Massachusetts DG Interconnection Collaborative Working Group
DG Collaborative Working Group – Plenary Meeting #6 (8/23/12)

Location: DOER, Boston, MA
Facilitator: Dr. Jonathan Raab, Raab Associates, Ltd.

DRAFT Meeting Summary
28 people attended the sixth plenary meeting (attendee list can be found in Appendix 3).  Following is a high-level meeting summary.  The more detailed running meeting notes are available in Appendix 2.  See all the documents from Plenary #6 on the website at: http://massdg.raabassociates.org/events.asp?type=eid&event=64 

1) Review Goals and Agenda for Day 

Dr. Raab opened the meeting and reminded the Working Group that it is entering the final negotiation phase of the process. The Working Group meetings will now focus on draft report language to begin to move the Group toward final report language. 

Dr. Raab also read through the process rules that address decision making to ensure the Working Group understands the process for developing consensus on specific issues.
The main goal for Plenary #6 was to wrap up discussion on issues where the Group has reached general agreement and then have more detailed discussion of other issues. 
2) Pre-Application Basic Report/Detailed Report Requirement (Expedited/Standard)

The Working Group had a deep discussion of the concepts for both a basic and detailed pre-application report for projects in the expedited and standard track. After substantial discussion the Group decided to drop the concept for a detailed study and only require a basic report for the expedited and standard track. The point of the basic report will be to provide potential applicants with sufficient information to help determine whether a potential project is feasible in a specific location. The potential applicants will provide the utilities with information about the planned project location and some details of the type of project, and the utilities will provide a report with information about the location and capacity of the nearby distribution system.  

The Group agreed to take one last look at the list of information that would have been provided by the detailed report to see if there are any fields that should be added to the basic report. The final design of the basic report will need to balance the need to be easy for the utilities to complete and the need to provide potential applicants with sufficient information to make informed project decisions. 
The Group is still discussing the timeline for completing the basic report (e.g. 10 business days and the cost—with the current proposal being no cost). The Group has expressed concern that a large number of basic report requests could occupy utility resources and negatively impact the timeline for the actual DG interconnection application process. 
3) Expedited Process Screens and Supplemental Review
The Working Group agreed to include three new Supplemental Review screens, but there is remaining disagreement about the specifics of one of these screens. 

The Working Group agreed to include screens O and P from the CA language. The Group also agreed to include a minimum daily load screen (which CA screen N addresses), but disagreed on the exact approach including the percentage of minimum daily load to be used as the screen. The utilities proposed the Sandia Labs approach with 67% of minimum daily load while the DG caucus proposed the NREL/CA approach with 100%. See Appendix 1 for the flow chart included with the DG caucus additional screen request.
The Group also agreed to recommend an increase in the number of hours allowed for Supplemental Review. The utility proposal suggested increasing the hours from 10 to 30 hours. While very supportive of increasing the Supplemental Review time to allow more applications to stay in the Expedited track, some were concerned about whether 30 hours would be adequate. 

4) Dealing with Large (Complex) Projects

The utilities proposed a 4th track for “complex” projects, suggesting that there is an emerging class of projects that require additional studies and more complex analysis and therefore require more time to complete the study process. Variables that lead to complexity include project size, type of project, and complexities associated with the project’s physical location Utilities propose Complex projects can take up to 75 days to complete the impact study and 75 days to complete the detailed study. See Appendix 1 for the timeline table from the utility proposal.

The other Group members while acknowledging that more time may be needed for complex projects, felt the proposal did not provide enough detail to justify the proposed 75 day timelines. 
The Group requested that utilities provide data on the type of studies and necessary time to address each of the issues they raised about complex projects. 
In addition, the rest the Group will review the utility-proposed screens that would push a project into the Complex track from the Standard track. See the utility proposal on the DG website.

