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STATE OF RHODE ISLAND PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

 

REVITY ENERGY’S RESPONSES TO THE DIVISION DATA REQUESTS DIRECTED 
TO REVITY ENERGY, LLC, (1ST SET) 

 

Revity Energy LLC (“Revity”) hereby responds to the Division’s First Set of Data Requests 
directed to Revity on March 28, 2022, in the above-referenced Commission Docket 5235. The 
Responses to these Data Requests have been prepared through the collaboration of Ralph Palumbo, 
Ryan Palumbo and undersigned counsel. 

RESPONSES TO DATA REQUESTS 

Div 1-1 Why did Revity not negotiate with Green for a share of the duct bank 
interconnection facilities during the design and construction process before 
the facilities were donated to National Grid? 

Revity has tried, repeatedly, to engage Green in a private negotiation to resolve Revity’s 
proper share of duct bank costs.  

On October 1, 2021, Revity wrote to Green stating that “[i]t is incumbent upon us to reach 
a private resolution of cost-sharing because neither state law governing interconnection standards 
nor RIPUC regulations interpreting those standards provide for a cost-sharing regime where a 
private developer intends to self-perform the interconnection.” (October 1, 2021 correspondence 
attached hereto as Exhibit 1). The letter continued that “it behooves both of our companies to 
discuss a cost-sharing regime for the shared interconnection route—a regime that is based on our 
combined knowledge and experience with the interconnection process.” That correspondence 
concluded as follows: 

Revity Energy is ready, willing and able to self-perform the Nooseneck 
Hill/Division Road common path at the same cost of $175(+/-) per foot. At 15,900 
feet, that leg would cost Revity Energy $2,782,500 to self-perform. If Green 
Development intends on performing the work for the Nooseneck Hill/Division 
Road common path, Revity Energy would pay its pro rata share of $2,782,500 (or 
less, if Green Development can secure a better bid) to Green Development in 
exchange for a complete release of all responsibility and liability for any and all 

IN RE: REVITY ENERGY LLC’S REQUEST FOR 
INTERPRETATION OF SECTION 5.3 OF R.I.P.U.C. 
NO. 2244 AND R.I. GEN. LAWS § 39-26.3-4.1 
REGARDING THE NARRAGANSETT ELECTRIC 
COMPANY D/B/A NATIONAL GRID’S AUTHORITY 
(IF ANY) TO ALLOCATE, IMPOSE, AND COLLECT 
COSTS FOR THIRD-PARTY DEVELOPER SELF-
PERFORMED INTERCONNECTION WORK 
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costs and expenses beyond that figure. Conversely, if Green Development prefers, 
Revity Energy will self-perform the work for the Nooseneck Hill/Division Road 
leg and Green Development can pay its share in exchange for a complete release.1 

According to Green’s March 31, 2022 Motion to Intervene, following this letter, Green 
contacted National Grid and made “repeated requests for a cost-sharing mechanism” and, on 
October 20, National Grid responded and “committed that cost-sharing would apply * * *.” 
Notwithstanding those communications between National Grid and Green, Revity never received 
written communication from Green prior to Revity’s filing of this Petition. 

On November 23, 2021, Revity’s President and Green’s President met to discuss other 
matters and Revity’s President raised the October 1 letter. The parties met again on November 26, 
2021, at Green’s offices, to specifically discuss the cost-sharing; however, Green did not propose 
a cost-sharing figure that it would accept for the work. After the filing of this Petition, on March 
18, 2022, Revity’s President met again with Green’s President to discuss other matters and raised 
the prospect of a private cost-sharing resolution. Since that time, Green and Revity have begun to 
exchange proposed terms but have not yet reached any cost-sharing agreement.  

Consistent with its past practices, Revity remains, to this day, open to privately negotiating 
an equitable cost-sharing solution.  

Div 1-2 If the Commission were to allow Revity to independently negotiate with Green 
for a share of the interconnecting facilities Green self-performed, does Revity 
agree that it should not be interconnected until such time as it and Green have 
reached a mutually satisfactory agreement for the cost sharing of the self-
performed facilities? If not, explain in detail why not.  

Revity does not agree. As National Grid has made clear, state law requires that, once Green 
completes the interconnection work, the infrastructure becomes donated property. Thereafter, 
federal regulations require that Revity be interconnected to the facility “as necessary to accomplish 
purchase and sale” of electricity.” 18 C.F.R. § 292.303(c)(1). Just as Enerparc was interconnected 
to Revity’s duct bank work on Laten Knight Road in Cranston without National Grid requiring 
Enerparc to contribute to cost-sharing, National Grid is required to interconnect Revity. Revity 
invited private negotiations with Green before coming to the Commission and will continue to try 
to negotiate with Green throughout the pendency of this dispute, but once the interconnection work 
is completed, the infrastructure becomes donated property and Revity has a legal right to 
interconnect.2   

 
1 Revity is aware that supply chain costs have been volatile since its October 1 correspondence and, 
certainly, Revity’s cost-sharing proposal would reflect the actual labor and material costs incurred by the 
developer which are directly applicable to self-performing the common path of the interconnection route. 
2 As stated in Revity’s Request for Dispute Resolution pursuant to Section 9.2(b), dated March 30, 2022 
(the “Dispute Notice”), National Grid has been refusing—notwithstanding the clear requirements of state 
law and the Tariff—to execute an Interconnection Services Agreement for Revity’s Projects until the 
Commission issues a ruling on the instant Petition. That dispute resolution has been docketed as Docket 
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Div 1-3 If Revity were to independently negotiate with Green for a share of the self-
performed interconnection facilities built by Green, a) what is the legal basis 
for such negotiations when Green no longer owns or controls these facilities, 
and b) how can this be a fair and equitable arm’s length negotiation when 
Green has no ownership in the facilities and no leverage to allow or disallow 
sharing of the interconnecting facilities with Revity?  

