the construction schedule is added after the utility completes its design engineering).  They further recommend the timelines be tracked using a chess clock just as with the interconnection agreement steps.  While the Working Group recognizes that there are many reasons that construction schedules may slip on both the applicant and utility side, milestones should only be missed for reasonable cause.  
If a utility misses a milestone it will inform both the applicant and the DPU including the reason and a proposed new schedule.  If the customer misses a milestone, the utility will follow the same protocols for Customer Adherence to time schedules described below in Section 7.
The Working Group also recommends that construction time guidelines for different upgrade costs and timeframes be included in the Technical Manual referenced in the tariff, and periodically updated, with stakeholder   input and review (see below for illustrative example—note if multiple upgrades required some can be done concurrently so timelines not necessarily addititive).
  






6) Force Majeure

The Working Group recommends that for force majeure (e.g., major storms, strikes, war, extreme heat event,,or other significant interruption in utility DG workforce) that the chess clock would be stopped for that period (for the utility, customer, or both depending on who’s impacted by the force majeure). There should be notice when force majeure events occur (potentially through the independent administrator). Volume of applications would not be force majeure. [Delete language in tariff about complying with timelines only under “normal work conditions”].  

ADD UTILITY DEFINITION OF FORCE MAJEURE
The term “Force Majeure Event” as used herein, shall include, but not be limited to, any act, omission, or circumstance occasioned by, or in consequence of, any act of God, act of the public enemy, war (declared or otherwise), acts of terrorism, sabotage, invasion, riot, fire, storm, flood, ice, explosion, accident, abnormally inclement weather, action or inaction of, compliance with, or response to any enactment, order or request of any governmental authority, regulatory, or judicial body, strike, labor dispute, or any other cause or circumstance beyond the reasonable control of, and not resulting from the fault or negligence of, the party claiming the occurrence of a Force Majeure Event. 

If there is a major (and abrupt) change in State or Federal policy or DG price change that prompts significant and rapid increase in applications.  Utilities will use best efforts to adjust (human) staffing/resources to handle the new application volume within the tariffed time lines.  If they can’t staff up rapidly enough to meet the timelines, they will let the DPU know and file a plan to meet the deadlines as expeditiously as possible.  Utilities and DG related stakeholders will work together to anticipate these types of changes, and minimize their impacts on the interconnection process.

7) Witness Test

1) Simplified: Leave Language as is Section 3.1 (Item F)
2) Expeditid: Add new section for Expeditied—Identical Language as Simplified


3) Standard: (Replace Section 3.3.3.B.i with the following) The Company will require a witness test of the Facility for compliance with the relay settings as approved by the Company. The Interconnecting Customer will provide a proposed witness test and the requisite supporting documentation for review by the Company once they have completed the installation of the facility. Utility will have 5/10 business days to approve the witness test once they have all the information needed from the Customer.  The utility will then inform the Customer when they have approved test procedures. Once the test has been approved by the Company, the Interconnecting Customer will call to arrange for the Witness Test. The Interconnecting Customer has no right to operate in parallel until a Witness Test has been passed. The Company is obligated to complete this Witness Test within 10 business days or by mutual agreement upon receipt of the request for a witness test as outlined above.

Section 4: Adherence to Utility and Applicant Timelines 
In this section the Working Group recommends strategies and requirements to enhance adherence to timelines during the application and construction phases of distributed generation interconnection—on both the applicant/customer and utility sides.
A) Applicant/Customer Adherence (aka Stale Project Management)

