Summary of Work Team Deliberations

Network Team

The Massachusetts Distributed Generation Interconnection Collaborative


Thursday, January 16, 2003

Room 102

The Massachusetts Technology Collaborative

Westboro, MA

10 people attended the meeting, which began at 1:30 and ended 3:30. See attached attendance list. 

I. Documents Distributed

a. None

II. Deliberations

Dr. Raab welcomed the Group and reiterated that the agenda for the day was to develop a set of principles/goals for dealing with network interconnections. The Group would also discuss whether there are any facilities that could go through a simplified process similar to that for inverter-based machines smaller than 10 kW on radial networks. Finally, the Group would discuss creating a process for learning/studying network-based interconnections over time. 

Goals

The Group developed a set of goal statements that should guide the creation of interconnection standards on the network: 
· Maintain the same level of system reliability of network service. 

· Maintain the same level of safety to the Utility work force and public as at present. 

· Seek efficient and cost-effective approaches for interconnecting on networks. 

· Develop a process that allows a Customer/Installer to determine within a cost-effective timeframe whether a given project is viable economically and procedurally. 

· Facilitate interconnection where DG could enhance the reliability of the system. 

· Explore collectively the opportunities and challenges of network interconnection through pilot projects, studying interconnections throughout the country, and studying alternative interconnection techniques.

· Explore approaches for expediting interconnection on area networks for inverter and induction generators. 

A simplified process for network interconnections:

The Group indicated that an Expedited process might be workable for small inverter-based machines on spots networks. The Group hashed out a flow diagram (see Appendix 1) for such facilities. The figure would be titled “Figure 2”. The Figure would be linked to Screen 1 in Figure 1 (“Is the facility on radial network”). The figure would then enter the process outlined in Figure 2, as contained in the appendix. 

The Group then visited the timing and cost schedules developed in Phase I to develop preliminary estimates about what appropriate timeframes and costs might look like. Those schedules are contained in Appendix 1. 

A process for learning from interconnection experience

The Group developed several points of reference which it would like to see guide the development of an interconnection learning mechanism.

· Capture experience from other jurisdictions and developments in technology, perhaps using a consulting firm.
· Form a working group to meet quarterly/semi-annually to review interconnection experience and explore possible improvements to the interconnection process.

· Consider pilot projects with the goal of identifying solutions to interconnection challenges (e.g. networks), contingent upon funding and availability of sites. 

· Put together a “dress-rehearsal” project that could be used to develop a process, with an eye toward identifying “milestone” points (this was suggested by one participant but not agreed to by the Group).

III. Next Steps
The Group determined that it would determine its next steps after gathering feedback on its suggestions at the plenary meeting scheduled for 1.17.2003. 

Appendix 1: A proposal for “Figure 2” to the interconnection flow chart: an Expedited Process for <10kW inverter-based machines on spot networks



Table 1: Time Frames, Modified for Spot Network Systems
,

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

	Review Process
	Simplified
	Expedited
	Standard Review
	Expedited Spot Network

	Eligible Facilities
	Certified  Inverter 

< 10 kW
	Qualified DG 


	Any DG
	Certified  Inverter 

< 10 kW

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

	Review Application for completeness
	10 days
	10 days
	10 days
	10 days

	Complete Review of Screens 1-9
	10 days
	25 days 
	n/a 
	Site review (placeholder) 30/90 days


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

	Complete Standard Interconnection Process Initial Review
	n/a
	
	20 days 
	n/a

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

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

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

	Send Executable Agreement

	Done
	10 days 
	15 days
	Done (comparable to simplified radial)

	Total Maximum Days

	15 days 
	40/60
,


	125/150 days


	40/100 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
	1-2 days with 10 day notice or by mutual agreement (?) 


Table 2: Commercial Terms 

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

	Review Process
	Simplified
	Expedited
	Standard Interconnection Process Review
	Expedited Spot Network

	Eligible Facilities
	Certified  Inverter 

< 10 kW
	Qualified DG 


	Any DG
	Certified  Inverter 

< 10 kW

	Application Fee (covers screens)
	0
	$3/kW

with minimum fee

$300, maximum fee $2,500 
	$3/kW

with minimum fee 

$300, maximum fee $2,500


	<$300??

	Supplemental Review (if applicable)
	n/a
	Up to 10 engineering hours at $125/hr ($1,250 max)
 

	n/a
	n/a

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

	n/a

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

	n/a

	Facility Upgrades
	n/a

	Actual cost
	Actual cost
	n/a

	O and M
	n/a
	TBD
	TBD
	n/a

	Witness test 
	0
	TBD
	Actual cost
	0/TBD

	ADR costs
	TBD
	TBD
	TBD
	TBD


Working Group Attendees

	Organization
	Name
	1/16

	DG Providers
	

	Aegis Energy Services
	Spiro Vardakas
	X

	E-Cubed
	Peter Chamberlain
	X

	Keyspan
	Chuck Berry
	X

	SEBANE (alternate)
	Ed Kern
	X

	Government/Quasi Government
	

	MTC
	Sam Nutter
	X

	Consumers
	

	
	
	

	Utilities
	

	National Grid/Mass. Electric
	John Bzura
	X

	NSTAR (alternate)
	Larry Gelbien
	X

	Public Interest Groups
	

	
	
	

	Collaborative Team
	

	Raab Associates
	Jonathan Raab
	X

	Raab Associates
	Joel Fetter
	X

	Navigant Consulting
	Stan Blazewicz
	X
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Figure 2: Interconnecting <10kW Inverter-based machines to spot networks








� 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 interrupt 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 (e.g. fifteen days), 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. 


� Some members of the DG cluster have not agreed to the timeframes outlined in the schedule.


� 30 days if load is known, 90 if it has to be determined. 


� Utilities deliver an executable form.  Once an executable agreement is delivered by the utility any further modification and timetable will be established by mutual agreement. 


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


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


� The parties agree that the maximum days are 40/60.  The parties will endeavor to establish what a reasonable average number of days is by the final filing if possible.  The parties further agree that average days (fewer than maximum days) is a performance metric that will be tracked. 


� The parties agree that although the maximum days are 125/150.  The parties will endeavor to establish what a reasonable average number of days is by the final filing if possible.  The parties further agree that average days (fewer than maximum days) is a performance metric that will be tracked.


� Some members of the DG cluster did not agree to the fees in this table.


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


� This is the actual cost only attributable to the applicant.


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