A self-performing developer whose work is subject to uncompensated third-party 
interconnection has legal recourse through Section 9.2 of the Interconnection Tariff to elevate 
compensation disputes to the Commission. Furthermore, to the extent that a private party has 
performed work from which another party knowingly and inequitably benefits without just 
compensation, the performing party may have legal recourse through common law and statutory 
claims.   

This is the leverage that the self-performing developer could wield in a negotiation and it 
is far superior to the negotiating leverage that Revity has right now. As evidenced by Green’s 
months-long silence in response to Revity’s overtures, where National Grid has agreed to enforce 
cost-collection for all expenses incurred by the self-performing developer, that self-performing 
developer has absolutely no incentive to speak to or negotiate with anyone other than National 
Grid. Green knows this because, as soon as Revity sent Green the October 1 letter proposing a 
negotiation, Green turned to National Grid and “repeatedly requested” that National Grid confirm 
that it would cost-collect for Green.  

If, however, the Commission decides that National Grid cannot interject itself in cost-
sharing of self-performed work, the leverage would certainly shift to the subsequent 
interconnecting developers because (as implied by the Request) National Grid has an obligation at 
the conclusion of the project to interconnect subsequent developers regardless of whether those 
developers contribute. Indeed, Revity had little leverage over Enerparc on the Laten Knight Road 
interconnection in 2019. Revity objects to the current regime where National Grid decides (at some 
point in the process) whether or not it will participate, because this regime is inefficient and results 
in the risk of discriminatory application. A uniform policy would, at the very least, allow 
developers to make decisions beforehand about how to approach self-performance and eliminate 
the risk of discrimination. Such an approach preserves the value of self-performance of 
interconnection civil work, which alleviates National Grid’s construction resource constraints and 
allows developers to complete the civil work at reduced costs and on a more efficient timeline. 

If National Grid is going to be involved in cost-sharing, it must be involved in cost-sharing 
for every project and interconnecting developers should have advance insight into the costs being 
incurred for the work. If, on the other hand, National Grid is not going to be involved in cost-
sharing, developers may be less likely to agree to self-perform because of the back-end collection 
risk. However, given that self-performance is more efficient than National Grid-performed 
interconnection (both in terms of time and money) the most logical way for the developers on the 

 
No. 5247 and, on April 13, National Grid filed a response which indicated that National Grid is willing to 
finish negotiating the ISAs with Revity.  
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same interconnection route to proceed is for them to negotiate and contract for self-performance 
by one and cost-sharing by the other(s).  

This is precisely why Revity supports SB 2689 (currently pending before the Senate 
Commerce Committee) and HB 8028 (currently pending before the House Corporations 
Committee), which bills would create a uniform policy for self-performance by private developers. 
Green supports these bills as well. National Grid has opposed these bills. In written testimony 
submitted to the Senate Commerce Committee on March 31, 2022, National Grid informed the 
Senate Commerce Committee that “[b]ecause of engineering, construction, and safety violations 
arising from these projects, the Company has decided to place a hold on self-build until a more 
thoughtful and formal approach can be developed (similar to what is occurring in Massachusetts 
where the Company’s affiliate operating companies are approaching self-build with a pilot 
program).” National Grid’s statement to the Senate Commerce Committee stands in stark contrast 
to its statement in its March 10, 2022 Response to Revity’s Petition wherein National Grid stated 
that it “allows Interconnecting Customers to self-perform limited civil work (but not electrical 
work), such as duct bank construction, on the Company’s EDS to alleviate construction resource 
constraints, and in recognition that certain Interconnecting Customers or their contractors have 
adequate expertise to complete civil work and may be able to do so at reduced costs.” (Second 
emphasis supplied). During testimony to the House Corporations Committee on April 12, National 
Grid told the Committee that it believes that self-performance is a valuable tool for interconnection 
development.  

Contradictory utility positions such as these are one of the primary reasons necessitating 
this Petition. The inconsistent application of cost-sharing policies creates artificial leverage for one 
developer over another depending on how the utility decides to apply the policy on any given 
interconnection project. National Grid is required by law to provide interconnection service to 
facilities such as those developed by Revity, Green, and others. Revity’s Petition fundamentally 
concerns the disparate and unjustified manner in which National Grid is addressing its 
interconnection obligations. Even if National Grid attempts to paint this as a “developer vs. 
developer” dispute, that is not the case; instead, both developers have been needlessly pitted 
against one another as a result of the inconsistent and contradictory positions taken by National 
Grid.  

Div 1-4 If Revity were to be allowed to independently negotiate a payment for a share 
of the utilization of the self-performed interconnecting facilities with Green, 
and Revity proceeded with interconnection, what precludes Revity from never 
paying Green anything for its use of part of these facilities if Revity does not 
get the cost sharing arrangements it wants? 

To directly answer the Request, if a subsequent developer interconnects to another 
developer’s self-performed route without making any attempt to compensate the self-performing 
developer, the self-performing developer would have regulatory and judicial avenues to elevate 
the dispute and seek compensation. As noted above, until National Grid recently changed its long-
standing policy without notice to either the Commission or the development community, the right 
to that recourse was well-understood by all. Green and Revity are sophisticated parties with 
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resources to determine and enforce their legal rights. Stated differently, neither party needs 
directions to the courthouse. At the very least, in a regulatory or judicial proceeding, there is an 
independent third party evaluating the reasonableness of the costs incurred, as opposed to the 
current regime where National Grid is simply collecting from Revity whatever costs Green incurs.3 
Revity would very much prefer to avoid that uncertainty and the prospect for a dispute—hence 
Revity’s constant attempts to negotiate an equitable resolution with Green.   