The Working Group recognizes the need to remove stale projects that have exceeded their timelines to provide utilities with requested information or decisions to proceed.  Stale projects can hold up other projects behind them in a queue on a particular feeder.  However, even when there is not a queue, stale projects still require utility tracking and periodic attention, and also can give the misconception that many projects are actively awaiting interconnection.  For all these reasons, the Working Group proposes a process that includes an initial withdrawal of stale projects, as well as an on-going customer timeline compliance process to deal with applicants who miss their deadlines, as outlined below.
1) Initial Withdrawal
a. For all applicants where the utility is waiting to hear from the customer at any level at any stage (in application and construction process) for more than 30 business days
b. Utility contacts applicant (email and letter and/or phone if no email address)—customer of record, alternative contact, and a most recent point of contact
c. “Haven’t heard from you in over 30 business days, if don’t hear from you in 30 business days, we will consider your application withdrawn (and if you want to continue at a later date, you will need to reapply).”  Any fees not refunded.
d. (Indicate removal being required by DPU)
e. Utilities already have the authority in the original tariff—“may” remove from queue
2) On-Going Customer Timeline Compliance (for all projects whether in a queue or not)
a. Request from utility to applicant for information or signature will include customer deadline from tariff
b. If miss deadline, send email that missed deadline and will be given 3 business days to cure or request an extension
c. If request extension, granted one extension equal to timeline/deadline of step (Open Questions: 
i. Should there be only one extension during course of interconnection application process or allow one extension at each different stage; 
ii. Should there be longer-time line extensions for public projects (projects on public land) or particular technologies with or without cause? (see net metering assurance language for cause)
iii. Should applicants be required to $ at certaint steps to remain in process if customer delays?
d. Utilities need to keep track of extension dates
e. Projects that don’t meet extended timelines considered withdrawn, need to reapply
f. Customers will have 20 business days to sign an Interconnection Agreement by the utility or provide comments to the utility on the IA, or the project will be considered withdrawn and will need to reapply.  If customer provides comments, the customer and the utility will have 30 business days to resolve.  After 30 days, if no resolution and no request from the customer for ADR, the application will be considered withdrawn and need to reapply.
g. Retain language that customers have 1 year after signing IA to (authorize utility construction or construct DG??)
3) Timeline (after DPU approval)
a. Initial Withdrawal—Begin right after DPU approval (2-3 months to complete)
b. On-Going Customer Timeline Compliance—Concurrently w/Initial withdrawl or after/sequential?

B) Utility Adherence (aka Assurance and Enforcement) to Timelines

The Working Group recommends the following suite of measures to ensure and enforce utility compliance with tariff timelines.
Utility Proposal:(Note to WG: I put the current proposal from utilities up front, but left other material in section for reference for now.  Will delete extraneous stuff later.
A) Refunding application fees for Expedited and Standard processes when timelines are missed
a. after the IA is delivered or the total utility review time appears to be exceeded the customer has 20 business days to ask for a review of timeline  adherence
b. the utility will have 10 business days to provide documentation of timeline adherence as compared to the total times allowed for the study track followed
c. If utility has not adhered to the timelines, the utility will process a refund of the customer’s application fee within 5 business days. 
d. the customer has 10 business days to appeal the utility review asking for an Ombudperson’s decision as outlined below
e. shareholders cover refund
f. Should this be done as part of transition strategy?

B) Expedited process at DPU/ADR process/Ombudsperson (technical issues only)
a. look for DOER/DG suggestions
b. Customer would file complaint on a technical issue within the process to the Ombudsperson and the utility. The utility would have 10 business days to respond to the customer and DPU. 
c. If the utility response does not have specific technical background as per good utility practice, then the matter would be taken up by the Ombudsperson
d. The ombudsperson would respond in 20 business days and their response must conform to good utility practice.
e. The decision of the ombudsperson can be appealed thru the normal complaint appeal process as the DPU
f. How Obmbuds paid for?
g. Who should Ombuds answer to? 
C) Give DG access to outside engineers/contractors to conduct studies and do construction if utilities anticipate not meeting timelines (need to think thru this more)
a. utilities would work together to select 4 outside contractors the as per their internal procurement guideline – the contractors would be limited to 50% of their work be these projects if they are also contracted by any utility to conduct interconnection studies. Utilities open to suggestions for other contractors
b. the utilities would direct the work as per the utility requirements of the needed study(ies) and have final approval of the study(ies) results
c. Upon request of the customer after the scoping meeting, the utilities would provide the customer a list of contacts with their contractor partners
d. The utilities will provide a minimum scope of work required for  the study within 15 business days of the scoping meeting 
e. After submittal of the draft final study from the contractor the utility will have 20 business days to review and provide comments for the study
f. Any disagreements will be brought to the  ombudsperson for review
g. Who’s paying (customer)?  Who answer to?
h. How does this mesh with first come first served?
i. Would this work better for construction timelines than study timelines?
j. How deal w/managing DG priorities vs. reliability studies?
D) If deadline missed will inform DPU and customer including reason and proposed revised timeline
a. a customer may request (1??) review of timelines in the process at anytime or if deadline is missed at each stage
b. utility will provide a written (email) response to the request within 10 business days detailing the reason for the  missed timeline and the expected date the process step will be completed
c. the DPU can at any time request additional information as to the specific missed timeline or a pattern of missed timelines
d. consider when and if  clock stops, and what if anything should go to Ombuds/ADR process
E) Service quality metric approach for DG either as part of the existing SQ metrics or free-standing metric open for discussion (but premature to institute or finalize details)
a. once valid timeline verification is in place and supported by all parties,  the parties will participate in a SQM review as it pertains to all services provided by utilities as well as adherence to timelines for DG interconnection
b. this hearing process will determine the  metric for missed timelines
Utilities Are willing to negotiate following:
A) Refunding application fees for Expedited and Standard processes when timelines are missed
B) Expedited process at DPU/ADR process/Ombudsperson (more toward engineering side)
C) Give DG access to outside engineers/contractors to conduct studies and do construction if utilities anticipate not meeting timelines (need to think thru this more)
D) If deadline missed will inform DPU and customer including reason and proposed revised timeline
E) Service quality metric approach for DG either as part of the existing SQ metrics or free-standing metric open for discussion (but premature to institute or finalize details)

