Meeting #5 Summary


The Massachusetts Distributed Generation Interconnection Collaborative


Wednesday, December 11, 2002

The Massachusetts Technology Collaborative

75 North Dr.

Westboro, MA

32 People attended the meeting, which began at 9:30 a.m. and ended at 5:00 p.m. See attached attendance list. 

Documents Distributed
· Unified Text

· DG Cluster’s proposed changes to Box 9

I. Debrief of DTE’s Approval of an Extension to the Collaborative

The DG and Utility clusters caucused between 8:00 and 9:30. Upon convening the meeting in plenary at 9:30 Dr. Raab indicated to the Group that the DTE hearing officer had expressed his willingness to have the DTE enetertain a request by the  Collaborative for two more months to finalize its work on radial interconnection issues and to work on interconnections on network systems. 

II. Discussion of Unified Text

For the rest of the day the Group focused on the Unified Text. The Group discussed each of the text’s provisions point-by-point. The final record of the outcome of that discussion is captured in the updated text contained in Attachment 1 at the end of this summary. The following are noteworthy points related to the discussion:

· The Group’s discussion revealed that there was a misunderstanding of the implications of the language contained in Box 4. To be sure that all parties understood the meaning of the Box in the same way, the Group spent the greater part of the morning discussing it. In the end, the Group better defined its meaning and implications and agreed to  raise the threshold for the expedited and simplified paths from 5% to 7.5%  (“Is the aggregate Generating Facility on the feeder less than 7.5% of circuit annual peak load”). 

· The Group also explored ways to slim down the review timeframes.  It converged on the notion of adding maximum timeframes for each column, that were less than the sum of each row in the column.  The Group also agreed to explore having timeframe goals based on average review times that would be less than the maximum, not to exceed timeframes.  

· The Group continued to address the issue of including a Box 9 that would give the Utilities a means of further reviewing the rare case where a DG would pass all 8 screens but still require modifications to protect  the safety and reliability of the system. 

· The Group also indicated that this is a work in progress and not a final document, and these items would be revisited at the 12.13 meeting.

The Meeting adjourned at 5:00 p.m. 

Appendix 1: Final Document Produced at 12.11 Meeting

DRAFT Interim Report
Distributed Generation Interconnection Collaborative

Disclaimer: This is a work in progress, not a final report


Submitted to: 

Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Energy

December 16, 2002
Mediated by Raab Associates, Ltd with Suzanne Orenstein

Technical Consulting From Navigant Consulting
DRAFT
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Policy Statement

The Distributed Generation Collaborative parties, after working in 51/2 meetings on consensus interconnection standards and procedures, have developed several preliminary understandings documented in this Interim Report. The policy statements below support and are linked to any eventual final recommendations. 

The parties agree to work to streamline the process over time, including reducing the review time and cost, and further streamlining the screening process. 
· The Utilities will gather information continuously to enable annual reporting to the DTE of:

· Number of interconnections that would exceed the 7.5% feeder threshold.

· Time to completion of each application.

· Utility person-hours required to complete each project.
· Others, to be determined.
· Review specified items periodically (e.g. after 20 installations or 30 applications through the Expedited process): In conducting its periodic review, the parties will consider the interconnection experiences in other states. 

· Timelines

· Costs

· Screen thresholds (e.g. increasing the threshold in Box 4 from 7.5% to a higher percentage, such as 15%)

· Others, to be determined

Notes to Accompany Figure 1

Note 1.  On a typical radial distribution system circuit (“feeder” or line) the annual peak load is measured at the substation circuit breaker, which corresponds to the supply point of the circuit. A circuit may also be supplied from a tap on a higher-voltage line, sometimes called a subtransmission line. On more complex radial systems, where bidirectional power flow is possible due to alternative circuit supply options (“loop service”), the circuit may be defined as beginning with the normal supply point and continuing to the next circuit interrupting device beyond the proposed DG installation.

Note 2.  This screen only applies to Generating Facilities that start by motoring the Generating Unit(s) or the act of connecting synchronous generators. The voltage drops should be less than the criteria below.   There are two options in determining whether Starting Voltage Drop could be a problem. The option to be used is at the Utilities’ discretion:

Option 1: The Utility may determine that the Generating Facility’s starting Inrush Current is equal to or less than the continuous ampere rating of the facility’s service equipment.


Option 2: The Utility may determine the impedances of the service distribution transformer (if present) and the secondary conductors to the facility’s service equipment and perform a voltage drop calculation.  Alternatively, the Utility may use tables or nomographs to determine the voltage drop.  Voltage drops caused by starting a Generating Unit as a motor must be less than 2.5% for primary interconnections and 5% for secondary interconnections.

