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Tuesday, November 12, 2002

NStar Conference Room

The Prudential Building

Boston, MA

40 People attended the meeting, which began at 9:00 and ended at 4:15. See attached attendance list. 

I. Documents Distributed

Prior to the meeting

· “Comparison of Interconnection Regimes” – Navigant Consulting

· “Power Point Presentation on Comparison of Interconnection Regimes” – Navigant Consulting 

· “Interconnection Principles” – DG Cluster presentation

· “Proposed Interconnection Standards” – DG Cluster presentation

· Agenda

· Meeting Summary from November 4 meeting. 

At the meeting

· Slide handouts from each of the above presentations.

· Slide handouts from Utility Cluster’s presentation on the Utility position in the FERC ANOPR proceedings. 
· Slide handouts from the Utility Cluster’s presentation on its proposals for an ADR process, cost sharing, and timelines.
· Figure 2 from the Joint Utilities’ proposed interconnection standards and slides 35 and 36 from the DG Cluster’s presentation on Proposed Interconnection Standards.
II. Welcome and Introduction

Dr. Raab convened the second meeting and reviewed the day’s agenda. He asked the group if anyone had any changes to the November 4 meeting summary, of which there were none. He indicated that future meeting summaries will capture decisions and not generally include discussion points leading up to decisions. Also, he asked that Members submit to Raab Associates any meeting summary-related questions or problems in advance of subsequent meetings so that they can be addressed. 

Dr. Raab reminded the group that the Nov. 20 meeting would be held at Hill and Barlow at One International Place in Boston. He also clarified that the Facilitation Team is considering having a supplemental meeting on December 11, and took a poll of the group’s availability on that date, which indicated all could attend the supplemental meeting. The Conservation Law Foundation (CLF) and the Massachusetts Technology Collaborative (MTC) both volunteered space for that meeting. The Group will also be able to meet on December 13th at Foley Hoag if needed, but will not be able to begin until 12:30 due to scheduling conflicts with the Restructuring Roundtable in the morning. 

III. Presentations on Various Interconnection Regimes

The Group heard presentations (accessible by clicking the blue type) from:

· Gene Shlatz, Navigant Consulting, comparing interconnection regimes in Texas, California, New York, National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners (NARUC), and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). 

· Steve Cowell, the representative from SEBANE, on the DG Cluster’s proposed principles that should guide the development of a standard.

· Jim Watts, the representative from Ingersoll-Rand, on the DG Cluster’s proposed interconnection standards.

· Tim Roughan, Representative from National Grid, on the utilities’ position in the FERC ANOPR proceedings and the Utility Clusters proposals for an ADR process, cost sharing, and timelines.

IV. Working Groups

The Group broke for lunch at 12:00. After lunch, the Group divided into a Process Working Group and a Technical Working Group.  They were charged with developing recommendations to bring back to the full Stakeholder Group.

A. Technical Working Group

Dr. Raab convened the Technical Working Group and reiterated that the Group’s agenda was to address (1) size issues such as whether there should be a maximum size and what size ranges to use, and (2) a classification approach to determine which DG merits an easier pass to interconnection and which needs more careful study. 

On the issue of classification, the group decided that the classification system should ultimately focus primarily on grid impacts rather than size. The group also agreed that there should not be an absolute maximum permissible DG size.

With respect to a method for determining which units should be readily approved and which should require further study, the group agreed that it should separate network systems from radial ones in its classification, and that inverter-based units of less than 10 kW on radial networks should be granted something akin to pre-approval. It was also suggested that small induction generators using pre-certified equipment and providing less than 7% of annual site minimum load should get super-expedited treatment, pending verification of load. However, not everyone agreed and some commented that 7% would be too restrictive. Others posited that if DG’s signed guaranteed non-export provision for Generating Facilities (GF’s) they get a pass, while others disagreed, arguing that they could still pose a reliability concern to the system. 