DG et al Response:
F) Anything comparable to refund application fees for those in Simplified track if deadlines missed, where currently no fee?—shorter timeline 15 days to 10 days?
G) Package of 5 possible utility proposals possible package depending on details
a. Need to develop language for report that lays out a service quality process and timeline--Reid 
b. Develop report language with more specificity for A-D—Utilities and Non-Utilities
c. Consider whether anything else should be added to list
d. Develop a transition strategy

Principles for consideration:
a. Let utilities also be allowed to have timelines slip in certain clear circumstances for good cause
b. Focus on enforcement mechanisms first that have both incentives/offsets and disincentives, rather than just disincentives
c. Need a functional chess clock to base enforcement on

MASSACHUSETTS DISTRIBUTED GENERATION WORKING GROUP
Service Quality Metric Recommendation
General
The Distributed Generation Working Group (DGWG) believes that interconnection of distributed generation (DG) is a core function of Massachusetts’ utility companies.  As such, both utilities and DG stakeholders agree that it is appropriate to enforce timelines laid out in the DPU Interconnection Tariff.  Further, it is noted that Massachusetts Billl S.2395, “An Act relative to competitively priced electricity in the Commonwealth”, stipulates that:
“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.”
The DGWG supports this legislation and plans to propose new interconnection timelines as part of its final report to the Department.  In accordance with this legislation, the DGWG recommends that the Department enforce timelines as part of its existing service quality standards.
DG Service Quality Standard Metric
The DGWG does not propose a specific metric to be used in the Department’s service quality standards.  Rather, the group believes that the Department is in the best position to create this metric through a public process with the utilities.  In terms of enforcement, the DGWG agrees that any metric that the Department puts into place should carry financial penalties and/or offsets to the utilities that are consistent with other service quality standards.
Although the DGWG recognizes that limited benchmarking data may be available to create a metric at this time, this fact alone should not preclude nor delay the development of a metric by the Department.  Massachusetts utilities have shown a positive track record of adapting to new metrics, and the DGWG is confident that they will capture data as required to comply with a new service quality metric prior to its implementation.
Proposed Timeline
The DGWG believes that it is critical that timelines are enforced via the Department’s service quality standard as soon as possible, and the Department should make every effort to expedite such an implementation.  The DGWG understands that the revision of the Department’s standards can be time consuming, but agrees that a service quality standard should be put into effect no later November 2013, in accordance with Bill S.2395.  However, financial penalties or offsets need not necessarily be in place by this date, though it is preferred.  A proposed implementation timeline is below.

2) [bookmark: _GoBack]DOER drafted approach for discussion
1. Enforcement
0. Project Basis
0. Upon failure to meet the timelines, the Utility shall promptly refund the application fee and study costs to the customer.
0. For each full 20 business days that the Utility remains in breach of the timelines, the Utility shall pay $50/kW to the customer in compensatory damages.
0. Annual Review
1. If greater than 10% of projects exceed timelines, the Utility shall pay a penalty of $50/kW of projects exceeding timelines.  
1. Annual Review penalties shall be paid to the Massachusetts Clean Energy Council (“MassCEC”). Such funds shall be held in an account separate from other accounts of the MassCEC. DOER shall oversee the use of Annual Review penalty funds by the MassCEC, so as to address interconnection streamlining, including but not limited to staffing assistance.
0. No Ratepayer Recovery
1. The payments described under this section shall not be recoverable through ratepayers.
Utility Feedback on DOER Penalty (Death penalty vs. speeding tickets)
1) Penalties should be last recourse
2) Due process before penalties applied
3) High hurdle before applied
4) Case by case basis
5) Tailor penalty to specific problems
6) Premature for penalties
7) ADR process first, then can ask for penalties
8) Not confident chess clock can be basis for penalties
9) Need adjudicated venue to determine penalties
10) Still discussing w/service quality is better way to go, but don’t have long-term data