Note 3.  The purpose of this screen is to ensure that fault (short-circuit) current contributions from all DG units will have no significant impact on the Utility’s protective devices and system. Both of the following criteria must be met when applicable:

a. When measured at the primary side (high side) of a Dedicated Distribution Transformer serving a Generating Facility, the sum of the Short Circuit Contribution Ratios (SCCR) of all generating facilities connected to the particular Distribution System circuit that serves the Generating Facility must be less than or equal to 0.1.

b. When measured at the secondary side (low side) of a shared distribution transformer, the short circuit contribution of the proposed Generating Facility must be less than or equal to 2.5% of the interrupting rating of the [Utility’s] Service Equipment.”
(CAN THIS BE DELETED?) Relevant material from FERC ANOPR Attachment A on the 90% of interrupting capability limit also applies. Coordination of fault-current protection devices and systems will be examined as part of this screen. Discuss w/JBzura)

Note 4 (Need details from Rule 21, Utility Cluster will provide, from JBzura).  This screen includes a review of the type of electrical service provided to the customer, including line configuration (Insert California PUC Rule 21, Sheet 32 provisions) and the transformer connection. 

If the proposed generator is to be interconnected on a single-phase transformer shared secondary, the aggregate generation capacity on the shared secondary, including the proposed generator, will not exceed 20 kVA.  If the proposed generator is single-phase and is to be interconnected on a center tap neutral of a 240 volt service, its addition will not create an imbalance between the two sides of the 240 volt service of more than 20% of nameplate rating of the service transformer.

Note 5.  The proposed generator, in aggregate with other generation interconnected to the distribution low voltage side of the substation transformer feeding the distribution circuit where the generator proposes to interconnect, will not exceed 10 MW in an area where there are known or posted transient stability limitations to generating units located in the general electrical vicinity (e.g., 3 or 4 transmission voltage level buses from the point of interconnection).

Note 6. (Delete ?)The Notice of Intent to Interconnect form (modified appropriately) will serve as Notice, Application and Interconnection Agreement (contract). This new Simplified Interconnection process has four steps: 1 – Customer submits form filled out properly and completely.  2 - Utility verifies Facility equipment complies with UL 1741 and IEEE 929-2000 (as appropriate);  3 – Utility inspects completed installation for compliance with standards; 4 – Assuming inspection is satisfactory, Utility notifies Customer that interconnection is allowed, notifies Utility departments, and arranges for a witness test.

Note 7. It is expected that the level of utility effort to complete the screening process for an application for an expedited interconnection will range from 2 to 20 professional-level hours. 

As part of the Expedited interconnection process wherein the project passes screens one through 8, the utility may assess whether any system modifications are required for the interconnection.  If the required modifications are minor, that is, the requirement can be determined within the time allotted through the application fee, the modification requirements, reasoning, and costs for these minor modifications will be identified and included in the executable Expedited interconnection agreement.  If the requirements and costs of the modifications cannot be determined within the time allotted through the application fee, the utility may require the project undergo Supplemental review and, if agreed the Expedited process is to proceed, the cost of such review shall be paid for by the DG applicant.  In all cases, the DG will pay for the costs of modifications attributable to its proposed project.

Note 8.  Standard Review Process

The Utility will have a scoping meeting with the customer to review the application within 15 business days of receiving a completed application. At the scoping meeting the utility will provide:

1) the available fault current at the proposed location; and

2) the existing peak loading on the lines in the general vicinity of the facility.

After the scoping meeting, the customer and utility will decide whether the customer should skip the feasibility study and proceed directly to a system impact study. Within an additional 5 business days, the utility will provide an estimate for the appropriate study as well as a study agreement. Any costs not expended from the application fee previously collected (costs for the scoping meeting, and additional costs to determine 1 and 2 above) will go toward the costs of the study.

Table 1: Time Frames

	Criteria for Process Classification
	Based on Evaluation of Technical Screens
	Applicant Option

	Review Process
	Simplified
	Expedited
	Standard Review

	Eligible Facilities
	Certified  Inverter 

< 10 kW
	Qualified DG 


	Any DG

	Acknowledge receipt of Application
	(3 days)
	(3 days)
	(3 days)

	Review Application for completeness
	10 days
	10 days
	10 days

	Complete Review of Screens 1-9
	10 days
	25 days 
	n/a 

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

	Complete Standard Interconnection Process Initial Review
	n/a
	
	20 days 

	Send Follow-on Studies Cost/Agreement
	n/a
	
	5 days

	Complete Impact Study (if needed)
	n/a
	
	55 days

	Complete Facility Study (if needed)
	n/a
	
	30 days

	Send Executable Agreement

	Done
	10 days 
	15 days

	Total Maximum Days

	15 days 
	40/60
,


	125/150 days



	Notice/ Witness Test 
	< 1 day with 10 day notice or by mutual agreement
	1-2 days with 10 day notice or by mutual agreement
	By mutual agreement


