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Wednesday, November 20, 2002
Hill and Barlow

One International Place

Boston, MA

40 People attended the meeting, which began at 9:15 and ended at 4:15. See attached attendance list. 

I. Documents Distributed

Prior to the meeting
· Agenda

· Expedited Interconnection Proposal (based on figure 2) – Utility Cluster

At the meeting
· Expedited Interconnection Proposal – DG Cluster
· Expedited Interconnection Proposal (updated based on discussion)
· Proposal on timing, costs, ADR – DG Cluster
II. Welcome and Introduction
Dr. Jonathan Raab, the lead DG Collaborative facilitator, convened the meeting at 9:15 and indicated that the DG cluster had developed an expedited interconnection proposal based on Figure 2 from the Utility Cluster’s revised proposal. Given that this document will inform the discussion around the issues of costs, timing, and alternative dispute resolution (ADR) processes, Dr. Raab suggested that the Group depart from the planned two Working Group morning agenda and seek some agreement on the expedited interconnection proposals in plenary. The Group decided first to visit the Utility Cluster’s Figure 2 Proposal, followed by the DG Cluster’s recommended changes, and then move to the DG Cluster’s recommended timing and cost counter-proposals. 

Before addressing the proposals, Dr. Raab informed the Group that the Collaborative will have an additional meeting on December 11 at the Massachusetts Technology Collaborative in Westboro. 

III. Review of the Interconnection Proposals From the DG and Utility Clusters

John Bzura of National Grid reviewed the Utilities’ proposal (click to view) and fielded questions on it. He confirmed that Box 2 refers to radial networks and indicated that Boxes 5 through 8 should require 2 to 20 person-hours of labor. In Box 4 there was discussion over whether line load capacity could serve as a proxy for peak load, which is less easily pinpointed.  Some non-utility Members expressed concern that determining peak load capacity could slow the interconnection process down.

Jim Watts then reviewed the DG Cluster’s proposal (click to view). Mr. Watts noted that broadly speaking the DG Cluster proposal is similar to the Utility Cluster’s, with a few recommended distinctions:


· Add UL standard 1741 to the other screens listed in Box 3. 

· Change the threshold for maximum generating capacity permissible for expedited connection to measure as 5% of “design capacity”, not 5% of “section peak load”. 

· Add Box 4(b) at 15% of design capacity, and a parallel process from there on down. This is a second screen for units failing under 4(a) but in conformance with 4(b). Allow DG facilities larger than 10 kW can still apply for simplified interconnection if they pass all the screens.

· Allow inverter-based devices under 20 kW that pass Box 2 to by-pass Box 4 and proceed straight to simplified interconnection.  

A short discussion followed in which the Members asked clarifying questions and provided some initial responses to the DG cluster’s proposals. . 

IV. DG Cluster Presentation of Proposed Commercial Parameters (i.e., Process Timeframes), Financial Cost Ceilings, and ADR process. 

Ruben Brown of E-Cubed reviewed the DG group’s proposed timeframes, financial cost ceilings, and ADR process (click to view). Subsequently, various Group Members asked clarifying questions and aired initial thoughts, comments, and concerns.

Citing the necessity of having a robust interconnection schematic in order to proceed with other issues, the Group elected to skip the review of ADR for the moment. It took break at 11:30 so that Members could meet with their Clusters prior to proceeding. 

V. Utility Cluster Response to the DG Cluster Proposal. 

When the group reconvened at 12:15, Tim Roughan of National Grid presented the Utility Cluster’s response to the DG cluster proposal:

· Box 3: Agree to add UL 1741 to the list of acceptable standards.

· Box 4:  Propose to change “5% of line section load” to “5% of feeder section load”, which Mr. Roughan indicated would be approximately analogous to the 15% of line section load that the DG Cluster was seeking since the average feeder has about 3 line sections.  Moreover, the feeder section load is a more readily-known figure and so should not slow down the interconnection process.   With this change the Utility Cluster argued there would be no need for a Box 4 (b).

· Box 9: In response to concern that in some cases minor system modifications will be needed to maintain grid safety and reliability when a Simplified DG interconnection is issued, the Utility Cluster proposed a ninth box with text, “are no or minor modifications anticipated?” If the answer is no, then a facility study will be needed; if yes, then the GF proceeds directly to simplified interconnection.  With this change the Utility Cluster argued that there would be no need for a second path to the Simplified Interconnection box (only inverter-based, under 20 kw would remain eligible for simplified treatment).

The Group broke for lunch at 1:00, again meeting in Clusters. 

VI. Discussion on the Utilities’ Response and Approval of Draft Interconnection Process

Upon resuming at 2:20, the group examined a revised chart reflecting the previous discussion and collectively made some additional modifications (See Revised Figure 2 below).

The discussion yielded the following points:

· Time required to execute Box 9 should be included in the 2-20 man-hours cited above. 

· Change language in Box 9 to “Utilities determine if minor modifications are needed”.

· Be specific that Box 2 includes UL 1741 inverters. 