From a broader, practical perspective, National Grid would have the Commission bless an 
ad hoc regime whereby National Grid retains complete discretion to decide whether to impose 
cost-sharing thereby exposing self-performing developers to subsequent interconnecting 
developers for interconnection without compensation. This is not a regime that will ultimately (in 
the long run) benefit Revity as Revity has over a dozen project applications pending which will 
likely include Revity self-performing interconnection work in the near future. As to the Robin 
Hollow interconnection, the history reflects that Revity has never attempted to skirt its reasonable 
cost-sharing responsibilities. Revity has approached Green repeatedly to negotiate and had, until 
the filing of this Petition, been functionally ignored. Revity filed this Petition to begin a public 
process to determine how Revity (and others) should be required to proceed in cases of self-
performed interconnection work and Revity has been called a “free-rider.” Revity, in collaboration 
with other developers, has gone to the General Assembly to seek legislative reform of this process 
to create a uniform system for self-performed interconnection work and National Grid says that 
the legislation is unnecessary. If Revity wanted to quietly shirk its responsibilities; Revity would 
not have initiated such public reforms of the process.  

Div 1-5 Did Revity enter a contractual right to utilize a portion of Green’s self-
performed interconnection facilities? 

No, Revity has not entered into any contractual arrangements to utilize a portion of Green’s 
self-performed interconnection facilities. Under state law and the Tariff, Green has no authority to 
either grant (or withhold) authorization for Revity to utilize the National Grid-owned facilities that 
were constructed by Green.  Instead, that contractual authority is vested solely in National Grid, 
and is administered through the granting of an interconnection service agreement. 

As discussed in further detail in Revity’s Dispute Notice, National Grid—contrary to 
previous representations that the ISAs for Revity’s Projects could proceed notwithstanding this 
Petition—has more recently stated that it will withhold Revity’s ISAs until the disposition of this 
Petition. National Grid’s position has no basis under state law or the Tariff.  More importantly, 
that position ignores Revity’s overtures to privately resolve this dispute, as well as the substantial 
financial payments that already have been made by Revity to National Grid for this interconnection 
work. For example, on February 24, 2022, after the filing of this Petition and upon request of 
National Grid, Revity paid $806,400 towards the materials necessary for Revity’s interconnection 
to these facilities. This payment was preceded by months of detailed negotiation over the terms of 

 
3 Revity additionally notes that under National Grid’s new policy, National Grid’s potential responsibility 
for a portion of the costs that may be incurred (due to its request that larger facilities be constructed that 
ultimately will benefit its own expansion plans) is not subject to any evaluation.  
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the ISAs which negotiations continued after the filing of this Petition. Revity made this payment 
in contemplation of a forthcoming ISA. But, on April 1, 2022, Revity was informed by National 
Grid that, because Revity has exercised its right to petition the Commission for tariff interpretation, 
National Grid will be withholding the ISAs. National Grid knows that the execution of an ISA is 
essential to developers’ financing and National Grid has been improperly using the ISAs as 
leverage to force Revity to withdraw this Petition. Nevertheless, and as indicated above in footnote 
2, following the filing of Revity’s March 30, 2022 Request for Dispute Resolution pursuant to 
Section 9.2(b), National Grid appears to have reconsidered its position and is now willing to 
continue negotiations towards executable ISAs. 

Div 1-6 Identify the specific date(s) “in January of 2021” National Grid informed 
Revity that it had elected to change its policy regarding self-performed 
interconnection work, and with respect to that election on those date(s), please 
provide the following information/documents: 

a) The manner the change in policy was communicated to Revity; 
b) The individual(s) (name and title) who communicated the change of policy 

on behalf of National Grid; 
c) The individual(s) (name and title) who were recipients of the change of 

policy on behalf of Revity;  
d) The substance of the communications relating to the change of policy; and 
e) All documents reflecting the communications relating to the change of 

policy 

On January 25, 2021, there was a conference call which included representatives from 
National Grid, Revity, LIG Consultants and Seal Rock Energy. Richard Harnedy, a project 
manager at National Grid, was asked how National Grid was handling cost-sharing between 
projects for the Robin Hollow/Weaver Hill interconnection. Mr. Harnedy informed the participants 
on the call that civil construction expenses performed by developers would be cost-shared by 
National Grid amongst the developers benefitting from that work and that the first developer in 
line has the unilateral right to perform this work, without the input of other developers.  (Attached 
hereto as Exhibit 2 is a redacted version of the minutes taken from that meeting.)  

Div 1-7 Other than Hope Road Solar/Enerparc, identify all other instances prior to the 
change in policy identified in Div 1-6 Revity is aware of where “National Grid 
has taken the position that, where a private developer has opted to self-
perform the civil interconnection work and National Grid incurs no costs for 
the work, National Grid will assume no role and has no authority in allocating 
or otherwise socializing interconnection expenses arising from the work.” 

First, Revity’s ISAs for the Robin Hollow project included express language stating that 
National Grid would not assist Revity in cost-sharing for Revity’s portion of self-performed work. 
National Grid has retracted that language after Revity’s objection but that retraction only speaks 
to the inconsistency of National Grid’s internal policy on this issue. Second, there is a duct bank 
installation performed by Green on Ten Rod Road/South County Trail in Exeter for which the 
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payment has been organized by the developers. This is a small piece of development but, 
nevertheless, an example of how private negotiation can (and does) work.  

 

 

REVITY ENERGY LLC 
 

/s/ Nicholas L. Nybo    
Nicholas L. Nybo (#9038) 
Senior Legal Counsel 
REVITY ENERGY LLC AND AFFILIATES 
117 Metro Center Blvd., Suite 1007 
Warwick, RI 02886 
Tel: (508) 269-6433 
nick@revityenergy.com 
 
/s/ Mark C. Kalpin    
Mark C. Kalpin (pro hac vice) 
HOLLAND & KNIGHT LLP 
10 Saint James Avenue, 11th Floor 
Boston, MA 02116 
Tel: (617) 305-2076 
mark.kalpin@hklaw.com 

 
      /s/ Todd J. Griset    
      Todd J. Griset (pro hac vice) 
      PRETI FLAHERTY BELIVEAU & PACHIOS LLP 
      45 Memorial Circle, PO Box 1058 
      Augusta, ME 04330 
      Tel: (207) 791-3280 
      tgriset@preti.com 
 
 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Nicholas L. Nybo, hereby certify that, on April 18, 2022, I sent a true copy of the 
document by electronic mail to the Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission and the attached 
service list.  

