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I.​ Introduction 
 
On January 7, 2025, Altamont Road Solar, LLC (Altamont) filed a complaint against National Grid 
pursuant to Section I, Part C, Step 11 of the Standardized Interconnection Requirements (SIR). In its 
complaint, Altamont alleges that National Grid violated the SIR, and requests that the Public Service 
Commission (Commission) prohibit National Grid from collecting an additional $1,288,485.26 from 
Altamont for utility cost overruns for upgrades that the utility deemed necessary to interconnect the 
Altamont community solar project in the Town of New Scotland, New York. This amount is additional 
to the $1,087,482.00 the solar company paid to National Grid prior to the utility completing the required 
distribution system upgrade. Altamont’s complaint requests full relief from payment obligation for the 
utility cost overrun, or in the alternative that the Commission direct National Grid to limit its billing to 
reasonable costs that can be substantiated by the utility.  
 
New York Solar Energy Industries Association (NYSEIA) is New York’s distributed solar and energy 
storage trade association. NYSEIA facilitates the industry’s participation in the Interconnection 
Technical and Policy Working Groups (ITWG/IPWG) convened by the Department of Public Service 
(DPS), where we work with colleagues from state agencies, industry and the utilities to drive continuous 
improvement to New York’s interconnection process. NYSEIA does not ordinarily intervene in matters 
regarding individual projects; however, this individual complaint is indicative of broader distributed 
energy resource (DER) interconnection issues that NYSEIA recently petitioned the Commission to 
address under Case 24-E-0621. Those issues are: utility distribution upgrade cost-estimation accuracy, 
transparency into actual costs, and cost-certainty. Altamont’s complaint against National Grid touches on 
each of these issues.  
 
In addition to granting relief to Altamont in this proceeding, we urge the Commission to look favorably 
upon NYSEIA’s petition to advance cost-certainty, filed under Case 24-E-0621 on Friday, February 14, 
2025. NYSEIA’s recent petition requests that the Commission: 1) direct New York’s utilities to increase 
the level of detail in cost estimates for distribution upgrades; 2) modify the Standardized Interconnection 
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Requirements (SIR) to turn the 15% allowable contingency that can be included in the utility’s 
Coordinated Electric System Impact Review (CESIR) cost estimates into a hard cap on an 
interconnection customer’s final cost for distribution upgrades, provided that these upgrades are not 
unduly delayed by the interconnection customer; 3) direct New York’s Investor-Owned Utilities (IOUs) 
to publish their itemized actual costs for common distribution upgrades on an annual basis; and 4) direct 
New York’s IOUs to provide interconnection customers with a detailed, itemized, clear statement of 
final costs for all distribution upgrades. If adopted, NYSEIA’s proposal will strengthen New York’s 
interconnection process and prevent future complaints of this nature by creating a robust framework for 
utility distribution upgrade cost estimation, cost-certainty and final reconciliation of such upgrades. 
 
II.​ National Grid Violated the SIR and Did Not Maintain a Good Faith Cost Estimate 

 
Altamont alleges that National Grid failed to provide an updated cost estimate following final project 
design. NYSEIA agrees with Altamont that, pursuant to the version of the SIR in effect when National 
Grid completed final project design on November 10, 2023, National Grid was obligated to provide an 
updated cost estimate due to the material scope modifications. Failure to provide the updated cost 
estimate following material scope modifications, and Altamont’s request for the revised cost, constitutes 
a failure to maintain a good faith cost estimate. Without an accurate cost estimate, Altamont was unable 
to make an informed decision to proceed with the project based upon the final project design. Finally, 
Altamont alleges that National Grid failed to reconcile the costs in time for recovery. Based on a review 
of Altamont’s complaint and dates in National Grid’s SIR Inventory, NYSEIA concurs that the utility 
did not provide a reconciliation statement within the 60 day timeframe allowable pursuant to the SIR.  
 
III.​ National Grid’s Reconciliation Statements Do Not Substantiate their Costs Incurred 
 
NYSEIA agrees with Altamont’s assertion that the costs for labor, material and overhead lack sufficient 
justification and transparency, making it impossible to verify they were prudently incurred in order to 
complete the interconnection upgrades. The final reconciliation statement includes a cost that is 218% of 
the original estimated cost. The backup materials include unintelligible line items, mathematical 
discrepancies, and omit critical information that would be necessary for one to verify that the billed 
costs are appropriately allocated to the project. This analysis would require a final design with a bill of 
materials, a list of contractors and their scopes of work, cost estimates from internal departments and 
subcontractors as well as construction schedules, change orders and final costs for all relevant scope 
items. 
 
