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Cover Letter from Facilitator

List of Organizations (Representative/Alternates/Others) Endorsing the Report

Section 1: Introduction and Working Group Process Overview

Section 2:  Online Application and Information Tracking System (NEW)
The Working 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 Working Group during the plenary session. 

CATS Proposal Detailed Discussion Notes

1) Purpose

a. Centralized Application process

i. Preapplication (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

2) Inputs

a. Customer: Completed application

i. (may require training and minimum knowledge certification)

ii. Preapplication Report required information (for Expedited and Standard tracks)

iii. Basic information about application (for all Tracks but differs by Track) 
iv. Automated Application Completeness Check (with checklist)

b. Utility

i. Track applicant is in (Standard, Expedited, Simplified)

ii. Basic information about application (screens passed, 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 preapplication and application back to utility

b. Chess clock (Utility and Applicant)

c. ID 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) and other aggregated sorts

4) Schedule (From after DPU Approves Concept)
a. Release (who—MA CEC, DOER, or utilities?) RFP—1 Month

b. Consultant Selected—1 Month

c. DPU Approval (Is this really needed?)—1 Month

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. Phasing in strategy

v. On-going cost to run systems

e. DPU Approval (Is this really needed?)—1 Month

f. Commence Use of System (2-3 Months?)

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 applicants/hosts
7) Questions:

a. Can we use net meter assurance administrator?

8) Costs:

a. On-going costs covered by new application fees, no retroactive assessment

b. Design and start-up costs funded by ACP

9) Other

a. Training?
b. What’s public info, and what’s only accessible to applicant/utility?
Section 3: Application Review Tracks (Simplified, Expedited, Standard, Large Project?) and Revised Screens (REVISED)
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 agreed 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. 

Section 4: Pre-Application (Basic/Detailed) Report Requirements (NEW)
The Technical Subcommittee is recommending combining the required pre-application report and feasibility study into a required pre-application basic report or a more detailed report, as outlined below.  Text highlighted in yellow is still under discussion.

Applicant provides the following information which would be the same for the basic report or the more detailed report:

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?  

“Basic Pre-Application Report” includes Items 1-7 from utilities; “Detailed Pre-Application Report” includes items 1-14. (15 & 16 are still under discussion) 

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 and submitted applications of DG on circuit:

7) Area network, or spot network or radial:

8) Distance from nearest sub-station

9) If nearest feeder is ‘full of DG’, closest available feeder with capacity

10) Determination of likely project track

11) Peak load on proposed feeder

12) Electrical dependence on other proposed projects

13) Other potential constraints or critical items that may jeopardize project 

14) Potential infrastructure upgrade information (see table below)

15) Snap-shot within ¼ mile??

16) Whether their application will likely trigger (or require to be part of) cluster study

Basic Pre-Application Report Time: 10 business days
 Detailed Pre-Application Report Time: 20 business days
Basic Pre-Application Report Fee: Free

Detailed Report Application Fee: $750--$1,000
Required vs. Optional: One or the other is required for expedited and standard tracks only

Monthly quota: no more than 5 Reports/month or should there be small fee for basic Report?
 Disclaimer: Be aware that this is simply a snapshot in time and is non-binding, system conditions can and do change frequently. (Note; Impact studies generally run around $10,000 per MW).
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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  

 


Section 5: Application and Construction Timelines (REVISED) 

A) Dealing With Large Projects (utility proposal for 4th track)

What is covered: 

Any generator exporting 1MW or larger at any time, or any proposed generation where the proposed generation and the aggregated DG on the feeder is larger than the minimum load on the feeder.

Impact study issues:

Generators larger than 1 MW or where the aggregated DG is larger than the minimum load requires additional work than in a standard impact study. The additional work can include:

1) anti-islanding study

2) ground fault detection study

3) additional studies required for ISO-NE review and approval

· Attachment 4 submittal for projects greater than 1 MW but less than 5 MW

· Transmission Stability Analysis, TTF, and STF review and approval for projects 5 MW and greater

· Compliance with utility UFLS, underfrequency generator trip requirements

4) Evaluation of impacts on substation LTC’s, feeder regulators, and switched capacitor banks

5) Evaluation of alternative upgrade packages to resolve identified problems

6) System Upgrade Evaluation

· Reconfiguration of distribution  feeders to resolve or eliminate mutual impacts among applicants