DG Proposal for Interim Utility Assurance:

1) Letter to DPU by Utility for cause when deadline missed
2) If Utility has missed deadline w/o reasonable cause as determined by the DPU, or if provides reasonable cause yet fails to remedy application in a sufficient manner as determined by the DPU, the DPU can levy penalties up to but not to exceed $50 per KW for each full 20 business days application exceeds deadline. No penalties will be levied until written summaries have been submitted by both the interconnecting customer and the Utility and a meeting has been held by both parties and a DPU hearing officer to discuss the reasons why the deadline was missed.
3) Define Normal Business Conditions as "other than catastrophic"
4) Develop Confidential DPU DG Customer Complaint Form (should this be non-confidential)
5) Annual Reporting/Review to DPU in DPU Docket (see 6 below as well)
· Number of Letters to DPU by Utility for cause when deadline missed (DPU)
· Number of interconnection complaints registered with DPU (DPU)
· $ spent by DG Providers on Application Fees, Study Fees, System Upgrades (Utilities)
· # of times ADR process has been initiated and escalated to at least the VP level (Utilities)
· Additional reporting criteria to be determined by DPU (DPU)
6) Utilities state in tariff DG is important and integral to their business (equate to other customers)
7) Open DPU docket annually that allows comment on DG Interconnection from these parties: SEIA, SEBANE, NECHPI, Customers that have experienced the Interconnection Process in MA, Municipalities of Investor Owned Utilities, MA CEC, DOER
8) Utilities Highlight Distributed Generation in their Annual Reports to Customers
· # of Interconnections completed and MW Interconnected



Section 5:  Fees 
The Working Group recommends updating the fees for the Expedited and Standard processes to account for actual labor rates and anticipated review times. We also lay out cost allocation approach for new Group study process.  Actual costs will still be charged for Impact Studies and Detailed Studies. [Add language about Simplified and O&M if have recommendation.]
A) Required Pre-Application Report Fees (Expedited/Standard Track Only)

The Working Group recommends that there be no fee for Pre-Application Report, but that the anticipated cost was taken into account when setting the new application fees for the Expedited and Standard processes.
B) Simplified Track

The Working Group assumes that the current time to review Simplified applications (now in the 4-8 hour range) will be reduced somewhat with the commencement of a Statewide Application and Tracking system, and recommends that there continue to not be an application fee for applications in the Simplified track. (Note: Does not appear to be a lot of support for a fee here except for one utility and possibly the AG.)
If don’t charge Simplified application needs to be picked up by other DG applicants or all ratepayers
C) Expedited and Standard Tracks

Supplemental Review engineering hours raised to utlity average rate w/overhead—from $125/hour (set in 2003) to $150/hour.  (Discuss escalation over time issue.)
Utilities will circulate specific proposal for updated numbers prior to 9/5 meeting.propose increasing the Expedited and Standard Fees to $5/kw with at $500 minimum and $10,000 maximum. [Consider removing minimum, and potentially reducing the maximum.]

D) Group (Cluster) Study and Upgrade Cost Allocation (repeated from Section 6)

The Working Group recommends that the cost allocation for study and upgrade costs when a group (cluster) study is either required by the utility or a voluntary group (cluster) is established should be as follows:
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) (those applicants through the Simplified process would be exempted from this requirement)
E) Operation and Maintenance Costs 

The utility proposes recovering O&M for large upgrades (e.g., over $75k).  [For Grid the 2011 O&M on capital investments (“direct assign facilities”) was 10.91%.]  The O&M charge would not be retroactive and assessesed to existing DG customers (online and in application process or just online?) Not retroactive.  If new customers added, in theory reduce their direct assign facilities.  Is this better treated thru rates (DG rate)?