5) Construction Timelines

The current interconnection tariff language does not address the timeline for construction because any needed construction occurs after the interconnection agreement has been signed. The Working Group proposed several recommendations to include in the tariff to manage the post-agreement construction timeline.

The Group proposed formalizing the requirement to include construction schedule with milestones to the interconnection agreement, and to then track those milestones with a similar chess clock as used for the application process.. The Group recommended adding guidelines for construction timelines to the tariff, or referencing construction timeline guidance in the tariff. As a first step the Group suggested that the utilities generate a list of standard construction activities and the typical amount of time it takes to complete these activities. See example table in the draft report document. 

If a utility misses a milestone both the customer and utility will be informed and the construction schedule will be revised and a new overall timeline will be provided to the DG customer. If a customer misses a deadline the rules for removing a customer from the interconnection process will go into effect. 
6) Application Fees 
Utilities presented historical data that demonstrates the time ranges associated with processing applications in the three tracks. This data did not include hourly rates or support for the hours estimates. The Group requested that the utilities get the hourly rates and document support for both the rates and hours estimates. This updated data can then be used to determine the actual cost of processing the different applications and will allow the Group to recalibrate fees sufficient to cover the utilities’ costs.  
There is currently no fee for a Simplified project, and the Group discussed whether or not to recommend a fee for the Simplified track. Based on the data presented by the utilities, Simplified projects typically take between four to eight hours to process, but it is the Group’s expectation that this will decrease with the implementation of an online application system. There was not support for recommending a fee for Simplified track project, with the possible exception of one of the utilities and the Mass AG. 
7) Operation and Maintenance 

The utilities presented the average O&M costs for one utility for one year. This was an illustrative example of the costs to utilities to maintain equipment and systems (and pay property taxes) that are built to handle DG project interconnection. The utilities would like the tariff to require DG customers to directly cover the O&M costs associated with the on-going operation and maintenance of DG related systems. There was generally no support for this from the rest of the Working Group, with the possible exception of the AG. 
The DG caucus and DOER argued that assigning DG also provides system-wide benefits and O&M costs should only be evaluated in a full accounting for all costs and benefits which is not possible by 9/11 deadline.   

It was also mentioned that if O&M costs are assessed, it’s probably not fair to assess existing DG customers or even DG customers currently in the queue. 
8) Adherence to Timelines Customer Side: Stale Project Management
The Working Group is in agreement regarding the initial withdrawal proposal. This process would notify stale projects they are in danger of being removed if a response is not received within 30 days, and subsequently remove the projects if no response is received. 
The Group is still discussing whether the proposed stale project management language for on-going compliance is too flexible. If projects can extend without cause once at each stage and can subsequently request an additional extension with cause, there is concern within the Group that projects will still be able to remain in the queue indefinitely. The utilities suggested that any stale project management language would need to be clear and easy to implement or the utilities might not use it, and recommended adopting practices similar to CA, which limits extensions and requires fees at different stages of the process in order for applicants to continue. 
The definition of “cause” is important to determining whether a project applicant has sufficient cause to justify an extension. The Group suggested starting with the language in the existing Net Metering rules, and making any necessary adjustments for it to be appropriate for DG interconnection. 
9) Adherence to Timeline Utility Side: Assurance Strategy
The Group discussed four proposals for utility-side assurance (they are not necessarily mutually exclusive). 
· Reid Sprite previously presented a proposal based on the existing Service Quality Metrics. 

· At this meeting the utilities proposed informing the DG applicant and the DPU, upon an applicant’s request, about the reason a timeline was missed and a propose revised timeline
· Prior to the meeting DOER sent a proposal to the Group for consideration, that was discussed at length during the Plenary. The proposal includes a two-part penalty: one that was paid to the applicant where a timeline is missed as damages; and a second based on an annual review of the entire application process. Numerous questions were asked and discussed regarding the proposal.  The Group also discussed that Service Quality Metrics allow for both penalties and incentives that can offset each other; DOER is open to penalties and incentives for their proposal as well.
· The DG caucus suggested allowing DG applicants to contract directly with approved vendors of technical services if utilities are unable to meet application deadlines
The Working Group agreed to take the various proposals back their organizations and caucuses for discussion. 

