Massachusetts DG Interconnection Collaborative Working Group
DG Collaborative Working Group – Subcommittee Meetings 8-29 and 8-30
Location: DOER, Boston, MA
Facilitator: Dr. Jonathan Raab, Raab Associates, Ltd.

DRAFT Meeting Summary
This is a high level meeting summary of the Technical and Process/Timeline/Fees subcommittee meeting on 8/29 and 8/30 respectively.  For more details on the status of each issue, see the draft final Report under Plenary #7 http://massdg.raabassociates.org/events.asp?type=eid&event=65
8/29 Technical Subcommittee

1) Expedited Technical Screens (including minimum load screen) and Supplemental Review

The Subcommittee agreed with the utilities proposal to expand Supplemental Review hours from 10 to 30 before an applicant needs to be moved from the Expedited to Standard process.

The Subcommittee agreed to add three new screens to the Expedited process (that could also allow more applications to stay in the Expedited track) including 1) Penetration Test; 2) Power Quality and Voltage Test; and 3) Safety and Reliability Tests.  The Subcommittee asked the DG cluster to adapt CA language for MA on the 2nd and 3rd screens.  For the Penetration Test (aka minimum load test), the Subcommittee did not come up with a consensus recommendation between a 67% and 100% of minimum load screen option.  They agreed to further consider the options, including whether adding an anti-islanding screen(s) along with the 100% minimum load screen would work.
2) Complex Project Studies, Time Requirements, Timelines

The utilities proposed allowing additional time within the Standard track for complex projects.  Specifically 20 days during the Impact study if sub-station modifications are needed, and 45 days to the Detailed study if system modifications from the Impact study exceeds $100k.  In response to the non-utility Subcommittee members concerns that more differentiation might be helpful, suggested that instead of the $100k test, they could probably accept adding 45 days to Detailed study when substation upgrades are needed, and 20 additional days for distribution system upgrades only.  Subcommittee members agreed that utility would inform applicants within 20 days in the Impact study which extensions are needed.

3) Multiple Projects on a Single Feeder (Group/Cluster Study)

Subcommittee members continued to try to develop a workable approach.  Still wanted to think further about both the trigger for a group study (when utility declares feeder “exhausted” or after next applicant decides doesn’t want to go it on their own) and whether the utility would follow the complex project timeline or mutually agreed to timeline.
4) Technical Standards Manual

Subcommittee is in agreement on the importance of making available a regularly-updated Upgrade Criteria and Standards Manual, as well as the general contents.  Still debating whether there should be one statewide Manual (with room for utility variability) or each utility has its own manual with a parallel structure.  Also still discussing whether shout be updated every 3 or 5 years, and whether utility/stakeholder meeting on technical issues should take place 2 or 4 time/year.
5) Pre-Application Report

The Subcommittee agreed to add a 10th output to the Report (Snap-shot within ¼ mile-or otherwise identify feeders within ¼ mile).  Whether utility would have 10 business days or less was still unresolved.

6) Fees for Application Process (Note this was discussed in the Technical Subcommittee upon request from the AG due to scheduling constraints)

The Subcommittee agreed that there shouldn’t be a separate fee for the pre-application report (estimated to take under an hour) but that these costs should be effectively rolled into the application fees.  Subcommittee is not recommending a fee for Simplified applications (although WMECo and AG still thinking about this issue).  Subcommittee also agreed to increase the charge for engineers in Supplemental Review from $125 to $150/hour.
Utilities propose to charge an annual O&M for large upgrade projects only (over $75k) (NGRID 2011 O&M rate at 10.91%) but would not be assessed to existing DG.  Under discussion.

Utilities presented estimates for current average costs to process applications in each track.  Given current and anticipated hours and current rates, utilities believe that fees need to increase for the Expedited and Standard processes.  Such fees should also cover time for preapplication reports and possibly to support the online tracking and application process.  If there remain no fees for the Simplified application, those fees could be rolled into Expedited and Standard or picked up by all ratepayers (as is currently done).  The utilities will bring to Plenary propose new fee schedule with justification.