· Agree that inverter-based devices smaller than 20 kW would still need to pass the 5% feeder screen in Box 4 prior to proceeding to the Simplified Interconnection.

The Group agreed that the process behind Box 9 needed some additional thought.  With that understanding, the Group unanimously approved the interconnection process as delineated in Revised Figure 2 on the next page.


VII. Timing

Using a version of the DG cluster’s proposed schedule (click to view) the Group addressed the issue of how long the review process would take. As it proceeded, the Group created a list of principles that should guide the development of the process and the process itself, including the following:

· The clock does not start for the initial review until the DG provider’s application is fully completed.

· The clock stops when the DG provider is gathering information to fulfill a utility request.

· Turn-around times will be inserted for the DG provider.

· In the case that the DG provider does not respond to a request for an extended period of time, the DG provider must reapply, as changes to the network may have occurred which would alter the potential impact of the GF on the grid. 

· The day ranges presented assume one applicant in the queue; when more applicants are in the queue, the process may take longer.

· The facility study will take 20 days without system modifications and 40 days with system modifications.

· The day ranges as presented should be considered maximums.

The Group discussed and agreed to the row headings describing each of the steps for which time frames needed to be worked out.  With respect to the columns, classifying the various DG groupings, the Group all agreed on the  “under 10kW for simplified” column heading, but there was no agreement on the other columns.  The utilities advocated for a 300 kW under and over division. The Utility Cluster also suggested actual hours figures as place-holders for now.  See resultant table below (Table 1):

	Table 1: Commercial Terms (Not to Exceed Time Frames in days from date of filing application)

	(These would be reviewed at the end of one year)

	
	Facilities that Meet Primary or Secondary Screen
	Standard Review

	
	Size of Facility
	
	
	Do not meet screens

	Category of Activity
	under 10kw
	Expedited
	Expedited
	

	
	Simplified
	< 300kw
	> 300kw
	

	Acknowledge receipt of Applic.
	(3 days)
	(3 days)
	(3 days)
	(3 days)

	Review Applic for completeness
	10 days
	10 days
	10 days
	10 days

	Initial Review (screens 1-8, 9)
	10 days
	15 days
	20 days
	20 days

	Supplemental Review (if needed)
	n/a
	15 days
	20 days
	n/a

	Complete Impact Study
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	60 days

	Complete Facility Study
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	20-40 days

	Send Executable Agreement
	done
	10 days
	10 days
	15 days

	
	
	
	
	

	Total Max. 
	20 days
	35-50 days
	40-60 days
	125-145 days

	Notice//Witness Test 
	1 day with 5 day notice
	10 days or as mutually agreed
	10 days or as mutually agreed
	10 days or as mutually agreed


Andy Newman maintained that the timeframes for large DG going thru Standard Review were not shorter than currently exists at the DTE, others disagreed.  All the parties agreed to carefully scrutinize the timing and column headings prior to the next meeting, and to check on DTE timeframe.  

VIII. Financial Cost Ceilings

Using the DG Clusters document as a basis for discussion (click to view), the Group reached  agreement on the row headings (which indicate specific costs for actions performed) but not on the columns classifying the various DG groupings or the actual dollar figures (except for the inverter-based, under 10 kW machines which all agreed should get a free pass).  Table 2 below represents the column headings and dollar values suggested by the Utility Cluster, and is not a consensus of the Group.  While the utilities put forward dollar ceilings for DG under 300 kW, they argued that larger DG should not have ceilings (others disagreed). 

	Table 2: Financial cost ceilings (Utility Cluster Proposal w/ Group modifications)

	
	< 10kw

simplified
	0 to 60kw
	60 to 300kw
	300kw to 1mw
	> 1mw

	Application Fee (covers screens)
	0
	$350
	$1,000
	$1,500 
	?

	Supplemental Review (if applicable)
	0
	NTE $1,000
	NTE $1,000
	Actual cost estimate

	Impact and Facility Study (if required)
	0
	Actual cost
	Actual cost
	Actual cost
	

	O and M
	0
	TBD
	TBD
	TBD
	

	Facility Upgrades
	                      0
	DG pays fair and reasonable upgrade costs
	

	ADR costs
	TBD
	TBD
	TBD
	TBD
	


Notes: NTE is “not to exceed”

V.   Next Steps

The group identified a list of next steps, which it put in the “To-Do” list below. 

To Do:

· Develop the text to describe the Interconnection process depicted in Figure 2  – Peter Chamberlain, Jim Watts, John Bzura. 

· Figure 2, Revisit the process for Box 9 and define Supplemental Review – Jim Watts, John Bzura, Peter Chamberlain.

· Timframes (notably, the 300 kw column and days budgeted to meet each step) – All, with suggestions for next time. 

· Costs (columns, specific costs in table, row on supplemental,) – All, with suggestions for next time. 

· Network – DG Cluster, by Tuesday, 12.3

· Interconnection Agreement  (Start w/ Utility Cluster’s document, and propose changes) – Peter Chamberlain 

· Compliance and ADR process – Roger Freeman. Gerry Bingham. 