The group looked at the size classifications proposed by both groups and noted that the Utility classification system fits into the middle tier of the DG proposed classification system (see figure 1). 

The group also examined a chart provided by the Utility cluster indicating its estimates of interconnection complexity (click here to view). This chart parses generation facilities (GF) at <10 kW (which would receive pre-approval if it is an inverter-based system on a radial network) 10 kW to 300 kW, 300 kW to 1 MW, and greater than 1 MW (with no set ceiling). Members felt that collapsing the classification system at least this far made sense, but that grid impacts should still be the primary driver. 
Having looked at a number of classification systems, the group moved to examine decision flow charts and technical screens for different machines. It compared those listed in figure 2 (see below) in the Joint Utilities Interconnection Proposal and those listed in the DG cluster proposal (click here to see both documents). In comparing the two proposals, the group discovered substantial areas in which the two proposals could be merged. The changes are as follows:

· Add Box 2: Inverter-based, <10 kw (gets simplified approval)

a. Define “simplified” as almost equivalent to approval. Simplified approval would be subject to an operation check.

· Delete Box 3, move everything else up. 
· Box 4: Define what is meant by “line section”.

· Boxes 4 and 5: Accept the principles, but work on the language. 

· Box 7: Change so it reads “short-circuit parameters.”

· Box 8: Add: “Is the service configuration screen met?” This screen includes several of the DG cluster’s proposed screens:

a. Phase imbalance 

b. Less than 20 kVA if single phase.
c. Single-phase connection

d. <10% line capacity.

· Add a Box 9: Aggregate load not to exceed 10 MW where transient stability limits posted. 

In addition to the above changes, the Working Group discussed how to deal with the DG Cluster’s recommended secondary screen for DG output less than 15% of the line section (but greater than 5% used in the primary screen).  The Group agreed that it would be preferable to have one chart and one screening process.  The two ways discussed to accomplish this were 1) adding a box showing if <15% get a expedited review, and if >15% get a more detailed supplemental review; 2) don’t use 5% and 15% but see if all can agree on 10%.  The Group wanted to think about this further and revisit it in the next meeting.  It also discussed the possibility of reviewing this threshold number in a year or two, and revise it based on experience in the Commonwealth and elsewhere.  The Group also acknowledged that utilities would likely need to evaluate the power factor once the DG has passed screens.

The group agreed to all these changes and tasked John Bzura to reconstruct the flowchart.  The Group also agreed to have John modify the text in Section 3.0 on Certification.
The Group decided that at the next meeting it would review and finalize the requirements for radial system interconnections and then move to network interconnections. It decided also to look at the Department of Energy’s criteria. Finally, it will revise the chart in figure 2, review the language in the certification section, and go back to the issue of classification. 

B. Process Working Group

Process Issues Agenda

· Timelines

· Costs

· Who Pays?

· ADR Procedures

· Other Issues

Proposed Timing of Interconnection Steps

The Process Issues breakout group was in general agreement that the timing proposed below is workable.  

	
	Precertified, radial

(10kw

	Precertified, radial

>300kw


	Synch/Network

(most difficult connection)

	Review Application for Completeness


	10 days
	10 days
	10 days

	Review and respond to completed applicaton (same 10 days as above)
	10 days
	10 days
	10 days

	Impact / Feasibility Study completion

    
	 10 days
	30 days
	60 days

	Facility Study
	
	40 if modifications are needed OR

20 w/o mods
	40 days w/ mod

20 days w/o mod

	Agreement
	None
	15 days
	15 days

	
	
	
	

	Witness test before connection is live
	
	
	10 days

	
	
	
	

	Total Days After Application Filing


	30 days
	85-105 days
	125 to 145 days




Notes:

· All days are business days

· This would be a two year proposal with interim  review after 1 year

· 10kw -> 300kw undefined yet; assume somewhere between columns one and two

Costs

Options for who pays what costs and how costs could be defined upfront were discussed, but not refined or prioritized.  The suggestion was made that the cost proposals to DTE also be reviewed after one year, and be assumed to be agreements for a two year trial period.