 8/30 Process, Timeline, and Fee Subcommittee
1) Other Timeline Issues (Witness Test, Construction Schedules, Force Majeure) 

The Subcommittee agreed that to leave the timeline language for the witness test in the Simplified track as is, but to add the same language in tariff for the Expedited process.  It then developed new language for the Standard track witness test timeline process (see draft report).
For Force Majeure, the Subcommittee developed a working definition and a process to implement if and when force majeure occurs.  It also discussed removing the “under normal working conditions” exceptions language, but adding in language regarding what happens if and when major policy or price changes flood the utility with new applications in an abrupt manner that they can’t cover with staff/contractors. 


The subcommittee fine-turned the construction language (see report).
2) Utility Timeline Assurance and Enforcement
Utilities proposed a four-prong plan, plus after some discussion with the Subcommittee, expressed a willingness to consider a service quality metric 5th piece:

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)

Utilities and non-utility Working Group participants will separately consider the utility proposal and come to the September 5th plenary ready to discuss. It was also noted that Item A (refunded application fee), doesn’t offer much to Simplified track applicants since there is no application fee.  DG participants suggested a shortened timeline as an alternative to a fee refund. 

Regarding an Ombudsperson, it was suggested that all participants review the relevant language from the KEMA report as a starting point and come to the next plenary ready to discuss. 

3) Customer Timeline Assurance: On-Going Stale Project Mgt
The Subcommittee remained in agreement about the initial withdrawal of stales projects language.  It also significantly refined the language for on-going customer timeline compliance, further increasing the clarity and reducing the utility discretionary language. The Subcommittee decided extensions should be granted once without cause and if projects miss an extension deadline they will be considered withdrawn. The group did not make a decision about how many extensions a project can receive during the application process (e.g. only once or once per stage). 

The Subcommittee discussed but didn’t decide whether there should also be a for good cause clause at least for public projects (and possibly CHP) consistent w/net metering assurance cause language.  There was also some discussion but no decision about whether and when applicants should be required to pay $ to extend deadlines.
4) Online Application and Project Tracking

The Subcommittee agreed to add overall “principle” language to the report language that describes the online application and project tracking system:

· Minimize data entry to all, including utilities (i.e. no double entry and smoothly work with in-house systems)

· Get an intim tracking clock ticking as quickly as possible 

The Subcommittee suggested that its recommendations to the DPU delineate where it sees need for DPU approval or not in the RFP process to develop and implement the online application and tracking system. The Subcommittee agreed that the same consultant should develop and maintain the system, but that there is a distinction between application support/administration and technical support for application/tracking functionality. However, ideally one consultant (with subcontractors) should be able to perform all these tasks.
5) Next Steps/Wrap Up/To Do List

Dr. Raab discussed his approach to the two-day mediation next week (more caucus time, and more structure to negotiations).  He also said he would get out an updated draft report, short meeting summary, and agenda for next week’s meeting before the Labor Day weekend.

The Subcommittee then reviewed the To Do list from the two days of subcommittee meetings.

8/29 Technical Subcommittee To Do List

1) Report language defining new 3 Expedited Screens (including 67% minimum load screen)—utilities

2) Language on 100% minimum load screen—DG

3) Consider increasing Simplified 15/25 KW screen perhaps w/additional conditions—Utilities

4) Group study schema—DG

5) Complex project schema (consider bi-furcating $100k screen, other)—Utilities

6) Technical Standards manual options—All

7) New Fee Proposal for Expedited/Standard, including potentially an O&M proposal—Utilities

8/30 Process Subcommittee

1) Recirculate updated report—JDR

2) Agenda for Sept. 5/6 Mtg—JDR

3) Flesh Out Utility Assurance/Enforcement Strategy (A-D)—Utilities and Non-Utilities separately and compare notes; Service Quality Language (E)—DG 

4) Develop Idea for Interim Nascent Chess-Clock—DG

5) Review Force Majeure language—Utility

6) Customer Assurance Language Review—Utility and Non-Utility
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