 

/s/ Nicholas L. Nybo    
Nicholas L. Nybo (#9038) 
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EXHIBIT 2 



Questions for 1/25/21 Notes from 1/25/21 Call Notes from 1/11/21 call Case # Address City/Town Size kW ISO_NE 3V0 NM/REGrowth Construction Feeder Questions for 9/28/2020Questions for 10/19/2020Questions for 11/16/2020Questions for 11/30/2020Questions for 1/7/21
*Please let us know if there is any feedback on the updated one-lines Per Richard, no updates, therefore, likely nothing to be concerned about. Per Richard, no updates on the one lines, waiting for ASO study #3.

285553 0 Hopkins Hill Road West Greenwich 10000 Yes Net Metering 3310

*Revity is 
analyzing 
options for this 
project, in terms 
of the new size 
requirements 
noted in the 20 
BD review.
*Would 
eliminating the 

*Revity will 
have a decision 
on the size of 
this project very 
soon.
*Revity would 
like to set up 
call between 
their engineers 
and National 

*Revity will 
have updated 
one-lines 
reflecting the 
new size of 
2MW on the 
3309 feeder, 
very soon.

*Please let us 
know if there is 
any feedback on 
the updated 
one-lines
*Revity noticed 
that the latest 
interconnection 
queue report 
showed this 

*Please let us 
know if there is 
any feedback on 
the updated 
one-lines

Same as 285553 285554 0 Hopkins Hill Road West Greenwich 6500 Yes Net Metering 3310 Same as 285553 Same as 285553 Same as 285553 Same as 285553 Same as 285553

Same as 285553 285556 0 Hopkins Hill Road West Greenwich 8500 Yes Net Metering 3309 Same as 285553 Same as 285553 Same as 285553 Same as 285553 Same as 285553

Same as 285553 295410 0 Hopkins Hill Road West Greenwich 875 Yes REGrowth 3309 Same as 285553 Same as 285553 Same as 285553 Same as 285553 Same as 285553

*Mark - in looking back at the current Cranston Solar ordinance and the previous one that 
Revity sent to you, neither includes a ban on any particular type of utility pole. Could the 
ban on fiberglass poles you referred to be related to one particular non-Revity project? 
**Given that the town ordinance does not prohibit alternative types of poles, this should 
not prohibit National Grid from exploring other types of non-guyed poles. 
*What would the process be to get laminate wood poles approved for use by National Grid 
in your construction standards?
**Do you know how long that approval process would take?
*The landowner is wondering if the poles along the access road can be moved closer to the 
solar project and further from Natick Ave. The National Grid/TRC design shows the gap from 
pole 74 to 74-1 as 90 feet and the gaps between 74-1, 74-3, 74-5, and 74-7 as 50 feet. I 
assume the 50 foot spans could be increased to move the poles further from the road. Can 
the 90 foot span also be increased, or is 90 feet the maximum span?
*Can you share with us the design for the work around West Cranston Substation? 

Per Mark Garland - the solar ordinance question was brought up by Revity. We 
confirmed internally that the town does not want fiberglass poles used, but it's not 
in the ordinance. Per Ryan - there was speculation around restrictions but we are 
fortunate that we don't have those restrictions. We prefer not to use these poles, 
but if we've exhausted all other options, would we be allowed to use them? Per 
Mark - the design supervisor has said NGrid will not use fiberglass poles, so if that's 
the only kind of pole that will work, the conversation would have to get elevated to 
higher levels at NGrid. Ryan asked for the process of getting other poles approved. 
Per Mark, it would involve supervisors and managers. Silas asked if the laminated 
wood poles could be added to NGrids approved list of equipment? Per Mark - the 
approval process takes a number of years. Silas asked about the access road and if 
putting the poles further apart than 50 feet is possible? Per Mark, 50 feet is a 
minimum standard, we brought the question to design and they'll look into it 
further. Per Ryan, the landowner is requesting around 60-70 foot range instead of 50 
feet. Per Mark, I'll take that to the design team to help in their decision. Silas asked 
about design for work around Cranston substation. Per Mark, NGrid will not be 
sharing the design. It's still being worked on as it is. Lindsay asked about the status 
of the easements since the town is asking. Per Mark, I don't know when they'll be 
finished. I did have a conversation with real estate, they're limited in the time they 
can submit to town hall. I'll follow up with them. 

Per Richard, the 75% payment is currently due. Once paid, National Grid begins 
construction equipment purchases. Since payment hasn't been made yet, no 
equipment has been purchased. Per Mark, technically the easements don't need to 
be signed in order to purchase the poles, but they do need to be signed for the poles 
to be installed. Per Mark, Pole 1 on Reindeer Drive and Pole 56 and Pole 66-50 on 
Eve Ave can't be avoided. National Grid came up with 3 alternatives for poles with 
easements affecting the properities of parties suing Revity. Instead of stub poles, 
National Grid could use push braces. Per Ryan, it's my understanding that the City of 
Cranston had issue with poles being too close to the road and wanted them pushed 
back within a few feet. Per Tony, the city asked in general if poles could be pushed 
back. Mark confirmed they received communication from the town requesting 
pushing the poles back. Per Mark, no alternative poles will be used for this project. It 
will be wood poles, the only alternative is  fiberglass poles. Mark noted that the city 
of Cranston has an ordinance prohibiting fiberglass poles. Per Ryan, this project is 
under a different ordinance, not the current ordinance. Per Mark, I would have to 
bring the old ordinance to the design team. Ryan agreed to send that to Mark. Per 
Mark, the design is currently being worked on for West Cranston substation but 
once that is completed I will share with Revity. Per Mark, I don't believe National 
Grid uses wood laminate poles. Mark asked Ryan to send him the proposed poles so 
he can ask at National Grid if the poles could be used. Mark asked if Revity has 
started onsite construction. Ryan stated construction has not started, we could start 
site work as early as 30-60 days. Per Mark, the easements will still be required for the 
new push brace pole options.