Section 6: Pre-Application Report Requirements 
The Working Group recommends adding a new required Pre-Application Report for all applicants going through the Expedited and Standard Tracks that are over 500 KWs, and optional for under 500KW.  The intent of this Report is to provide applicants with some basic information about the location at which they are potentially interested in connecting to the distribution system, so that they can get an initial sense of whether the particular location is practical for their project.  The pre-application report could also help applicants prioritize among various locations and possible distributed generation configurations they are considering.  The Working Group believes that this could minimize the number of speculative applications, and increase the likelihood of viable applications. 
The pre-application report request would be handled through the proposed new statewide online application and tracking system and then routed to the appropriate utility.  Utilities would have 10 business days  to provide the pre-application report.  There would be no fee for this service (however costs reflected in application fees).  Applicants would not be able to submit their actual application in the Expedited and Standard Tracks until a pre-application report is received.
Each Pre-Application Report will carry the following disclaimer: “Be aware that this Report is simply a snapshot in time and is non-binding, system conditions can and do change frequently.”
Applicants would need to provide the following information to the utility through the statewide online application and tracking system:
1) Project Contact Information
Name:
Address:
Phone:
Email: 
2) Location (street address with nearby cross streets, town): 
3) Generation Type: (solar, wind, CHP)  
4) Size (AC kWs):
5) Single or three phase generator  configuration: 
6) Stand-alone (no on-site load – Y or N): 
7) If existing service include customer account number, site minimum and maximum (if available) current or proposed electric loads in kWs 
8) New service needed?  



The “Pre-Application Report” provided by the utility will include the following. 
1) Circuit voltage: 
2) Circuit name:
3) Voltage at proposed location:
4) Single or three phase available near site:
5) If single phase – distance from three phase service:
6) Aggregate connected  DG (kw) on circuit:
7) Submitted complete applications of DG (kw) on circuit that have not yet been interconnected:
8) Area network, or spot network or radial:
9) Snap-shot within ¼ mile (or otherwise identify feeders within ¼ mile)
10) Other potential constraints or critical items that may jeopardize project 




Section 7:  Online Application and Information Tracking System 
The Working Group recommends the creation of a new centralized application and tracking system (CATS) for distributed generation interconnection project applications in Massachusetts.  This online database would serve as the gateway for applications for distributed generation in all tracks.  It would also serve as a tracking and chess clock for each application from its pre-application submittal through construction.  The Working Group further recommends that CATS is designed, developed, and maintained by an independent third party administrator selected through through an RFP process. Below is an outline of the purpose, inputs, outputs, schedule, and overall strategy agreed to by the Working Group:
1) Purpose
a. Centralized Application process
i. Pre-application Report for Expedited and Standard tracks 
ii. Application--Centralized/Standard application process for all 3 tracks (update interconnections applications)
b. Tracking system (transparency)
i. Individual Applications--Utilities and applicants to know where they are in process and deadlines on a particular application through construction (time stamps on steps been thru)
ii. Aggregate Applications--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, (and whether there’s a group (cluster) study on a particular feeder?)
2) Inputs
a. Customer: Completed application
i. (Pre-application Report required information (for Expedited and Standard tracks)
ii. Basic information about application (for all Tracks but differs by Track) 
iii. Automated Application Completeness Check (with checklist)
b. Utility
i. Track applicant is in (Standard (including any additional time allowed for more Complex projects), Expedited, Simplified, Group Study)
ii. Additional information about application (screens passed (phase II—as attached document?), construction timelines/milestones)
iii. Communications to customers (where applicant is in process, and time stamps)
iv. Point of contact (by stage) at utility and customer
3) Outputs
a. Completed pre-application and application back to utility
b. Chess clock (Utility and Applicant)
c. ID step where a particular application is  in interconnection review process
d. Show Deadlines for individual applications
e. Ability to sort by feeder (allow developers to sort by feeder to see activity there) and other aggregated sorts
4) Schedule (From after DPU Approves Concept)
a. Continue to draft RFP, and ID potential consultants (including the Net Metering Assurances Administrator)
b. Release RFP (either MA CEC or DOER would administer RFP process
c. Consultant Selected—2 Months
d. Consultant work—3 Months
i. Design application and tracking processes
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. Schedule and Phasing in strategy
v. On-going cost to run systems
e. DPU Approval (Is this really needed?)—1 Month
f. Administrator Develops, Starts, and, Maintains System (as proposed by consultant) 
i. New applications
ii. Existing applications (see #5 below)
iii. Offer separate Technical support for applicants
5) Strategy for Dealing w/Projects Already in Queue
a. Use data from monthly reporting spreadsheet for initial population ( after do stale project withdrawl first)
b. When utilities next touch application, provide step in process and time stamp 
6) Cost Recovery
a. Design and start up thru ACP
b. Ongoing costs by applicants/hosts rolled into application fees (how set new application fees now to account for this?)
c. No retroactive assessment of applicants in process or on-line
7) Overaraching Concerns/Principles
a. Minimize data entry, and avoid double data entry
b. Get tracking clock in place and ticking as fast as possible
8) Questions:
a. Can we use net meter assurance administrator?
9) Other
a. Training—utilities and applicants for using the new system.  Verification/certification for going thru training
b. What’s public info (comparable to DOER spreadsheet w/feeder info.), and what’s only accessible to applicant/utility?
c. Interim time-clock related strategy—Communicate to customers that utility clock has stopped and ball in your court (with time stamp), and utility clock starting—no tracking—DG HW
Section 8: Other Technical Issues (including Upgrade Criteria and Standards Manual) 

