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L. Introduction
1. This final rule requires all public utility transmission providers to adopt revised

pro forma Large Generator Interconnection Procedures (LGIP), pro forma Small
Generator Interconnection Procedures (SGIP), pro forma Large Generator

Interconnection Agreements (LGIA), and pro forma Small Generator Interconnection
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Agreements (SGIA).! These revisions will ensure that interconnection customers are able
to interconnect to the transmission system in a reliable, efficient, transparent, and timely
manner, and will prevent undue discrimination.

2. Twenty years ago the Commission issued Order No. 2003, in which the
Commission required all public utilities that own, control, or operate facilities used for
transmitting electric energy in interstate commerce to have on file standard procedures
and a standard agreement for interconnecting generating facilities larger than 20
megawatts (MW) (called the pro forma LGIP and the pro forma LGIA).2 The
Commission stated its expectation that the changes would prevent undue discrimination,

preserve reliability, increase energy supply, and lower wholesale prices for customers by

! Section 201(e) of the Federal Power Act (FPA) defines “public utility” to mean
“any person who owns or operates facilities subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission
under this subchapter.” 16 U.S.C. 824(e). A non-public utility that seeks voluntary
compliance with the reciprocity condition of a tariff may satisfy that condition by filing a
tariff, which includes the pro forma LGIP, the pro forma SGIP, the pro forma LGIA, and
the pro forma SGIA. See Standardization of Generator Interconnection Agreements &
Procs., Order No. 2003, 68 FR 49846 (Aug. 19, 2003), 104 FERC 61,103, at PP 1, 616
(2003), order on reh’g, Order No. 2003-A, 69 FR 15932 (Mar. 5, 2004), 106 FERC ¢
61,220, order on reh’g, Order No. 2003-B, 70 FR 265 (Jan. 19, 2005), 109 FERC
61,287 (2004), order on reh’g, Order No. 2003-C, 70 FR 37661 (July 18, 2005), 111
FERC 4 61,401 (2005), aff’d sub nom. Nat’l Ass’n of Regul. Util. Comm’rs v. FERC,
475 F.3d 1277 (D.C. Cir. 2007) (NARUC v. FERC). As stated in the pro forma LGIP,
pro forma LGIA, pro forma SGIP, and pro forma SGIA, transmission provider “shall
mean the public utility (or its designated agent) that owns, controls, or operates
transmission or distribution facilities used for the transmission of electric energy in
interstate commerce and provides transmission service under the [ Transmission
Provider’s Tariff]. The term . .. should be read to include the Transmission Owner when
the Transmission Owner is separate from the Transmission Provider.” Pro forma LGIP
section 1; pro forma LGIA art. 1; pro forma SGIP attach. 1; pro forma SGIA attach. 1.

2 Order No. 2003, 104 FERC 9 61,103 at P 2.
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increasing the amount and variety of new generation that would compete in the wholesale
electricity market.* The Commission further stated that the standard procedures would
facilitate market entry for generation competitors by reducing interconnection costs and
time.* In Order No. 2006, the Commission adopted standard procedures and a standard
agreement for interconnecting generating facilities no larger than 20 MW (called the

pro forma SGIP and the pro forma SGIA), citing the same purposes outlined in Order
No. 2003.3

3. The electricity sector has transformed significantly since the issuance of Order
Nos. 2003 and 2006. The growth of new resources seeking to interconnect to the
transmission system and the differing characteristics of those resources have created new
challenges for the generator interconnection process. These new challenges are creating
large interconnection queue backlogs and uncertainty regarding the cost and timing of
interconnecting to the transmission system, increasing costs for consumers. Backlogs in
the generator interconnection process, in turn, can create reliability issues as needed new

generating facilities are unable to come online in an efficient and timely manner. While

31d. P 1.
41d. P 12.

> Standardization of Small Generator Interconnection Agreements & Procs.,
Order No. 2006, 111 FERC 9 61,220, at PP 15, 35-36, order on reh’g, Order No. 2006-A,
70 FR 71760 (Dec. 30, 2005), 113 FERC 9 61,195 (2005), order granting clarification,
Order No. 2006-B, 71 FR 42587 (July 27, 2006), 116 FERC q 61,046 (2006).
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the Commission recognized these issues and sought to address them in Order No. 845,° it
is clear that further action is needed. Therefore, we believe that it is necessary to reform
the Commission’s standard interconnection procedures and agreements to ensure that
interconnection customers are able to interconnect to the transmission system in a
reliable, efficient, transparent, and timely manner, thereby ensuring that rates, terms, and
conditions for Commission-jurisdictional services are just, reasonable, and not unduly
discriminatory or preferential.

4. Accordingly, we adopt reforms to the Commission’s pro forma LGIP and pro
forma LGIA. Specifically, as explained in detail in this final rule, we adopt reforms to:
(1) implement a first-ready, first-served cluster study process;’ (2) increase the speed of
interconnection queue processing; and (3) incorporate technological advancements into

the interconnection process.