184947 1935 Phenix Ave Cranston 7000 Yes TBD Net Metering

*Silas forwarded 
the most up to 
date version of 
the DiPrete 
survey to 
National Grid on 
Friday, 
September 4.
**Please let us 
know if you 
have feedback 
or need 
updates.

*Silas forwarded 
the most up to 
date version of 
the DiPrete 
survey to 
National Grid on 
Friday, 
September 4.
**Please let us 
know if you 
have feedback 
or need 
updates.
*Revity is ready 
to meet with the 
designer from 
National Grid at 
the site, 
whenever they 
are ready.
*Any updates 
on the 
easements?

*Any updates 
on the detailed 
design? Is it still 
on track to be 
ready on Nov. 
23?

*Any updates 
on the detailed 
design that was 
targeted for 
completion on 
Nov. 23?
*Can you share 
a copy of the 
design with 
Revity and do 
you know when 
the easements 
will be drafted?

*Do you know 
at what point 
the equipment 
for National 
Grid's 
interconnection 
construction is 
purchased?
**Do the 
easements need 
to be signed in 
order to 
purchase the 
poles and 
associated 
equipment?
*Any updates 
on the poles 
replacements 
along private 
ways? Can they 
be avoided?:
**Pole 1 on 
Reindeer Dr (fed 
from Pole 43 on 
Natick Ave)
**Pole 66-50 on 
Eva Ln (fed from 

*Are PBI payments being made now? Per Richard, you have the CUE letter and the only outstanding item is the reconciliation 
which should be back in February.

203091
2344 Plainfield Pike

(Keith Salisbury land)
Johnston 198 No TBD Re-Growth

*ATI letter 
should be 
received 
tomorrow 
9/29/20. Is this 
still on track?

*REGrowth 
documentation 
is on the way.

*The MA DOER 
SOQ will be 
ready close to 
the end of the 
quarter and I 
will send it 
when I have it.

*The MA DOER 
SOQ will be 
ready close to 
the end of the 
quarter and I 
will send it 
when I have it.

*Revity received 
the RIPUC order 
in the docket for 
this project's 
RES status and 
was notified 
that the project 

*Richard - Can we revisit the underground distances you mentioned in your chat post. Those 
are much shorter than the distances listed in the feasibility study.
*How much of the underground work is potentially shared with the Hopkins Hill project?
*When the impact study starts up again, can the cost of the underground civil work be 
assumed to be Revity's cost and not be included in the costs owed to NGrid so that Revity 
has a more accurate 25%/75% cost estimate?
*Any new information on whether National Grid is aiming for the Feb. or March RC 
meeting? 
*Any update on the timing of starting the impact study?

Silas asked how shared underground civil construction costs get divided among the projects 
that trigger them? Per Richard - I reached out to the engineers to determine which portions 
would be cost sharable. If there is a portion being used by 3 developers, the first developer 
would pay the entire cost, then the next developers in line would pay a cost share based on 
their project's MW size. Ryan asked if Revity is the first project in line who would be 
responsible for the construction. Per Richard, you're not the first project, but there are 
sections that are solely used by your project which wouldn't be cost shared. Richard -  I can't 
confirm who is first as of now. Per Ryan - Revity would like to self perform all underground 
construction on their projects and would like that reflected in all of their upcoming impact 
study estimates. Per Richard - this should not be a problem Per Silas - the distances Richard 
quoted in his portal chat are shorter than the underground distance in the feasibility study. 
Per Richard - the engineer who did the feasibility study and there are other in the queue 
that will utilize these underground portions so the new distances for Revity reflect their 
adjusted responsibilities. Per Richard, the feasability study showed longer underground 
distances because it is more of a worse case scenario. Ryan asked process for determining 
cost of construction for cost sharing. Per Richard, I'm not sure but I'm thinking we use NGrid 
estimates and review other project construction costs. Per Ryan, the whole advantage to self 
perform because it is cheaper in cost but some may choose to say a different amount other 
than what it cost. 

Per Richard, as of now, it's a Q1 delivery date so still up in the air if it's Feb or March. The 
impact study logistics are actively being worked on but I'm not sure if the actual logistics 
study has been started. Ryan asked on feedback on any studies dropping out for those 2 
feeders? Per Richard, no updates.

246606
Robin Hollow (18 
Weaver Hill Road)

West Greenwich 7500 Yes TBD Net Metering 3309

*Do we know if 
any projects in 
Robin Hollow's 
queue are 
struggling or 
potentially 
dropping out?
*Any new 
updates on 
whether a Q4 
ASO Study 
completion is a 
reasonable 
expectation?
*The Latest 
(9/15/2020) ASO 
Study update 
noted a 
potential 
webinar on 
Tuesday, Sept. 
29, but I haven't 
been able to 
find a meeting 
invite. Is this the 
same as the DG 
Seminar being 
held on October 

*Do we know if 
any projects in 
Robin Hollow's 
queue are 
struggling or 
potentially 
dropping out?
*Revity greatly 
appreciates 
National Grid's 
help answering 
our consultants 
questions 
related to the 
PSCAD models. 
The quicker the 
National Grid 
engineers can 
respond, the 
quicker Revity's 
consultants can 
provide 
updates.
*Any new 
updates on 
whether a Q4 
ASO Study 
completion is a 

*No questions 
at this time.

*Any new 
information on 
whether 
National Grid is 
aiming for the 
Feb. or March 
RC meeting? 
*Any update on 
the timing of 
starting the 
impact study?