· Circuit conductor upgrades

· Evaluation of fault current contribution mitigation

· Dedicated feeders to be constructed to connect large DG applicants

· Evaluation of nonconventional solutions, such as DVAR/STATCOM or battery backup system

7) Cost Estimating and Project Coordination

· Multi-MW interconnection projects involve evaluation and production of cost estimates that involve and cut across multiple disciplines at a utility company.   System Planning, Metering, Distribution Engineering, Transmission Engineering, Maintenance & Construction, Control & Protection, Right-of-Way, etc.   The larger a proposed project is, the more departments need to be involved, and the longer the time frame needed to comply with a System Impact Study Report and a Detailed Facilities Study

If the studies in 1 or 2 above show that either of these will need to be resolved, it involves either direct transfer trip (DTT) on the feeder breaker at the substation or the installation of ground fault detection on the high side (transmission voltage – 69 kV or higher) of the substation transformer. 

Solution:

Provide 75 business days to complete the impact study

Detailed facilities study issues:

If the impact study shows that substation work will be required (as outlined above), significantly more work is required to properly estimate the costs and construction schedule for this increased level of work. DTT requires looking at up to 5 communication options (landline, wifi, radio, powerline carrier, fiber) and modifying the feeder breaker to accept the control scheme to determine the most cost-effective and timely solution. Ground fault relay detection requires installation of potential transformers (if there are  existing ones, they can’t be over-burdened) and the necessary relaying and protection devices to be installed. Any print (wiring and relay diagrams) of the substation that is affected (and there can be 100 or more prints per substation) need to be reviewed to make sure there is no inadvertent interaction, and re-drawn to show the new as-built for future trouble-shooting of the relaying at the substation. 

Solution:

 Provide 75 business days to complete the detailed facilities study

B)DG Proposal on Adjusting Expedited Screens to potentially allow more currently going thru Standard process to Expedited

Add CA Screens N, O, and P to supplemental review—if pass these still eligible for Expedited:

N:    penetration test—power flows from circuit back to sub will have minimum impact

O:   power quality and voltage test--…

P:  safety and reliability test—can adequately be addressed w/o impact study

Need to also clarify what’s happening in the 20 day supplemental review phase.

Additional Thoughts from Group and Next Steps
Consider lifting 10 hour limitation on Supplemental Review in Expedited to allow more to stay in Expedited.

Review existing MA Expedited screens (seam between Expedited and Standard), and consider CA screens

More crisply define the Standard vs. 4th track delineation—when will it kick in (e.g., big line extension needed or sub-station modifications)?

Should new standards apply to only new applications, or also pre-existing ones?
Review timelines for Expedited and Standard overall timelines, and timelines for each step.
Handling renegotiation? 

C) Construction Timelines
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.

1) Construction schedules/milestones need to be in the Interconnection Agreement (i.e., at end of Detailed Study,  or if take +/- 25% option have ranged construction schedule after Impact Study and then final construction schedule usually after utility does its own Detailed Study (utility design engineering).  Consider changing “Detailed Study” to “Utility Design Engineering Process”.

2) Should there be standard, default utility construction schedule (e.g., 30-60 days) and just by mutual agreement for large, complex projects?

3) Construction schedules need to be adhered to on both sides unless clear cause (see net metering document for definition of cause)

4) Add reference in Section 5

5) Construction schedules should be tracked.

6) Should there be clear enforcement mechanism (incentives/disincentives)?

Section 6: Multiple Applications on Single Feeders (Cluster Studies) (NEW)
Formalized Required Group Study Proposal (NOTE: Subcommittee recommending that this be required and not optional in contrast to last Plenary discussion.)

1) Exhausted (or near-exhausted) Feeders and/or Where New Express Feeder is Needed)

a. Utility decides when application triggers exhausted feeder, and that opens up group study window

b. Group study process is required

c. Open enrollment window for 3 months

d. Should open cluster be advertised??

e. 75 days for impact study/75 days for detailed study

f. Follow cost allocation of study and upgrade costs as outlined (below)

2) Other Group Study Options

a. Optional in other circumstances if applicants come together and propose to utility

Other Comments from Technical Subcommittee:
1) If can release name/contact info.  in blanket fashion or have customers check off box to release, would facilitate applicants finding each other for #2 above

2) Need criteria to help guide utilities where else to potentially offer optional clustering

3) Once cluster initiated, utility should follow same guidelines for cost allocation etc.

