MA DG WG Process, Timelines, and Cost Subcommittee (7/18/12) and Technical Subcommittee (7/19/12): High Level Meeting Summary/Progress Notes
Facilitator: Dr. Jonathan Raab, Raab Associates
I) Adding Feeder Information to Utility Monthly Report to DOER

The Process Subcommittee agreed to recommend that the utilities include the feeder number for DG in its monthly reporting to the DOER, such that applicants can sort the spreadsheet to see how much DG is already located and proposed on particular feeders.   The subcommittee also put together the following list of potential priorities and potential sequencing for populating the spreadsheet.  Utilities agreed to come back w/proposed plan
Priorities:
1) All new applications (all tracks)
2) All projects over 1 MW
3) All interconnected projects (Expedited/Standard)
4) All projects utilities touch
5) All Standard projects
6) All Expedited projects
7) All Simplified Projects (not reported in monthly reporting at all now)

II) Pre-Application Report and Feasibility Study
The Process and Technical Subcommittees agreed to recommend that a preapplication report actually be required of all potential applications likely to go thru the Expedited and Standard tracks, as a way of helping applicants prioritize their potential applications and reduce speculative applications.  The Process Subcommittees further recommended that the preapplication report be for free, but there be an option of getting additional information for a fee.  The Technical Subcommittee discussed the additional information for a fee concept, and is recommending that this be called a feasibility study and are still contemplating whether this should occur before or after a full application is submitted.  (Note: RI currently requires a feasibility study, and MA currently includes a screening memo—feasibility study below builds off of both.) Highlights in yellow were still under discussion. 
1) Information Applicant Needs to Provide Utility for Pre-Application Report
a. Contact
b. Proposed location (address and Google map)
c. Type of DG (solar, wind, CHP)  
d. Size(s)
e. Export?
f. New electric service or existing
2) Information Utility Will Provide DG Applicant in Pre-Application Report
a. Circuit voltage
b. Voltage at proposed location
c. Single or Three-Phase
d. If Single, how far away Three-Phase is
e. How much DG on circuit (connected and proposed)
f. Circuit #, Sub-Station Name
g. Network or not
h. Distance to sub-station???
i. Line section upstream protective device???
3) Potential New MA Feasibility Study  (discussing before or after full application)
a. Optional or Required?
b. After utility receives a complete application or partial application
c. What applicants need to provide utility?  (Same as preapplication process or additional information—e.g., one line diagram?)
d. Feasibility Study Should include:  
i. Reviews compliance existing 10 screens
ii. upgrade costs within +/- 50% of costs (non-binding),
iii. timeline
iv. peak load on circuit,
v.  electric dependence on other circuits, 
vi. type of DG on feeder, 
vii. additional capacity before minimal cost upgrades, 
viii. potential constraints,
ix.  utility equipment on circuits, 
x. line section upstream protective device
e. Timeline?: RI--20 working days (30 calendar days)
f. Fee?: RI--$2,500 over 1 MW/ $1,000 for under MW

III) Simplified Screen
The Process Subcommittee reviewed the existing Simplified screen language and recommends the following change:

Current Screen: Is the aggregate generating Facility capacity on the circuit less than 7.5% of circuit annual peak load?

Proposed Revised Screen: Is the aggregate generating Facility capacity 15% of feeder/circuit and/or line segment?



IV) Utility Timelines
The DG providers proposed a range of ways to try and increase the assurance that utilities meet their side of the timelines for the 3 tracks, including:
A) Deeming an interconnection approved (“presumption of interconnection”) if a utility exceeds their timelines. [Note:  Apparently VT does this for small project—i.e., ones that would go thru MA Simplified track.]
B) Provide refund of application fees and study costs if utility deadlines are missed
C) Adding to overall utility Service Quality Metrics (e.g., % of time utility meets timelines)
D) Requiring the utility to show “good cause” for any delays
E) Brining in or allowing DG applicant to contract directly with utility-approved 3rd party engineer if utilities can’t meet timelines
F) Setting and charging a $/KW/Day penalty for either utility or customer missing deadlines
The Subcommittee discussed each of these options, and agreed to continue to think about and discuss strategies for assuring that utilities meet timelines, although the utilities stated their unwillingness to entertain “penalties” outside of DPU adjudication.
V) 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.
VI) Alternative Dispute Resolution
The Process Subcommittee 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.


VII) Spot and Area Networks
Following a presentation by NREL and NSTAR on networks, the Technical Subcommittee recommended the following :

1) Change the Simplified Interconnection to Networks screen (figure 2)
a. Allow Simplified option on both spot and area networks (if other screens are passed), so remove the first screen (“Is this Point of Common Coupling on a spot network?”)
b. 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 
c. Leave in requirement for Listed Inverter 
2) Develop language for Report about continuing to monitor and track IEEE 1547 and national best practices, experiment, evolve—outside tariff
3) Look at National Grid (ESB 756-C) guidelines/standards for networks, and note NSTAR area network pilot
4) Define technology not just PV but inverter-based

VIII) Cluster Studies
The Technical Subcommittee looked at the way SCE and PG&E are proposing to address multiple applications/DG development on single feeders, and then outlined a possible approach to clustering in Massachusetts—getting further on how to allocate costs for studies and upgrades, then on how to initiate/define the cluster group.
a. Cluster
i. If electrically independent then no cluster study
ii. If electrically dependent, then do cluster (not sure how/when to do cluster yet?)
1. Fixed time period (e.g., fixed time window X months each year, or until first study is done)
b. Study Cost Allocation—by MW
c. Upgrade Cost Allocation
i. Lines—Share common segments pro rata by MW, unique segments covered by that DG provider
ii. Other equipment—Share common upgrades pro rata by MW, unique upgrades by that DG provider
iii. If one or more DG applicant drops out, then remaining applicant share any additional restudies required
iv. 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?)
d. Timelines for Cluster Studies???

IX) Construction Timelines
The Technical Subcommittee discussed ways to improve the construction-related timeline setting and enforcement, and have the following recommendations:
a. Exhibit D & E: Strengthen mutually agreed to milestone schedule language between utility and developer as mandatory part of the Interconnection Service Agreement for all Expedited and Standard (Change “eligible” to “shall” in D & E)
b. Impact/Detailed Study should include estimated timeframe for construction with milestones
c. Track and report Construction progress related to milestones
d. Both utilities and DG applicants should be held to milestone time schedule
e. Allow schedule to be changed  by mutual agreement
f. Discuss further expected timelines for different situations and circumstances
	
X) Upgrade Criteria and Standards (e.g., National Grid’s “Blue Book”—ESB 756C)
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. Have one statewide document, even if has to be some differences within that document among the utilities

XI) Homework Assignments to Prep for Plenary
a. Statewide DG Project Tracking System
i. Review Gerry’s draft scope--All
ii. Conference call prior to DG Plenary—All—JDR Sets Up
b. Preapplication/Feasibility Study—Reid will organize call w/utilities/DG
c. Clustering Proposal—All consider
d. Feeder Field to Monthly Utility Report to DOER—Utilities develop proposed strategy/timeline
e. Utility Timelines—Utilities consider DG proposed options and propose assurance strategy
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