10) Multiple Projects on a Single Feeder (Cluster Studies)
The Working Group agreed that cluster studies should be mandatory for feeders that are exhausted or near exhausted (in terms of available line capacity). However the Group is still discussing how long the window of opportunity to join the cluster study should be open and whether the cluster should be advertised. 

The Group suggested cluster studies could potentially be voluntary in other circumstances where there’s customer interest.  
11) Online Application and Project Tracking System
The Working Group agrees a RFP for a third party administrator should be drafted, but the Group is still discussing whether the RFP should get the DPU’s approval prior to issuance.
12) Next Steps and Wrap Up

To Do List

· Provide range of hourly rates for application process--engineering and administration (plus support for hours and rates to process) -- Utilities

· Match the types of studies needed for "Complex" project, to the types of problems, and give ranges for hours to do the various studies and related administrative issues so we can think about the 75/75 hour proposal for Complex (and Group/Cluster) projects -- Utilities

· Translate net metering assurance language vis a vis "cause" for the interconnection tariff -- CLC/CVEC

· Review and Consider Enforcement Proposals (Reid's Service Quality Metric proposal, DOER proposal, reporting to DPU, etc.) for Utility Timelines (and come prepared to propose refinements/alternatives) -- All

· Consider Whether Pre-Approved External Consultants can be used to do studies if utilities are jammed -- Utilities

· Update the annotated report outline -- Raab Associates

· Review Expedited Track Screens -- All

Appendix 1: Figures and Tables from Working Group Proposals
Figure 1: Proposed Expedited Process Screens and Supplemental Review Flow Chart
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Figure 1 –Schematic of Massachusetts DG Interconnection Process


Figure 2: Proposed Complex Project Timeline Table
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Appendix 2: Running Meeting Notes
Review Goals and Agenda for Day—Jonathan Raab, Raab Associates 
Entering negotiation and settlement stage, still looking at some new material, but looking to tie a ribbon around the issues we’ve been discussing and then move on to discussion of some of the issues we haven’t discussed in detail yet.
Would be great to have a settlement in principle from first two-day plenary and finalize in following two-day meeting. 

Big issues today are timelines, screens and fee in the morning and timeline strategies in the afternoon. 
Solid proposals on pre-application, multiple projects on single feeder, and online application/tracking

Need to use the last hour to determine how to wrap up the process, make the most productive use of remaining meetings

Today will be primarily working from report draft, which is based on plenary 5 and two subsequent subcommittee meetings, and some details from 
DOER asking when Group will consider the following

· ISO vs state

· Tax mark up

· Insurance

· Ombudsperson

· Addressing typos 

DG interest in discussing witness test issues (perhaps under timeline discussion)

Raab provided a refresher on decision-making process/rules [add language from 13, 14, 15?]
Pre-Application Basic Report/Detailed Report Requirement (Expedited/Standard)
Point of this is to reduce the number of “bad” applications, require report for expedited and standard process, not for simplified; basic pre-application report or detailed pre-application report (detailed includes more information)
Still considering several issues, including timelines and fees

Report names: “detailed’ may confuse with later detailed study; suggestions ‘premium’, ‘comprehensive’ (but need to not use ‘detailed’

¼ mile snap shot: not all utilities able to provide this very easily; what does this provide that other report information does not

· Provides DG with better view of what feeders may be available to the project, in addition to the feeder information provided by the other report info

· OR snapshot within ¼ OR comparable information (issue is that not all utilities can easily provide this information)

· Suggested that mandating ¼ mile snapshot would push all utilities to figure out how to provide this info, and that is the direction DG would like to go