A review of the reconciliation statements found that critical data is missing; invoices like the one on the 
following page simply include a company name and a dollar amount, with no description of scope or 
when the work was completed. Therefore, these statements have little functional purpose and Altamont 
can’t confirm that the costs are appropriate and attributable to the upgrades completed for their project. 
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Drivers of Cost Increase 
A review of National Grid’s Construction Results Summary (below) shows that the biggest driver of the 
cost increase was labor, followed by overheads, materials and taxes.  
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Discrepancy in Labor Costs 
Altamont’s complaint highlights inconsistencies between the invoices and National Grid’s reconciliation 
statements. The complaint also identifies excesses, such as the fact that National Grid billed 98 different 
company employees to this project in addition to subcontractors. Altamont’s complaint also notes that 
National Grid billed 3,146.25 labor hours with average rates ranging between $81 and $100/hour. The 
construction of the distribution upgrade only took a handful of weeks, and NYSEIA agrees with 
Altamont that this project scope does not seem to justify the number of staff hours, nor did National 
Grid adequately justify their $571,583 labor cost overrun on a project whose estimated cost was less 
than half that amount.  
 
Inflated Overhead Costs 
In their complaint, Altamont asserts that “National Grid has not justified the exorbitant Overhead Cost 
and has not met its burden of demonstrating that such costs are either proper under the Tariff or just and 
reasonable under the circumstances”. NYSEIA agrees with this statement. National Grid’s final 
overhead cost for this project was more than twice the original estimate. The reason National Grid’s 
overhead increased by $364,500 is because the company uses a rudimentary formula to apply overhead 
costs to its capital projects1. Based on National Grid’s approach, if the cost of equipment doubles, or if 
the utility fails to prevent labor cost overruns, the utility’s overhead charges also double. In other words, 
the overhead amount charged to Altamont has no connection with actual overhead costs incurred that are 
attributed to the project. This may be a reasonable accounting methodology for capital projects that are 
broadly funded by the rate base; however, it is not a just and reasonable approach to cost allocation for 
distribution upgrades that are borne exclusively by interconnection customers. This approach both 
creates an incentive for utility cost overruns and results in Altamont being penalized twice for utility 
labor and materials cost overruns.  
 
IV.​ Altamont Road Solar LLC Should be Granted Relief 

 
National Grid violated the SIR on multiple occasions and deprived Altamont of critical information it 
requested regarding estimated costs following the final design. The final cost figures vastly exceed the 
good faith cost estimate that was the basis for Altamont’s decision to proceed with the community solar 
project, potentially wiping out the entire profit for the clean energy project that Altamont developed and 
constructed over multiple years. The magnitude of National Grid’s cost overrun suggests that proper cost 
controls may not have been in place. Finally, the reconciliation statements and final invoices do not 
adequately justify the requested payment amounts. If the Commission finds that full relief is not 
warranted, NYSEIA recommends that the Commission grant National Grid two weeks to produce a 
more transparent and complete account of the costs they incurred to complete the upgrades, and to waive 
Altamont’s payment obligations for any cost that are not demonstrated to be directly attributable to the 
distribution upgrade for this solar project.  

1National Grid Response to DPS Staff Questions, 02/03/2025. In the Matter of Timely Interconnection of 
Distributed Energy Resources. 24-E-0415. 
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V.​ The Altamont Complaint Highlights the Need for Greater Oversight of Utility Distribution 
Upgrade Costs for Distributed Energy Resources 

 
Final costs for distribution upgrades that are more than double the utility’s good faith cost estimate are 
not reasonable, and undermine the integrity of New York’s interconnection process. The Altamont Road 
Solar project is a cautionary tale that highlights the negative outcomes that can occur when 
interconnection customers bear an uncapped liability for utility cost overruns in an environment where 
utility costs and performance are not subject to regulatory oversight to ensure cost reasonableness. If and 
when independent power producers and financiers lose faith in New York utility cost estimates, this will 
have a chilling effect on our clean energy industry, increasing the cost of capital, slowing deployment 
and harming New York’s solar and energy storage workforce.  
 
Rather than letting the Altamont Road Solar project be a cautionary tale for would-be infrastructure 
investors considering projects in New York, NYSEIA urges the Commission to instead make it a 
cautionary tale for New York utility companies that do not manage their costs for distribution upgrades. 
This individual project and the associated complaint highlights the need for more robust oversight over 
distribution upgrade costs and guardrails to protect New York’s clean energy programs and industry 
participants from utility cost overruns. NYSEIA’s recently filed petition under Case 24-E-0621 seeks to 
address these issues systematically through SIR modifications that advance greater transparency, 
oversight and cost-certainty for distribution upgrades.  

 
VI.​ Conclusion 
 
Altamont’s complaint clearly demonstrates that National Grid violated the SIR multiple times 
throughout the interconnection process. It also demonstrates that National Grid did not provide and 
maintain a good faith cost estimate, nor did it adequately substantiate its $1,288,485.26 cost overrun in 
the reconciliation statements provided. The retroactive imposition of unexpected and undisclosed costs 
on Altamont threatens significant and unmitigable financial harm to the complainant. This decision is 
being closely watched by clean energy stakeholders, and has implications for the integrity of New 
York’s interconnection process and more broadly for the health of New York’s solar and storage 
industry. For these reasons, NYSEIA urges the Commission to grant relief to Altamont and to address 
this set of issues raised in this complaint holistically through Case 24-E-0621. Thank you for the 
opportunity to provide input on this important matter. 
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