Table 2: Commercial Terms  (Not to Exceed Time Frames in [business] days from date of filing application)

	Criteria for Process Classification
	Based on Evaluation of Technical Screens
	Applicant Option

	Review Process
	Simplified
	Expedited
	Standard Interconnection Process Review

	Eligible Facilities
	Certified  Inverter 

< 10 kW
	Qualified DG 


	Any DG

	Application Fee (covers screens)
	0
	$3/kW

with minimum fee

$300, maximum fee $2500 
	$3/kW

with minimum fee 

$300, maximum fee $2500



	Supplemental Review (if applicable)
	n/a
	Up to 10 engineering hours at $125/hr ($1250 max)
 

	n/a

	Standard Interconnection Initial Review 
	n/a
	n/a
	Included in application fee (if applicable)
 


	Impact and Facility Study (if required)
	n/a
	n/a
	Actual cost

	Facility Upgrades

	n/a
	Actual cost
	Actual cost

	O and M
	n/a
	TBD
	TBD

	Witness test 
	0
	TBD
	Actual cost

	ADR costs
	TBD
	TBD
	TBD


Progress to date on Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR)

The Collaborative needs additional time to discuss ADR in detail. One option that may be proposed is a system similar to the Rocket Docket for Telecommunications disputes, with a recommendation for a 60-day maximum time period. An illustration of how the 60 days might be apportioned to the proposed mediation and hearing steps is attached. Additional issues, including compliance penalties and incentives, will be addressed in the next phase of the Collaborative’s discussion.

	Action
	Calendar Days after Notice/Filing

	
	

	Petitioner files Notice of Interconnection Dispute and seeks/commences good faith negotiation with Respondent. Respondent may file request for exclusion with DTE
	- 5

	
	

	1. Petitioning Party sends written complaint to DTE and Responding Party.  
	1

	
	

	2.  DTE Schedules conference call with parties to discuss matter. Documents are produced. DTE schedules meeting for Mediation. 
	1 - 5

	
	

	3.  Respondent files answer.
	7

	
	

	4.  DTE informal mediation and pre-initial status conference.
	10 – 12

	
	

	5. DTE holds status conference.
	14

	
	

	6.  Parties file Proposed Order including proposed findings of fact and law and proposed remedy.
	21

	
	

	7.  DTE determination whether a hearing is necessary.
	24

	
	

	8.   DTE Hearing Officer issues decision if no hearing.
	28

	
	

	9.   DTE holds hearing
	28-31

	
	

	10. Parties file revised Proposed Order.
	31-34

	
	

	11. DTE Officer issues Decision
	41

	
	

	12. Appeals to Decision filed with DTE
	44

	
	

	13. Response to Appeals filed with DTE
	47

	
	

	14. Final Decision by DTE
	60


Options for addressing costs:

· If settled informally on or before mediation at DTE, each party bears own costs
· If hearing goes forward, prevailing party may recover costs up to amount spent by opponent.
Attendance List

	Organization
	Name
	11/4
	11/15
	11/20
	12/6
	12/11

	DG Providers
	
	
	
	
	

	Aegis Energy Services
	Spiro Vardakas
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	SEBANE
	Steve Cowell
	X
	X
	
	X
	X

	SEBANE (alternate)
	Ed Kern
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	E-Cubed
	Peter Chamberlain
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	E-Cubed (alternate)
	Ruben Brown
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Ingersoll-Rand
	Jim Watts
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Ingersoll-Rand (alternate)
	Jim Avery
	X
	
	
	
	

	NAESCO
	Don Gilligan
	
	
	
	
	

	Northeast CHP Initiative
	Sean Casten
	X
	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
	X
	X

	UTC
	Herb Healy
	X
	
	X
	X
	X

	UTC (alternate)
	Heather Hunt
	
	X
	
	
	

	Keyspan
	Pat Crowe
	X
	
	
	
	

	Keyspan
	Joe Niemiec
	
	X
	
	X
	

	Keyspan
	Chuck Berry
	
	X
	
	X
	X

	Keyspan
	Rich Johnson
	
	
	X
	
	

	Plug Power
	Lisa Potter
	
	X
	
	
	

	Plug Power
	Rudy Stegemoeller
	
	
	X
	
	

	Trigen Energy 
	Dave Doucette
	
	X
	X
	
	X

	Government/Quasi Government
	
	
	
	
	

	DOER
	Dwayne Breger
	
	
	
	
	

	DOER (alternate)
	Gerry Bingham
	X
	
	X
	X
	X

	DOER (alternate)
	David Rand
	X
	X
	X
	
	

	MTC
	Sam Nutter
	X
	X
	X
	
	X

	MTC (alternate)
	Judy Silvia
	X
	
	X
	
	