· Put ¼ mile snapshot on list for now and discuss timeline; will later have to work out details of how to provide this (state-wide standard that applies to all utilities)

· Don’t want lowest common denominator 

Aggregate of connected DG and submitted applications is two different things, connected DG and submitted apps need to be two different numbers in the provided report

Should report provide the type of generation associated with the submitted applications information (different technologies could take longer)? 
· Would add time to process

· It might be overkill, but might be good to know if report info shows a lot of MW for already submitted applications

· Maybe something to consider in the future, as it becomes easier to provide more information

Timelines

· Will pre-application reduce timeline of application process? Not necessarily. If the application is submitted soon after the report is done, the utility won’t have to double check as much, but utility will have to recheck based on the information in the actual application; have to look at any application as a “new’ application; possible it will save time, but not sure
· Info in pre-application may not be the same as in the submitted application, so utilities always have to consider what is in the submitted application

· DG suggestion that pre-application (detailed) could hold a place for a project in the queue (help to expedite the actual application process, i.e. is detailed the first part of the application process)

· Utilities thought this was a way to decide which location is best and then only submit an application for the project that makes the most sense, so feeling that if the report is the first part of the application, it doesn’t reduce the number of speculative applications

· Doesn’t reduce number of speculative, reduces time spent on speculative

· If this starts the process, then would have to have rigid timeline for DG to submit actual application; this is another thing to track if it becomes part of the official process, complicating process

· Basic and detailed are different things; timelines need to be appropriate based on the info provided, but also shouldn’t increase overall timeline by having to restudy the same things from the detailed study once the actual application is submitted (feeling the info from the detailed study should shorten some aspect of the screening process once the application is submitted)

· 20 business days is long time, would like to be shorter (for detailed); might not want to wait 20 days for detailed study, might just want to apply to try to move project forward more quickly
Request to add minimum daily load (if available) in addition to peak load on feeder; starts to turn this report into the screening info that happens once an application is submitted

· DG suggesting detailed report is basically feasibility study and should be part of the application process (first stage of application process), so doing detailed study doesn’t add work for DG or utility, it starts off the process and contributes to the work to move through the application process

· Beginning to interpret the detailed report differently; not just pre-application, but part of a staged application process
Discussion on basic and detailed pre-application seems to be going in a different direction that will not reduce the number of applications and could complicate and extend the overall time it takes to approve interconnection

· Need to find the sweet spot of what information to provide to prevent/limit speculative applications and maybe reduce the time of the application process

Suggestion that basic is mandatory, can choose to pay for detailed, and if do detailed and then submit application, time comes off the initial screen timeline (assuming application has same info as was used for the detailed study)
· DG challenging that utilities will have the info they need to do the screening (so detailed pre-application can reduce screen once DG applies)

DG suggesting there isn’t an advocate in the Working Group for the detailed pre-application study, so it should just get dropped

· Require basic study, but no option for detailed (items 1-8)

· Any other items that could be included in free, basic study that would help reduce the number of applications?

· Ballpark estimate of capacity on the circuit?

· Put back to subcommittee? What does DG need and what can utility easily provide?

Group agreeing to mandate basic and drop detailed – need to consider and then make final determination about what information will be provided in the basic report (1-8, plus “other information”)
If this is pre-application, how does it relate to the application process; how much time will utilities be spending on pre-application and what costs will utilities incur 
Timelines, Screens and Fee Issues

· Dealing w/Large Projects
· Other Screen and Timeline Adjustments (Expedited/Standard)
Utilities presented proposal for new screens and timelines for expedited and standard

· Two proposals for expedited would allow more projects to stay in expedited process

· Would require all projects on the same feeder to use the same inverter

· If not, wouldn’t prevent interconnection, would bump into standard process (this is a screen)

· This is part of supplemental review

· Does utility proposal help clarify the vagueness of the existing tariff?
DG Caucus submitted Tariff Change Request related to screens