· Meeting summary/Agenda – Raab Associates.

· Compile a list of items for ongoing review and tracking of the interconnection agreements– Raab Associates
Sign-In Sheet, 11/20/2002

	Organization
	Name
	11/4
	11/15
	11/20

	DG Providers
	
	
	

	Aegis Energy Services
	Spiro Vardakas
	X
	X
	X

	SEBANE
	Steve Cowell
	X
	X
	

	SEBANE (alternate)
	Ed Kern
	X
	X
	X

	E-Cubed
	Peter Chamberlain
	X
	X
	X

	E-Cubed (alternate)
	Ruben Brown
	X
	X
	X

	Ingersoll-Rand
	Jim Watts
	X
	X
	X

	Ingersoll-Rand (alternate)
	Jim Avery
	X
	
	

	NAESCO
	Don Gilligan
	
	
	

	Northeast CHP Initiative
	Sean Casten
	X
	X
	X

	NECA
	Larry Plitch
	X
	X
	X

	NECA (alternate)
	Tobey Winters
	X
	X
	

	Hill & Barlow (for Real Energy et al)
	Roger Freeman
	X
	X
	X

	UTC
	Herb Healy
	X
	
	X

	UTC (alternate)
	Heather Hunt
	
	X
	

	Keyspan
	Pat Crowe
	X
	
	

	Keyspan
	Joe Niemic
	
	X
	

	Keyspan
	Chuck Berry
	
	X
	

	Keyspan
	Rich Johnson
	
	
	X

	Plug Power
	Lisa Potter
	
	X
	

	Plug Power
	Rudy Stegemoeller
	
	
	X

	Trigen Energy 
	Dave Doucette
	
	X
	X

	Government/Quasi Government
	
	
	

	DOER
	Dwayne Breger
	
	
	

	DOER (alternate)
	Gerry Bingham
	X
	
	X

	DOER (alternate)
	David Rand
	X
	X
	X

	MTC
	Sam Nutter
	X
	X
	X

	MTC (alternate)
	Judy Silvia
	X
	
	X

	MTC (alternate)
	Raphael Herz
	X
	X
	X

	Attorney General's office
	Joseph Rogers
	
	
	

	Attorney General’s office
	Judith Laster
	
	
	

	Attorney General’s office
	Patricia Kelley
	
	
	

	Cape Light Compact
	Margaret Downey
	X
	
	

	Cape Light Compact
	Kitt Johnson
	
	X
	X

	DEM
	
	
	
	

	DTE
	Paul Afonso
	X
	
	

	Consumers
	
	
	

	AIM
	Angie O'Connor
	X
	X
	X

	for Solutia and MeadWestVac Co.
	Andy Newman
	X
	X
	X

	for Wyeth
	Lisa Barton
	
	
	

	for Wyeth
	Susan Richter
	X
	X
	X

	Utilities
	
	
	

	Unitil/FG&E
	John Bonazoli
	X
	X
	X

	Unitil/FG&E (alternate)
	Justin Eisfeller
	
	X
	X

	ISO-NE
	Henry Yoshimura
	X
	X
	X

	ISO-NE (Alternate)
	Carolyn O'Connor
	X
	
	X

	ISO-NE (2nd Alternate
	Eric Krathwohl
	
	
	X

	NSTAR
	Larry Gelbien
	X
	X
	X

	NSTAR (Alternate)
	Dave Dishaw
	X
	X
	X

	NSTAR (Alternate)
	Dan Butterfield
	X
	X
	X

	WMECO/NU
	Doug Clarke
	X
	
	X

	WMECO/NU (alternate)
	Rich Towsley
	X
	X
	

	WMECO/NU (alternate)
	Leo Rancourt
	X
	X
	X

	NGRID
	Tim Roughan
	X
	X
	X

	NGRID (alternate)
	John Bzura
	X
	X
	X

	Public Interest Groups
	
	
	

	UCS et al
	Deborah Donovan
	X
	
	

	UCS et al (alternate)
	Frank Gorke
	
	
	

	UCS et al (alternate)
	Seth Kaplan
	
	X
	

	Mass Energy Consumers Alliance
	Larry Chretien
	
	X
	

	Mass Energy Consumers Alliance
	Leslie Grossman
	X
	
	X

	Collaborative Team
	
	
	

	Raab Associates
	Jonathan Raab
	X
	X
	X

	Raab Associates
	Joel Fetter
	X
	X
	X

	Raab Associates
	Colin Rule
	X
	X
	X

	Facilitation Consultant
	Suzanne Orenstien
	X
	X
	X

	Navigant Consulting
	Stan Blazewicz
	X
	
	X

	Navigant Consulting
	Eugene Shlatz
	X
	X
	X

	Others
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Revised Figure 2 - Proposed Interconnection Standards











�  Only Mr. Freeman of the DG Cluster abstained as he needed to check with his client on Box 4.
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