I) Upgrade Criteria and Standards Manual
The Working Group recommends that utilities develop and make available upgrade criteria and standards manuals based on National Grid’s “ESB-756C”, with the following recommendations:
a. Add information on  infrastructure/system modifications upgrade criteria to manual including costs/timelines and triggers
b. Update manual on an as needed basis with maximum of 3 or 5 years w/stakeholders (DG providers, state agencies, customers) input
c. Option 1: One statewide manual, even if has to be some differences within that document among the utilities Option 2: Each utility has own manual—but structure and content as close as possible
d. Meet semi-annually to discuss with stakeholders new technology, criteria and standards 
e. Tariff language referencing manual, and discussing update process—consult w/stakeholders, utilities decide criteria/standards
As part of the transition effort, utilities will compare their standards w/GRID’s and have process laid out including schedule for developing manual(s) 

Section 9: Other Issues (ADR, Ombudsperson, Applicant Training/Certification) 
ADR Process
The Working Group does not recommend any changes to the current ADR process, which has been largely untested over the past decade.
Ombudsperson
The Working Group is considering recommending on Ombudsperson, details not specified.
Training/Certification
The Working Group is recommending changing the monthly “briefing” into more of a “training” that may or may not include some form of applicant certification. The trainings would provide an opportunity for applicants and utilities to interact, and could be a mandatory part of the application process. This could also link into an online application process that requires applicants to take and pass a “how to apply for interconnection” test before submitting the online application.  Details still need to be worked out.




Section 10: Transition Strategy and On-Going Collaboration
Working Group is recommending the following transition strategy and on-going collaboration to assist in the implementation of the recommendations in this Report.
WE NEED TO DISCUS THIS AND WRITE THIS SECTION
Adding Feeder Info to Monthly Utility Report
The Working Group recommends adding additional information to the utilities monthly reporting to DOER, as an interim measure prior to implementation of the Statewide Online Application and Tracking System.  Sequencing for populating the monthly reporting tracking spreadsheet with feeder identification information is as follows: 
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 (in process or with authorization to interconnect) 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 projects with authorization to interconnect (Expedited/Standard)  (October ??)
5) All Standard projects
6) All Expedited projects
7) All Simplified Projects (not reported in monthly reporting at all now)
The Working 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.
Geographic Mapping
Add to list of things to work on post-Sept over next year?—accessible geographic mapping that will show feeders/circuits and DG activity (including names of sub-stations, circuits served)


Appendices
Appendix A: Working Group Membership and Participation
Appendix B: Redlined Interconnection Tariff (Is this achievable by 9/11?—Or List of Tariff Changes)
Appendix C: Outline of RFP for Online Application and Information Tracking System Consultant—DELETE/NOT READY
Note: Emphasis in report will be on recommended changes to existing processes and tariff, and won’t need to restate everything else that will remain unchanged.  “New” and “Revised” designation just for WG review--won’t necessarily be in final report.

October 2012


June 2013


March 2015


January 2015


DPU issues order mandating SQ metric to take effect in January 2014.


Department opens docket and develops SQ metric criteria.


January 2014


Utillities begin to track  SQ metric.  This tracking will be for reference only.


Utilities report results of DG metric in annual SQ filing.  No penalties or offsets will be applied.


Utilities continue tracking.  For 2015, penalties and/or offsets will apply to DG SQ metric.