· Difference between DG and utility requests is minimum load percentage (DG interest in 100% and utility interest in 67%) DG has proposal also
· But otherwise proposals are close (adding minimum load screen, NOP, and increase engineering hours) Utilities suggesting 30 hours, DG suggesting no limits; can additional screens be accomplished in 30 hours? DG/DOER not comfortable with being bumped out of expedited if hours exceeded
· General point is to remove vagueness of tariff language

· Still opportunity for utilities to use some judgment to move appropriate project through most efficient process

Second utility proposal includes screens to determine “complex” project as distinct from standard (requires more work by utility and requires more time to study)

· Majority of projects would probably stay in the existing standard process and be completed on existing timeline

· Utility proposed timelines do not account for siting board approval (not applicable to all projects, but could add 9-12 months for siting board review/approval)

· DG suggest that rather than extend based on screens, provide options for exceptions to timeline based triggers such as siting board approval

· Issue of what actually prolongs study, versus something that can be dealt with after the interconnection agreement is complete (detailed study includes aspects of construction planning)

· Is more time necessary, or would a clock stoppage take care of the issue? Suggestion that stopping the clock or allowing timeline exceptions based on cause is preferable to longer timeline for certain projects

· DG interested in option to get interconnection agreement without complete detailed study

· Also want some pressure on utilities to push construction timelines, put pressure on e.g. phone company or selectboard to put in poles/approve projects

· DG want end of detailed study to be at end of design process (i.e. detailed study provides a construction timeline, regardless of whether the timeline is able to be followed due to reasons out of the control of the utility, like the siting board)

· Utility pushing for a process to deal with larger, more complex projects (e.g. that require substation upgrades) Suggesting there is a new class of project that is becoming more frequent

DG appreciates utility proposal but needs time to review the suggested screens to determine appropriateness

· Which screens trigger most delays, can utilities provide this? What pieces of the review take what amount of time (better explanation of why utility has landed on 75 days) These are technical issues with technical explanations, and the Working Group hasn’t gone into it (hard to convince non-technical folks of the justification for technical issues; so how to deal with that and get the Working Group comfortable with a solution) Communicate how long different types of studies have historically taken, to provide some sense of justification for longer timelines
· Need something more concrete that can justify timeline, DPU will want to see justification as well (e.g. list of the studies that are required and how long each study typically takes to complete)

· Utilities willing to commit to existing timelines (EXCEPT for the projects that meet the screens for more complex studies)

· If Group agrees to give utilities the time utilities think they need to complete work, utilities will be more likely to agree to assurances to meet the timeline; and converse that if timeline extended, would want real teeth for assurance
· Construction Timelines
Point is to develop something more formal for post-agreement timelines; tariff does not deal with timelines for activities that happens after the interconnection agreement is signed
· When there are no system upgrades, should be standard timeline for construction? 

· Dealing with period between signed agreement and permission to interconnect

· Developer construction is out of control of utility

· Interest in clearer tariff language around witness testing, including timeline (always witness test for expedited and standard)

· Tariff isn’t clear about developer needing to provide utility with parameters for witness test; developer understands their system and how it needs to be tested, provides that to utility, and then utility can determine how to do the test (there are a lot of steps involved that need to be worked out)

· Steps: developer provides Certificate of Completion, developer creates test, utility approves test, developer indicates when appropriate people can participate in witness test, utility schedules and runs tests, approves or not

· Are there standard timelines for certain construction activities that utilities can provide that will provide some better sense for the time it will take to complete construction? Default timelines based on specific activities? 
· Need to include new service

· DG wants construction schedule delivered at end of study to be a commitment, but understands construction can vary a lot for different projects; want something enforceable that is project specific, but isn’t overly long due to ad hoc nature of timeline development 

· Discussion of change in tariff language to clarify witness testing; discussing construction timelines for default timelines based on construction activity or on a project-by-project basis