Same as Case #246606 246609
Robin Hollow (18 
Weaver Hill Road)

West Greenwich 8750 Yes TBD Net Metering 3309
Same as Case 

#246606
Same as Case 

#246606
Same as Case 

#246606
Same as Case 

#246606
Same as Case 

#246606

Same as Case #246606 246610
Robin Hollow (18 
Weaver Hill Road)

West Greenwich 8500 Yes TBD Net Metering 3309
Same as Case 

#246606
Same as Case 

#246606
Same as Case 

#246606
Same as Case 

#246606
Same as Case 

#246606

Same as Case #246606 246614
Robin Hollow (18 
Weaver Hill Road)

West Greenwich 5250 Yes TBD Net Metering 3310
Same as Case 

#246606
Same as Case 

#246606
Same as Case 

#246606
Same as Case 

#246606
Same as Case 

#246606

Same as Case #246606 246616
Robin Hollow (18 
Weaver Hill Road)

West Greenwich 9750 Yes TBD Net Metering 3309
Same as Case 

#246606
Same as Case 

#246606
Same as Case 

#246606
Same as Case 

#246606
Same as Case 

#246606

Same as Case #246606 246617
Robin Hollow (18 
Weaver Hill Road)

West Greenwich 750 Yes TBD Re-Growth 3309
Same as Case 

#246606
Same as Case 

#246606
Same as Case 

#246606
Same as Case 

#246606
Same as Case 

#246606

Same as Case #246606 281561
Robin Hollow (18 
Weaver Hill Road)

West Greenwich 200 Yes TBD Re-Growth 3309
Same as Case 

#246606
Same as Case 

#246606
Same as Case 

#246606
Same as Case 

#246606
Same as Case 

#246606
*When the impact study starts up again, can the cost of the underground civil work be 
assumed to be Revity's cost and not be included in the costs owed to NGrid so that Revity 
has a more accurate 25%/75% cost estimate?
*Is there additional capacity available to this project?
*Any update on the timing of starting the impact study?
*Part of the RI-WRI-PSA-2020 Comprehensive 1 ASO Study

Per Silas - we had noted in feasibility study process that Revity will self direct the 
underground civil work. Is it possible to have the undergrounnd construction costs removed 
from the 25% and 75% estimates? Per Richard - I've had impact studies go out where only 
the cost of what NGrid has to do and there is a disclaimer that underground work will be 
done by the customer. Richard will make a note that Revity is looking to self perform that 
construction. Silas asked if any additional available capacity in the queue. Per Richard - not 
that I'm aware of. Ryan asked about an interconnection queue update, typically posted 
around the 15th of each month. Richard stated he will look into it. 

Per Richard, we have determined that DTT is no longer required for this project but we don't 
know what it fully entails yet which is why we wanted to get a jumpstart on impact studies. 
The project size will not need to be reduced due to DTT no longer being required. We don't 
know timing of impact study being kicked off at this point. Ryan asked if this allows for 
additional capacity for the project? Per Richard, I'm not sure but will keep in mind and am 
aware this project had to downsize due to queue management. It's not fully known yet. 263108 35 Frontier Road Hopkinton 5500 Yes TBD Net Metering

*Any updates 
on whether the 
other project 
ahead in the 
queue has 
executed their 
ISA? 
*Are there any 
other projects in 
this project's 
queue that 
might be facing 

*Are there any 
other projects in 
this project's 
queue that 
might be facing 
difficulty?
*Any updates 
on whether 
downgrading to 
10.225 MWac 
alters the 
feasibility 

*There are three 
new 
applications 
being filed for 
16 MW that 
Revity would 
like to have a 
feasibility study 
for and that 
they would 
specifically like 
to look at the 

*Any updates 
on whether a 
cellular 
connection 
could be a 
feasible solution 
for the DTT 
called for on this 
project?
*Part of the RI-
WRI-PSA-2020 
Comprehensive 

*Have you been 
able to 
determine if 
DTT is no longer 
required for this 
project?
*If, so, just to be 
sure, can you 
confirm that the 
project size 
doesn't need to 
be reduced?

Same as case #263108 263116 35 Frontier Road Hopkinton 8750 Yes TBD Net Metering
Same as case 

#263108
Same as case 

#263108
Same as case 

#263108
Same as case 

#263108
Same as case 

#263108

Same as case #263108 263117 35 Frontier Road Hopkinton 875 Yes TBD Re-Growth
Same as case 

#263108
Same as case 

#263108
Same as case 

#263108
Same as case 

#263108
Same as case 

#263108
*Pre-App filed on 10/9/2020
*If capacity becomes available to increase the original project's size back to it's original 
application size, this is the case# we would file that application under. Richard asked if this was part of other projects, he hasn't seen it come across his desk. 318441 280 Main Street Hopkinton 4900 Yes TBD Net Metering

*Pre-App filed 
on 10/9/2020

*Pre-App filed 
on 10/9/2020

*Pre-App filed 
on 10/9/2020

*Pre-App filed 
on 10/9/2020

*Part of RI-WRI-PSA-2020 Comprehensive 1 ASO Study
*Any update on the timing of starting the impact study?

Richard noted that there was a meeting at NGrid on Friday, Jan. 22 to discuss the timing of 
resuming the impact studies for all the projects in ASO study #2. Richard will follow up with 
Revity when he finds out the outcome of that meeting.

Per Richard, we are still on hold and aiming for Q1 completion date in Feb or March. The 
ball is rolling on getting impact studies started but we haven't broken ground on restarting 
the studies yet. 

263808 87 Shore Drive Johnston 4000 No TBD Net Metering

*Part of RI-WRI-
PSA-2020 
Comprehensive 
1 ASO Study
*Do you know if 
any projects in 
Shore Rd's 
queue have 

*Do you know if 
any projects in 
Shore Rd's 
queue have 
dropped out 
and how much 
capacity they 
are releasing 

*Part of RI-WRI-
PSA-2020 
Comprehensive 
1 ASO Study

*Part of RI-WRI-
PSA-2020 
Comprehensive 
1 ASO Study

*Part of RI-WRI-
PSA-2020 
Comprehensive 
1 ASO Study
*Any update on 
the timing of 
starting the 
impact study?