An illustration of how IC costs could be allocated appears below.  There was no agreement among the subgroup about the elements of this chart.

	
	10kw
	10kw->300kw
	300kw->2MW
	> 2MW

	Application fee


	0
	$350
	$1,500
	TBD

	Impact / Feasibility

& Facility Study
	0
	Actual, not to

Exceed $1,000
	Actual, not to

Exceed $5,000
	Actual, not to

Exceed $25,000

	Agreement
	0
	TBD
	TBD
	TBD

	O & M
	0
	TBD
	TBD
	TBD

	ADR
	TBD
	TBD
	TBD
	TBD


Suggestions for structuring the cost allocation:

· Options for who pays for Impact/Feasibility/Facility Modification:

1. Full cost to DG

2. DG full cost with not to exceed amount specified in rules 

3. DG pays full cost, with utility identifying actual costs and not to exceed amount on a case by case basis

4. Shared cost (DG/utility)

5. Utilities full cost and pass on to ratepayers 

· Utility would like DG to pay ½ up front and ½ later; DG would like utility to forfeit the second half if the timeframe is not kept

· Use certified companies to do studies rather than the utility

· Studies to be made public in some form, while addressing need for confidentiality of some components 

· Suggestions for allocating upgrade costs

· DG pays incremental costs attributed to the project

· Prorate costs with other customers or DG projects affected by the interconnection

· Options for payment for O&M on dedicated interconnection equipment

· Utility pays if DG paid for upgrade

· The DG customer would pay for this

· Options for paying for ADR

· Rate payers pay (through utility)

· Utility pays if Utility was proven wrong in the ADR process

· 50/50 utility and DG

· Loser pays

Other Cost Issues Discussed
· Multiple IC—same technology (e.g. 100 PV installations)

· File only after 1st few

· Must notify utility of connection in each case

· Exception: when interconnection requires arrangements with others in distribution system 

· How to factor in benefits from DG

· How to factor in adverse impacts from DG

· Option of a waiver of interconnection charges for zero emissions projects

·  CIAC payments for money collected by Utility from DG customer

· What if any costs could be allocated to customers?

Dispute Resolution Discussion

Spectrum of Dispute Resolution Processes:

Negotiation





Decision

       |______,____________,__________,___________|


Mediation
Non-binding
Binding
DTE?




Arbitration
arbitration

Types of Disputes That May Arise:

· Allocation of costs among multiple parties

· Timeline not met

· Required inspection scheme unreasonable

· Definition of complete application

· Rejection of application for connection 

· Determination of upgrade cost / technical dispute

· Reasonableness of study conclusions

· Non-compliance with IC agreement

· Disagreement over study requirements

Options for ADR system:
· Look at the existing DTE ADR process for telecommunication disputes

· Consider American Arbitration Association as panel

· For short time frames need quick or no negotiation and quick decision 

· Private or public entity could oversee system

· Does DTE need to be involved?

Next Steps on ADR
· Review DTE telecommunication dispute resolution process
· Discuss further (perhaps in plenary)
· What balance is needed between negotiation/mediation and neutral decision making 
· Who should run system 
· Who will pay
Other Issues Process Group Needs to Address

· Standardizing interconnection agreements
· ISO role in process
· Putting IC in context with environmental reviews, coordination with affected third parties and municipal power companies
· Post installation issues
· Harmonics
· Power quality
· Third party DG developers involvement in application and agreements
· Insurance/indemnity
V. Debrief and Next Steps

The Group reconvened in plenary for a brief review of the break-out sessions.  Substantial progress was made in both groups. Dr. Raab indicated that next time the working groups would meet again in the morning to develop some proposals to bring back to the stakeholder group and refocus on what needs to be done further. It was also suggested that the group might benefit from circulating among the Members New York’s Interconnection Agreement. 

To Do:

· Meeting summary – Raab Associates, Ltd.