· Tariff timelines currently stop after interconnection agreement, but construction comes after, so need some timeline more clear and formal for completion of construction

· Suggestion for guidelines in the tariff about how long different construction activities typically take; guidelines established with input from both utilities and DG 

· Schedule in IA and begin to track; what’s missing, what’s the problem? Need some kind of recourse if the schedule isn’t met (assurance/enforcement)
· Application Fees and O&M

Utilities presented spreadsheet demonstrating number of applications in each track (and percentage) and hours spent on applications. Point to demonstrate the work that fees will need to address/cover
· Demonstrate range of total hours spent working on an application (not hours for impact or detailed studies; study costs are billed directly to applicants)
· Need to recover costs of staff working on applications (administration and engineering) 

· Simplified is mostly administration, expedited include some additional study, and standard includes planning and protection (much more engineering time)

· Currently costs moved to construction estimate to help recover costs, from DG applicant rather than general rate base
· Haven’t refunded overpayments, but also haven’t gone after applicants that have underpaid 

· Utilities recognize the need to get to actual cost estimates to give the Working Group numbers to consider

· Also need to determine where in the process (when) fees can be recovered in an appropriate way, and sufficient to cover costs of processing the applications

· What percentage of simplified hours is associated with education? Not sure, but would be good to know.

· Utilities suggesting application fee was originally proposed to prevent fishing; AG suggesting fee should cover the actual costs of processing the application

· Rationale for not having a fee for the simplified process?

· DG suggesting fees are not core to the Working Group discussion, and perhaps should not be discussed further

· Are we discussing fees in the wrong way, i.e. we’re discussing fees based on the current process, but we’re talking about updating the process (e.g. online application); also don’t know upfront if application will be expedited or standard

· Fees haven’t been visited in 8 years, would be good to address fees now as part of this process

· AG suggesting that utilities incur costs to process applications and there should be a means to cover these fees; DG suggesting simplified is basic enough to remain free

· DOER concern that simplified application fee could impact economics of small residential solar such that some potential applicants would decide not to apply

· But an application fee could be used to cover the ongoing cost of an online application/tracking system

· Not hearing DG asking for fee reduction and not hearing from utilities for fees to be changed (particularly add a fee for simplified); and AG suggesting fees need to cover utility costs (so costs are not being borne by rate payers)

· Need utilities to provide some better sense for cost of processing applications (so more specific hourly rate to match with hours estimates or justified demonstration of costs); AG looking for the cost of the labor to process applications (hard to get soon)

· Working Group wants to get labor rates to make educated recommendations for potential fees; supported hourly rates and support for hours estimates
· There is also a policy question of pros and cons of putting a fee on small DG applicants to allocate a minor cost (e.g. $1mil), because the fee could dissuade small DG from applying 

O&M Costs

· Customers that only export do not get a utility bill, so there is currently no way to assign them O&M costs

· Distinct from direct upgrade costs (these are costs associated with maintain new infrastructure that is developed because of a need from a DG applicant)
· Starting to see more studies that seek to quantify the general benefits DG provides to the grid, i.e. benefits that are shared by everyone connected to the grid and would therefore justify sharing O&M costs across all rate payers

· Group discussion of what is a direct cost and whether DG should cover direct costs (is utility estimate of O&M costs as percentage of project costs a direct cost?)

· DG doesn’t always provide broad benefits, but where is does provide benefits they are shared and can be demonstrated to be shared (relatively easy to assess whether there are benefits are not)
· Discussion of who should pay for O&M should include discussion of DG benefits; not sure there is time in Working Group process to fully discuss benefits in context of O&M cost allocation

· Suggestion O&M is separate from interconnection, and this Working Group is discussing interconnection (but an important issue for after this Working Group, e.g. after Sept. 11)

· When discuss O&M, have to think about how to apply; i.e. projects already into the interconnection process haven’t accounted for these costs, and adding O&M could kill some projects
Adherence to Timelines Strategies
· Customer Side: Stale Project Management
Make note that the existing tariff allows utilities to remove stale applicants (‘may’ language)