4) Should this be voluntary, or required (like CA)?

5) Should it also be retroactive to help move things along after the initial “purge”?

The full Work Group 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?)
Section 7: Adherence to Timelines (Customer-side: Stale Project Management; Utility-side Assurances and Enforcement) (NEW)
Customer Adherence (aka Stale Project Management)

1) Initial Withdrawal

a. For all applicants where utility 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)

2) On-Going Customer Timeline Compliance (for all projects whether on queue or not)

a. Notice (email and letter and/or phone if no email address) that deadline elapsed, and given one extension before considered withdrawn

b. Extend initial deadlines at each stage equal to deadline  ( w/o cause)

c. Allow additional extensions with cause (possibly as per net metering assurance language) 

d. Would need to base metrics on utilities side of chess clock only???
e. Projects then considered withdrawn, need to reapply

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?

Utility Adherence (aka Assurance and Enforcement)

1) 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

2) Reid—Went over Service Quality example, discussed:

a. Data set used in analysis doesn’t include projects still in queue

b. Should this be part of existing service quality metrics, or a stand-alone service quality metric?

c. Existing service quality metrics designed more for all ratepayers than narrow groups of customers

3) DOER drafted approach for discussion

a) Project Basis
i) Upon failure to meet the timelines, the Utility shall promptly refund the application fee and study costs to the customer.

ii) 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.
b) Annual Review

i) If greater than 10% of projects exceed timelines, the Utility shall pay a penalty of $50/kW of projects exceeding timelines.  
ii) 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.
c) No Ratepayer Recovery

i. The payments described under this section shall not be recoverable through ratepayers.

Section 8:  Fees (Application, Study, O&M?, Including Cluster Study sharing etc.) (REVISED)
Required Pre-Application Report Fees (Expedited/Standard Track Only)

No fee for Basic Pre-Application Report

$750-$1000 for Detailed Pre-Application Report

Simplified Track

Currently there is no application fee for the simplified track.  Should there be, and if so, how much?

Expedited, Standard, and Possible 4th Track Fees

No alternative fees proposed.  Utilities will provide actual costs (range) to Working Group to consider whether pre-existing fees need revamping.

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

The full Work Group 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?)
Operation and Maintenance Costs

Utilities said that O&M on system upgrades related to DG (for property tax, normal maintenance, etc.) generally running about 8-9% of initial cost, is currently not being recovered directly from DG providers/host customers but from general ratepayers.  They are interested in having this recovered from DG providers/host customers, and there was some initial discussion among Process Subcommittee including whether Legislature intended costs like those to be paid more broadly.
Section 9: Other Technical Issues (including Upgrade Criteria and Standards) (REVISED)
I) Upgrade Criteria and Standards (e.g., National Grid’s “Blue Book”) (from 7/19 Technical Subcommittee and amended on 8/7)

The technical Subcommittee discussed National Grid’s upgrade criteria and standards manual, and were generally very supportive of the document, with the following recommendations:

a. Add information on  infrastructure/system modifications upgrade criteria

b. Update regularly (e.g., 2-5 years), w/DG provider input

c. Goal one statewide document, even if has to be some differences within that document among the utilities (for starters utilities reviewing NGRID document against their own guidelines and will highlight any substantive differences w/NGRID standards)

d. Meet regularly to discuss with stakeholders new technology, criteria and standards (e.g., monthly or quarterly)

e. For Sept. will have process laid out including schedule (identify any differences w/Grid; utility drafts; etc.)

Section 10: Other Issues (ADR, Applicant Training, Other???) (REVISED)
ADR Process

The Process Subcommittee (on 7/18) had a short discussion on the ADR process, which has not been used very often.  Subcommittee outlined types of problems that might need ADR type services:

A) Missed timelines

B) Upgrade costs/technical requirements

C) Removal from queue

D) Changing agreement terms

Subcommittee agreed to take a closer look at current ADR language, as well as straw proposal that DOER had put together for discussion.

Training

The group suggested 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. 

Section 11: Transition Strategy and On-Going Collaboration

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 monthly reporting tracking 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 some 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 (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?)

Appendix C: Outline of RFP for Online Application and Information Tracking System Consultant

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.
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[image: 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  
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		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