March 2016


Utilities report results of DG SQ metric and are incentivized/penalized as appropriate.





















11

image2.emf
Distribution EPS  Upgrade Item  Upper End   Order - of - Magnitude   Cost  Upper End   Duration  Scheduling  

Voltage Regulator  changes /p hase  $ 5 0k  6 months  

Capacitor Bank  moves   or new  $ 17 k  3 months  

Pole Top Recloser  move/addition  $80k  6 months  

Re - conductor 3 - phase  Lin e  (includes pole  replacements)  $450k/mi.  12 months  

Convert from 1 to 3 - phase Line  (includes  pole replacements)  $400k/mi.  12 months  

Express 3 - phase  Feeder  ( open wire   configuration)  $600k/mi.  18 months  

Express 3 - phase  Feeder  ( lashed cable   configuration)  $ 750k/mi.  18 months  

Customer 3 - phase  Transformer  change/addition   (Pole  or Pad)  $45k  3 months  

Supply Station  Transformer  $4M  24 months  

DTT transmit addition  to supply station  $300k  11 months  

Communications  media equipment  additions to support  DTT equipme nt at  supply station  $100k  6 months  

EMS - RTU (status &  control) addition at  DG site ( in NY ) or  supply station  $80k  6 months  

Metering PTs & CTs at  DG site  (excludes  structure)  $15k  8 months  

   

Plus Company labor  for acceptance review  DG Customer’s  design , compliance  verification activities,  and project  management  $100k  Dependent  on DG  Customer  

 


Microsoft_Office_Word_97_-_2003_Document1.doc
		Distribution EPS Upgrade Item

		Upper End


Order-of-Magnitude Cost

		Upper End


Duration Scheduling



		Voltage Regulator changes/phase

		$50k

		6 months



		Capacitor Bank moves or new

		$17k

		3 months



		Pole Top Recloser move/addition

		$80k

		6 months



		Re-conductor 3-phase Line (includes pole replacements)

		$450k/mi.

		12 months



		Convert from 1 to 3-phase Line (includes pole replacements)

		$400k/mi.

		12 months



		Express 3-phase Feeder (open wire configuration)

		$600k/mi.

		18 months



		Express 3-phase Feeder (lashed cable configuration)

		$750k/mi.

		18 months



		Customer 3-phase Transformer change/addition (Pole or Pad)

		$45k

		3 months



		Supply Station Transformer

		$4M

		24 months



		DTT transmit addition to supply station

		$300k

		11 months



		Communications media equipment additions to support DTT equipment at supply station

		$100k

		6 months



		EMS-RTU (status & control) addition at DG site (in NY) or supply station

		$80k

		6 months



		Metering PTs & CTs at DG site (excludes structure)

		$15k

		8 months



		

		

		



		Plus Company labor for acceptance review DG Customer’s design, compliance verification activities, and project management

		$100k

		Dependent on DG Customer






image1.emf
Interconnecting Customer Submits Complete Application and Application Fee

Does the Facility pass all the 

following Screens?

6. Is the Facility Listed per 

(Note 3)?

7. Is the Starting Voltage Drop 

Screen met? (Note 4)

8. Is the Fault Current 

Contribution Screen met? (Note 

5)

9. Is the Service Configuration 

Screen met? (Note 6)

10. Is the Transient Stability 

Screen met? (Note 7)

3. Does the Facility use a listed Inverter (UL 

1741)?

4. Is the Facility power rating < 10 kW single-

phase or < 25 kW three-phase?

5. Is the Service Type Screen met? (Note 2)

2. Is the aggregate generating Facility capacity 

on the circuit less than 15% of circuit annual 

peak load? (Note 1)

1. Is the Point of Common Coupling on a radial 

distribution system?

Are requirements 

determined without 

further study?

Standard 

Process Initial 

Review

Perform Supplemental 

Review: Does the Facility 

pass all the following 

Screens?

Penetration test (N),

Power quality & voltage 

test (O),

Safety & reliability test (P)

(Note 8) 

Go to Figure 2

Company Performs Impact and 

Detailed (if required) Study

System Modification Check

Expedited Simplified Standard

Interconnecting 

Customer Accepts

Interconnecting 

Customer Opts for 

Standard Process

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Company Provides Cost Estimate 

and Schedule for Interconnection 

Study(ies)

Yes

No

Change Request 1, 8/22/12

Figure 1 – Schematic of Massachusetts DG Interconnection Process
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