· Agenda for next time – Raab Associates, Ltd.

· Notify group of the ANOPR consensus document attachments A & B filed on November 12 and post on website – Raab Associates, Ltd.

· Revise Figure 2 – John Bzura. 

· Post handouts used today – Raab Associates, Ltd

· Send out directions to Hill & Barlow – Raab Associates, Ltd 

· Inquire with the MTC and CLF for 12.11 meeting space – Raab Associates, Ltd

· Post DOE study on grid impact (from Jim Watts) – Raab Associates, Ltd

· Post New York’s Interconnection Agreement – E-cubed/Raab Associates, Ltd

Attendance List, 11/12/2002

	Organization
	Name
	11/4
	11/15

	DG Providers
	
	

	Aegis Energy Services
	Spiro Vardakas
	X
	X

	SEBANE
	Steve Cowell
	X
	X

	SEBANE (alternate)
	Ed Kern
	X
	X

	E-Cubed
	Peter Chamberlain
	X
	X

	E-Cubed (alternate)
	Ruben Brown
	X
	X

	Ingersoll-Rand
	Jim Watts
	X
	X

	Ingersoll-Rand (alternate)
	Jim Avery
	X
	

	NAESCO
	Don Gilligan
	
	

	Northeast CHP Initiative
	Sean Casten
	X
	X

	NECA
	Larry Plitch
	X
	X

	NECA (alternate)
	Tobey Winters
	X
	X

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

	UTC
	Herb Healy
	X
	

	UTC (alternate)
	Heather Hunt
	
	X

	Keyspan
	Pat Crowe
	X
	

	Keyspan
	Joe Niemic
	
	X

	Keyspan
	Chuck Berry
	
	X

	Plug Power
	Lisa Potter
	
	X

	Trigen Energy 
	Dave Doucette
	
	X

	Government/Quasi Government
	
	

	DOER
	Dwayne Breger
	
	

	DOER (alternate)
	Gerry Bingham
	X
	

	DOER (alternate)
	David Rand
	X
	X

	MTC
	Sam Nutter
	X
	X

	MTC (alternate)
	Judy Silvia
	X
	

	MTC (alternate)
	Raphael Herz
	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

	DEM
	
	
	

	DTE
	Paul Afonso
	X
	

	Consumers
	
	

	AIM
	Angie O'Connor
	X
	X

	for Solutia and MeadWestVac Co.
	Andy Newman
	X
	X

	for Wyeth
	Lisa Barton
	
	

	for Wyeth
	Susan Richter
	X
	X

	Utilities
	
	

	Unitil/FG&E
	John Bonazoli
	X
	X

	Unitil/FG&E (alternate)
	Justin Eisfeller
	
	X

	ISO-NE
	Henry Yoshimura
	X
	X

	ISO-NE (Alternate)
	Carolyn O'Connor
	X
	

	NSTAR
	Larry Gelbien
	X
	X

	NSTAR (Alternate)
	Dave Dishaw
	X
	X

	NSTAR (Alternate)
	Dan Butterfield
	X
	X

	WMECO/NU
	Doug Clarke
	X
	

	WMECO/NU (alternate)
	Rich Towsley
	X
	X

	WMECO/NU (alternate)
	Leo Rancourt
	X
	X

	NGRID
	Tim Roughan
	X
	X

	NGRID (alternate)
	John Bzura
	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
	

	Collaborative Team
	
	

	Raab Associates
	Jonathan Raab
	X
	X

	Raab Associates
	Joel Fetter
	X
	X

	Raab Associates
	Colin Rule
	X
	X

	Facilitation Consultant
	Suzanne Orenstien
	X
	X

	Navigant Consulting
	Stan Blazewicz
	X
	

	Navigant Consulting
	Eugene Shlatz
	X
	X

	Others
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	




















Figure 1: Comparison of size classification systems
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Figure 2: Utility Cluster’s Joint Interconnection Proposal
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