Same as case #263808 263809 87 Shore Drive Johnston 875 No TBD Re-Growth
Same as case 

#263808
Same as case 

#263808
Same as case 

#263808
Same as case 

#263808
Same as case 

#263808
*Part of RI-WRI-PSA-2020 Comprehensive 1 ASO Study Per Richard, we are still on hold and aiming for Q1 completion date in Feb or March. The 

ball is rolling on getting impact studies started but we haven't started the studies yet. Per 
Richard for tariff timeline we would need POC letters, internally, just coordinating with 
different departments to have everything in place when we do have everything in. 

282343 0 Colvintown Road Coventry 4000 No TBD Net Metering

*Part of RI-WRI-
PSA-2020 
Comprehensive 
1 ASO Study
*Do you know if 

*Do you know if 
any projects in 
Colvintown's 
queue have 
dropped out 

*Part of RI-WRI-
PSA-2020 
Comprehensive 
1 ASO Study

*Part of RI-WRI-
PSA-2020 
Comprehensive 
1 ASO Study

*Part of RI-WRI-
PSA-2020 
Comprehensive 
1 ASO Study



Same as case #282343 284973 0 Colvintown Road Coventry 875 No TBD Re-Growth
Same as case 

#282343
Same as case 

#282343
Same as case 

#282343
Same as case 

#282343
Same as case 

#282343
*Any additional info from the transmission group on switching the inverters on these 
projects from the old SunGrow 60 kW inverter in the impact study to the newer version of 
the SunGrow 60 kW inverter?

Silas asked if any more information on inverters, Richard has emailed them and hasn't 
received follow up. It shouldn't be an issue but I want it in writing that it won't be an issue.

Per Richard, changing inverters has occurred in the past with no ill effects since everything is 
staying the same size but I want an answer from the transmission group to confirm there will 
be no impact. 

195148 0 Seven Mile Road Cranston 780 No TBD Re-Growth

*Thank you for 
all of your help 
thus far on this 
project.  We 
sincerely 
appreciate your 
hard work and 
patience.

*Thank you for 
all of your help 
thus far on this 
project.  We 
sincerely 
appreciate your 
hard work and 
patience.

*This project is 
currently using 
the SunGrow 
SG60 KU-M 
inverter, but a 
newer version is 
now available, 
the SG60CX, 

*We look 
forward to 
seeing the 
results of ASO 
Study #2

*Silas checked 
with ISO-NE on 
whether Revity 
and SSV can 
switch the 
inverters on 
these projects 
from the old 

Same as case# 195148
195168 0 Seven Mile Road Cranston 780 No TBD Re-Growth

*Thank you for 
all of your help 
thus far on this 
project.  We 
sincerely 
appreciate your 
hard work and 
patience.

*Thank you for 
all of your help 
thus far on this 
project.  We 
sincerely 
appreciate your 
hard work and 
patience.

*This project is 
currently using 
the SunGrow 
SG60 KU-M 
inverter, but a 
newer version is 
now available, 
the SG60CX, 

*We look 
forward to 
seeing the 
results of ASO 
Study #2

Same as 195148

*How many BDs into the impact study is this project and 316806?
*Do you know the date on which the 20BD update will be ready?

Per Silas, I have the questionnaires for the battery systems filled out, but asked Richard what 
an ESS Narrative is. Per Richard - I'm not sure what the narrative is. Once I know what they're 
looking for I'll share, possibly a blank template if they have it. 

Per Richard, I recieved payment agreements this morning, 1/11. We should see the details 
from the first 20 business days of the impact study delivered on 2/9. 

316804 1335 Seven Mile Road Cranston 875 No TBD Net Metering

*Pre-App filed 
and application 
to follow soon

*Application 
filed

*Application 
filed

*Revity and SSV 
have the impact 
study 
agreements and 
will return them 
along with 
payment very 
soon.  Call with 

Same as Case# 316804 316806 1325 Seven Mile Road Cranston 875 No TBD Net Metering

*Pre-App filed 
and application 
to follow soon

*Application 
filed

*Application 
filed

Same as 316804

*Has the feasibility study begun? If so can you give us an update on how many days into the 
timeframe it is?

Silas asked if the feasability study has begun? Per Richard, this is still technically JJ's study. 
Last I see we had questions about the payments. Per Silas, it's in the portal as "In 
progress/Initial review". Ryan asked the timeline for the results. Per Richard, the study takes 
30 calendar days from Jan. 14 and there are 15 business days remaining  putting completion 
around mid February. Richard confirmed this status is for all 3 projects. Silas talked with JJ 
about it and we're all on the same page. 

Per Richard, we received one payment in lockbox but we know all 3 were sent. The 
accounting contact was going to check again this morning as he thinks the other 2 were 
possibly left behind. Once he receives those, we'll be good to move forward. Per Ryan, 
confirmed there were no signature requirements. Richard will try to get an update later 
today, 1/11/21. Per Ryan, tracking shows they were delivered. 

320862 280 Main Street Hopkinton 1000 Yes TBD Re-Growth

*When NGrid is 
ready for 
Revity's 
feedback on a 
feasibility study 
for the three 
new 
applications 
that were filed 
for 16 MW,  
Revity would 
like the 
feasibility study 

*The portal is 
still showing 
these 
applications on 
hold. Revity sent 
the payments a 
few weeks ago, 
and updated 
the one lines to 
reflect the 
effective 
grounding 
requirements a 

Same as Case 320862 320864 280 Main Street Hopkinton 6000 Yes TBD Net Metering
Same as Case 

320862
Same as Case 

320862

Same as Case 320862 320865 35 Frontier Road Hopkinton 9000 Yes TBD Net Metering
Same as Case 

320862
Same as Case 

320862

*Can you give us an update on how many days into the feasibility study timeframe the 
project is?

Per Richard, the feasibility study started on Jan 12 and is due March 18th. I'm seeing 37 BD 
left on that review. I believe it was a 45 BD review.

