Massachusetts DG Interconnection Collaborative Working Group

Facilitator: Dr. Jonathan Raab, Raab Associates, Ltd.

Working Group Transition Monthly Meeting #7
May 16, 2013 
In-Person 9-12:30—Saltonstall, 100 Cambridge St., Boston (Conference Room A)
866-576-7975; 175495#
Meeting Summary
9:00
Review Goals and Agenda for Day—Jonathan Raab, Raab Associates 

9:05
Updates:

· NU will be sending letters out within the next week or so to DG applicants to determine whether they are still active or should be removed from the interconnection queue 
9:15
Utility Monthly Reporting
· Updates on Utility Timelines for Full Reporting

· National Grid, NU, and Unitil each presented a detailed update on the status of the development of their respective interconnection data management systems and efforts to fulfill monthly reporting requirements in the Report (See NGrid and NU presentations on the website

· All 4 utilities reported that they expect to be able to report on all active projects (those applied after November 2012 and others that they have “touched” since then) for the June filing—although the reporting will not be fully automated by June
·  All the utilities expect the data tracking will be integrated with their other data management systems, and more fully automated by the end of the year
· All the utilities reported the challenge of automating the chess clock tracking, and the various “work-around” tools they are using to tackle the task

· The utilities also reported that the number of things they now have to track for each applicant has risen from 30 in the old tracking system to around 130

· NGRID also reported that its also putting the data reported to DOER up on its own website 

· Non-Utility Letter on DPU Involvement

· The non-utility parties stated that they appreciated the update and apparent progress, and said that they were going to spot check some of their own projects to see if they were accurately represented in the utility tracking systems and ask other DG providers to do the same

· They also said that they would hold off sending a letter on the status of utility reporting until after the June filing—and hope that the letter could then come from the WG and say that the commitment in the Report has been effectively fulfilled and that the utilities are in the process of more fully automating the process

· The WG also agreed that after an enforcement mechanism is put in place, and the utilities have more experience with the data systems—WG should collectively revisit whether every piece of data currently collected is necessary
10:00
Enforcement Mechanisms
· The WG discussed the history of the enforcement mechanism issue, including the DPU order, and what could likely be accomplished through an adjudicatory process vs. the WG process.  The WG agreed to discuss the issue at this meeting.  Dr. Raab began by briefly going over the matrix of the likely design components of an enforcement mechanism and a range of options for each component.
· Utility Proposal(s)

· NGrid put forward an idea (that had not been fully vetted at NGrid or with other utilities) that would provide both penalties and incentives based on deviation from the total average days for the Simplified, Expedited, and Standard applications.  The proposal envisions a dead-band around 100% where neither penalties nor incentives occur.  Any penalty would go to reduce application fees in the next year, and any incentive would increase application fees for DG.  (See proposal on website)

· NU said that they were contemplating a potential enforcement mechanism that based any utility penalty or incentive payment on compliance with timeline of each applicant—and any payment would go directly to or from that customer.

· DOER raised the concern about whether it was good policy to have penalties/incentives flow to application fees for future applicants—and that DOER wanted to also explore the idea on spreadsheet of funding incentives from some type of cross-utility funding source.  

· Non-Utility Proposal(s)

· The NUPs stated that their original SQM proposal was similar in many respects to the NGRID proposal and that they would take another look at their original proposal and re-circulate it—possibly with some changes.

· AG Proposal or Comments

· The AG stated that they concurred that an enforcement mechanism made sense, but that any penalties or incentives should be limited to the DG applicants and not impact other ratepayers.  They also re-iterated that they felt that DG interconnection should not be part of the DPU’s broader utility SQM.
· Non-Utility Letter and Discussion of Next Steps

· The NUPs agreed not to ask the DPU to take back the enforcement issue and start an adjudicatory process now—but to instead see where the WG can get at least at the June WG meeting on Enforcement Mechanisms

· The utilities and NUPs agreed to further flesh out and refine their ideas, and circulate them at least a week before the next meeting
11:15
Dealing With Stacked Projects thru Group Studies or Other Means
· Utility and Non-Utility Proposals (derived from options matrix)

· Michael Stone presented a proposal patterned off SCE which has a flexible and rolling group formation process

· The WG discussed a wide range of issues related to that proposal and Group Study processes in general (see notes on document on website)

· In the end, the WG was wondering whether other options might be a better fit for MA including:  A) A mandatory Group Study process with a fixed window of time e.g., 6 weeks and applicants paying significant security deposits (more like PG&E); or B) A voluntary process where developers could get together and form a Group on their own, and the utilities could facilitate by letting others know of the other applications on a particular feeder that could potentially form the basis of a Group
· Michael Conway, Borrego and Tim Roughan, NGRID agreed to get together and try to flesh out the more PG&E-like approach

12:20
Planning for June Meeting and Beyond & Next Steps

· Next Meeting’s agenda will include:

· Debrief of June Utility Data Filing to DOER and DG spot check of their projects

· Enforcement Mechanism—review and discussion of multiple options provided by WG Members—no later than June 13th to Facilitator

· Group Studies—Review of Fixed Window option (to be developed by Borrego and NGRID) and attempt to reach agreement on a preferred path
12:30
Adjourn
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