Discussion of tracking the extension dates, to know whose court the ball is in

Regarding extension times, if original timeline was 15 days, the first extension would also be 15 days; utilities suggesting extension should be a flat number of days (e.g. 15 days) or mutually agreed upon extension (based on cause)
Concern that what the Group has come up with won’t be as effective at getting rid of stale projects; seems to allow projects to remain indefinitely (cause issue); CA stricter deadlines and money requirements

Need something easy to enforce; once there is an option to negotiate extensions, utilities won’t try to push applicants out

Suggestion to start with net metering assurance language and tweak (discuss at next subcommittee) May be able to replace 2b – c in Draft Outline
Utilities suggesting adopting something closer to CA, with clear deadlines and payments, to really clear out the queue

· Utilities Side: Assurance Strategy
Need a functional chess clock
DOER not getting the sense that the Group is working hard enough towards a meaningful assurance strategy; suggesting that by taking the task seriously in the context of the Working Group, utilities can avoid later mandates from the DPU (collaborate now instead of adjudicating it later)

DOER proposal is an actual DOER Proposal, and can be discussed in the work Group (a lot of discussion to clarify the proposal)
· Project Basis and Annual Review would both be in play
· under Project Basis, need to define “good cause” to justify delay (avoid penalty)
· Open to positive incentives as well, e.g. credits; Group would like to come up with positive incentives
· Term compensatory is probably not appropriate for the type of damages the proposal refers to

· Suggestion this is a good starting point as a proposal, but need time to fully evaluate
· Suggestion Group could agree to a structure and allow DPU to set the actual numbers; utilities not authorized to negotiate penalties as part of the Working Group process
· Utilities may need to go back to their companies to determine whether they are authorized to negotiate the DOER proposal as part of the Working Group
· Like this because it provides good assurance that timelines will be met

· As written, appears that if utilities miss deadline, they cut a check; there is no place for review/consideration of why deadline was missed (need an opportunity for utility to defend)

· Should allow for clock to stop automatically for specific events (e.g. storms) so don’t have to go back and justify/explain that a deadline was missed because of something like a storm

· Service Quality metrics offset each other, so is the DOER proposal similar to that, i.e. will any credits offset penalties; and there should be one system, either Service Quality or the DOER proposal (use DOER now and move back to Service Quality once DG interconnection is more established)
Group will further discuss DOER proposal at next plenary (utilities need to go back and discuss this proposal with their companies)

Suggesting assurance could also include utilities approving vendors that applicants could contract directly with to move through the process more efficiently
Multiple Projects on a Single Feeder (Cluster Studies)

Technical subcommittee decided on specific circumstances under which a cluster study would be mandatory

Discuss timelines as part of larger timeline discussion

Suggestion to not advertise, to cluster projects that have already expressed interest in a location rather than advertising and attracting new applicants that may not have previously considered interconnecting a project in that location

Discussion/need for clarification around cluster study open window (how long, who can get in, whether advertised)

Note: this cluster studies were discussed only briefly due to time constraints, and will be further addressed at the next subcommittee meeting

Online Application and Project Tracking System 

General agreement for drafting an RFP for an administrator, but timing of doing so is still under discussion by the Working Group
Technical Standards
Not discussed at Plenary #6

Next Steps and Wrap Up

· Discuss completion strategy
Come up with Phase II language (i.e. what should be the next steps after this Working Group process ends on Sept. 11th 2012)
Suggest identifying issue advocates to write-up tariff change requests for specific issues (DG community will not be able to continue to participate in this process past Sept 11)
· Review Final Report outline

· Develop agendas for Subcommittee meetings

· Agenda for next Plenary

· To Do list
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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
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Figure 1 – Schematic of Massachusetts DG Interconnection Process