	MTC (alternate)
	Raphael Herz
	X
	X
	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
	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
	X
	

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

	ISO-NE
	Henry Yoshimura
	X
	X
	X
	
	X

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

	ISO-NE (2nd Alternate
	Eric Krathwohl
	
	
	X
	X
	

	NSTAR
	Larry Gelbien
	X
	X
	X
	
	X

	NSTAR (Alternate)
	Dave Dishaw
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	NSTAR (Alternate)
	Dan Butterfield
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	WMECO/NU
	Doug Clarke
	X
	
	X
	X
	X

	WMECO/NU (alternate)
	Rich Towsley
	X
	X
	
	
	X

	WMECO/NU (alternate)
	Leo Rancourt
	X
	X
	X
	
	

	NGRID
	Tim Roughan
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	NGRID (alternate)
	John Bzura
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Public Interest Groups
	
	
	
	
	

	UCS et al
	Deborah Donovan
	X
	
	
	
	

	UCS et al (alternate)
	Frank Gorke
	
	
	
	X
	

	UCS et al (alternate)
	Seth Kaplan
	
	X
	
	X
	X

	Mass Energy Consumers Alliance
	Larry Chretien
	
	X
	
	
	

	Mass Energy Consumers Alliance
	Leslie Grossman
	X
	
	X
	X
	X

	Collaborative Team
	
	
	
	
	

	Raab Associates
	Jonathan Raab
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Raab Associates
	Joel Fetter
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Raab Associates
	Colin Rule
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Facilitation Consultant
	Suzanne Orenstien
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Navigant Consulting
	Stan Blazewicz
	X
	
	X
	X
	X

	Navigant Consulting
	Eugene Shlatz
	X
	X
	X
	X
	

	Others
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Box 9: Review note 7
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Figure 1: Schematic of Proposed Process for DG Interconnection in Massachusetts





1  Even if a proposed project initially fails a particular screen in the expedited process, if supplemental review shows that it can return to the expedited process then it will do so.


2  Supplemental review occurs when the DG system fails one or more of the process screens. Supplemental review will determine if the DG system can still be interconnected safely and reliably through the expedited process within the time allotted to perform the supplemental review. If this cannot be done, the Utility will provide a cost estimate and schedule for an Interconnection Study and enters Standard Interconnection Review.











� All days listed apply to Utility work days under normal work conditions.  All numbers in this table assume a reasonable number of applicants under review. Any delays caused by IC Customer will toll the applicable clock.  Moreover, if an IC Customer fails to act expeditiously to continue the interconnection process or delays the process by failing to provide necessary information within a reasonable time, then the Utility may terminate the application and the IC Customer must re-apply.  However, the utility will be required to retain the work previously performed in order to reduce the initial and supplemental review costs incurred 


(NECESSARY? Commercial terms to be reviewed at end of year 1 and DTE shall consider amending procedures to reflect actual experience.  While proposed modifications shall be discussed and agreement sought within framework of an ongoing DG collaborative, parties shall propose consolidated amendments no later than Dec. [__], 2003 and any disputes shall be resolved under the agreed expedited ADR process.)


� Utilities deliver an executable form.  This form of agreement will be pre-approved and agreed.  If IC Customer wants modifications, it may request them, but the utility gets additional 5 (10) days to review and comment to each set of proposed modifications. 


� Actual totals laid out in columns exceed the maximum target.


� Shorter applies to Expedited w/o supplemental review, longer applies to Expedited with supplemental review. 


� The parties agree that although the maximum days are 40/60, the utilities will make every effort to reduce the average days to 30/45. (One party still needs to review)


� The parties agree that although the maximum days are 125/150, the utilities will make every effort to reduce the average days to 80/120 days. (Some parties still need to review)


� For Supplemental Review, applicants will pay actual costs up to $1,250, which is based on a maximum of 10 engineer hours at $125/hour. If more study is needed, then the Utility will provide a cost estimate for the impact and/or feasibility studies.


� (Can we delete? Already covered in Note 8) The Utility will have a scoping meeting with the customer to review the application within 15 business days of receiving a completed application. At the scoping meeting the utility will provide:


The available fault current at the proposed location;


The existing peak loading on the lines in the general vicinity of the facility; and


Any identified potential problems.


After the scoping meeting, the customer and utility will decide whether the customer should skip the feasibility study and proceed directly to a system impact study. Within an additional 5 business days, the utility will provide an estimate for the appropriate study as well as a study agreement. Any costs not expended from the application fee previously collected (costs for the scoping meeting, and additional costs to determine 1 and 2 above) will go toward the costs of the study.


� Not applicable in certain rare cases where a system modification would be needed. If so, the modifications are the customer’s responsibility.