Per Richard, projects of smaller size don't require a pre-impact study. Projects over 20MW 
will need a pre-impact study since it's a large site, complicated area and saturated with DG. 
The Pre-impact study isn't in the tariff yet but is being written for the next release of the 
tariff. The 30 calendar day feasability study is in the tariff, high level report, high cost 
estimate +200%. A pre-impact study is much closer to what you'd be getting but it's not 
bound by tariff guidelines and strictly what customer would agree on to complete it. I wasn't 
on the call with Nick Neilsen, I believe he is working on the timeline and gave 55 business 
day workload balancing all factors. Richard went back to Nick about the timeline and he 
stated he could do 45 business days. Per Richard, the big issue is to make sure this project is 
ready to start ASO3. If we're not starting ASO3 until April 2021, I think we would be able to 
determine the feeder in the studies. 

323328 891 Ten Rod Road Exeter 10,000 Yes TBD Net Metering

*Can you clarify 
for us the gap 
between the 30 
calendar days in 
the tariff (1 
month) and 
National Grid's 
request for 55 
business days 
(nearly 3 
months) to 
complete the 
feasibility 
study?

Same as Case 323328 323329 891 Ten Rod Road Exeter 10,000 Yes TBD Net Metering
Same as Case 

323328

Same as Case 323328 323330 891 Ten Rod Road Exeter 800 Yes TBD ReGrowth
Same as Case 

323328

Reconciliation Reports
WR# Address City/Town Size kW ISO_NE 3V0 NM/REGrowth Construction Feeder 

Reconciliation Report findings accepted

176954 0 Alton Bradford Road Hopkinton 5000 Yes Yes Net Metering 85T3

Same as 176954
176955 0 Alton Bradford Road Hopkinton 3875 Yes Yes Net Metering 85T3

Same as 176954
176956 0 Alton Bradford Road Hopkinton 5000 Yes Yes Net Metering 85T3

Reconciliation Report findings accepted

24480072 26 Peck Hill Road Johnston 180 No TBD Re-Growth 21F2

Can you provide an update on the status of the refund check?

22574355 186 Lippet Ave Cranston 4500 Yes No Net Metering 2228



22574365 186 Lippet Ave Cranston 4500 Yes Yes Net Metering
Dedicated Pole line from 

substation
21F1

Sent to Revity on 03/26/20 23315608 248 Cranberry-Ridge Glocester 840 No TBD Re-Growth 53-38F1

Sent to Revity in March 2020.
21069530 Kilvert St Warwick 4992 Yes Net Metering

Install 5 poles, LB, PTR, 
PM

87F2

Sent to Revity on 09/26/19
22933938 0 A St. Lot 1 Johnston 1380 No No Net Metering 18F11

Sent to Revity in March 2020.  Based on our conversation, can you kindly put me in contact 
with the folks on your team to discuss excess credits? 22933848 0 A St. Lot 2 Johnston 1920 No No Net Metering 18F11

Sent to Revity on 09/09/19
20890513 3550 West Shore Rd Warwick 900 N/A No Net Metering

3 poles, LB, 65k Fuses, 
PM

3F2

This was chattered on case on 04/27/20. No invoice/refund.
DG#22479950/C
onst. #22407028

0 West Shannock Road Richmond 216 No No Re-Growth 68F1

This was chattered on case on 04/27/20. No invoice/refund. DG# 
22481235/Const. 

#22407146
16 Tomaquag Road Hopkinton 216 No No Re-Growth 43F1

Sent to Revity on 03/06/19 DG# 
22484408/Const. 

# 22407211
0 North Road Richmond 216 No No Re-Growth 68F1

Sent to Revity on 03/07/19 DG# 
22483930/Cons.

# 22407372
0 Arcadia Road Hope Valley 154 No No Re-Growth 41F1

Sent to Revity on 10/30/19
21151087 North Providence North Smithfield 2100 N/A No Net Metering

Relocate 1 pole, install 3 
poles, LB, PTR, PM

23F6

This was chattered on case on 04/27/20. No invoice/refund.
21773384 1378 Snake Hill Road Glocester 196 No No Re-Growth 34F2

Sent to Revity on 01/29/19
22052585 1275 Seven Mile Rd Cranston 216 N/A No Re-Growth

Pole line ugrade 
consisting of 4 poles, 

fusing and Primary 
15F2

Sent to Revity on 01/29/19
22234328

1275 Seven Mile Rd, 
Lot 2

Cranston 216 N/A No Re-Growth
Sharing pole line 
upgrade with RI-
22052585 plus 

15F2

No study/construction payments were ever made for this case before it was withdrawn
Case # 00189225 

(Withdrawn)
100 Dye Hill Road Hopkinton 9900 Yes TBD Net Metering

No study/construction payments were ever made for this case before it was withdrawn
Case # 00195132 

(Withdrawn)
100 Dye Hill Road Hopkinton 9400 Yes TBD Net Metering

No study/construction payments were ever made for this case before it was withdrawn
Case # 00195133 

(Withdrawn)
100 Dye Hill Road Hopkinton 4800 Yes TBD Net Metering

No study/construction payments were ever made for this case before it was withdrawn
Case # 00195136 

(Withdrawn)
100 Dye Hill Road Hopkinton 8300 Yes TBD Net Metering

No study/construction payments were ever made for this case before it was withdrawn
Case # 00195137 

(Withdrawn)
100 Dye Hill Road Hopkinton 7000 Yes TBD Net Metering

No study/construction payments were ever made for this case before it was withdrawn
Case # 00195139 

(Withdrawn)
100 Dye Hill Road Hopkinton 6700 Yes TBD Net Metering

No study/construction payments were ever made for this case before it was withdrawn
Case # 00199700 

(Withdrawn)
100 Dye Hill Road Hopkinton 780 No TBD Re-Growth


	1111
	Service List
	RIPUC Exhibits
	EXX 1
	Ex 1 (1)
	EXX 2
	Ex 1 (2)