8 See Reform of Generator Interconnection Procs. & Agreements, Order No. 845,
83 FR 21342 (May 9, 2018), 163 FERC 9 61,043, at P 24 (2018), order on
reh’g, Order No. 845-A, 84 FR 8156 (Mar. 6, 2019) 166 FERC 9 61,137, order on
reh’g, Order No. 845-B, 168 FERC 4 61,092 (2019).

7 A first-ready, first-served cluster study process improves efficiency in the
interconnection study process by including the following elements: increased access to
information prior to entering the queue; a mechanism to study interconnection requests in
groups where all interconnection requests in the group are equally queued and of equal
study priority; and increased financial commitments and readiness requirements to enter
and proceed through the queue. In contrast, the existing first-come, first-served serial
study process in the pro forma LGIA and LGIP provides limited information to
interconnection customers prior to entering the queue, assigns interconnection requests an
individual queue position based solely on the date of entry into the queue, and contains
limited financial and readiness requirements.
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5. First, in order to implement a first-ready, first-served cluster study process, this

final rule requires: (1) transmission providers to publicly post available information
pertaining to generator interconnection; (2) transmission providers to use cluster studies
as the interconnection study method; (3) transmission providers to allocate cluster study
costs on a pro rata and per capita basis; (4) transmission providers to allocate network
upgrade costs based on a proportional impact method; (5) interconnection customers to
pay study and commercial readiness deposits as part of the cluster study process; (6)
interconnection customers to demonstrate site control at the time of submission of the
interconnection request; and (7) transmission providers to impose withdrawal penalties
on interconnection customers for withdrawing from the interconnection queue, with
certain exceptions. We also require transmission providers to adopt a transition process
to move from the existing serial interconnection process to the new cluster study process.
6. Second, in order to increase the speed of interconnection queue processing, this
final rule: (1) eliminates the reasonable efforts standard for conducting interconnection
studies and imposes a financial penalty on transmission providers that fail to meet
interconnection study deadlines; and (2) establishes an affected system study process and
associated pro forma affected system agreements.

7. Third, in order to incorporate technological advancements into the interconnection
process, this final rule requires transmission providers to: (1) allow more than one
generating facility to co-locate on a shared site behind a single point of interconnection
and share a single interconnection request; (2) evaluate the proposed addition of a

generating facility at the same point of interconnection prior to deeming such an addition
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a material modification if the addition does not change the originally requested
interconnection service level; (3) allow interconnection customers to access the surplus
interconnection service process once the original interconnection customer has an
executed LGIA or requests the filing of an unexecuted LGIA; (4) use operating
assumptions in interconnection studies that reflect the proposed charging behavior of an
electric storage resource; and (5) evaluate the list of alternative transmission technologies
enumerated in this final rule during the generator interconnection study process. This
final rule also requires interconnection customers requesting to interconnect a non-
synchronous generating facility to: (1) provide the transmission provider with the models
needed for accurate interconnection studies; and (2) have the ability to maintain power
production at pre-disturbance levels and provide dynamic reactive power to maintain
system voltage during transmission system disturbances and within physical limits.
Finally, this final rule requires that all newly interconnecting large generating facilities
provide ride through capability consistent with any standards and guidelines that are
applied to other generating facilities in the balancing authority area on a comparable
basis.

8. We also adopt reforms to the pro forma SGIP and pro forma SGIA. Specifically,
as explained in detail in this final rule, for small generating facilities we propose reforms
to incorporate the enumerated alternative transmission technologies into the
interconnection process, and to provide modeling and ride through requirements for non-

synchronous generating facilities.
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9. Many of the reforms adopted in this final rule track the Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking’s® (NOPR) proposed reforms closely. However, as discussed more fully
below, we have revised aspects of the reforms pertaining to the cluster study process,
allocation of cluster study and network upgrade costs, increased financial commitments
and readiness requirements, financial penalties for delayed interconnection studies, the
affected system study process, pro forma affected system agreements, the material
modification process, operating assumptions for interconnection studies, incorporating
the enumerated alternative transmission technologies, and ride through requirements.
Additionally, as discussed more fully below, we decline to adopt the NOPR proposals
pertaining to informational interconnection studies, shared network upgrades, the
optional resource solicitation study, and the alternative transmission technologies annual
report.

10.  We recognize that transmission providers have undertaken efforts to address
interconnection queue management issues. This final rule is not intended to divert or
slow the potential progress represented by those efforts, and we encourage transmission
providers to continue to innovate to remedy their identified interconnection queue
management issues. We note that the compliance obligations that result from this final

rule will be evaluated in light of the independent entity variation standard for regional

8 Improvements to Generator Interconnection Procs. & Agreements, 87 FR 39934
(July 5, 2022), 179 FERC 4 61,194 (2022) (NOPR).
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transmission organizations (RTO) and independent system operators (ISO) and the
consistent with or superior to standard for non-RTO/ISO transmission providers.’

A. Historical Framework: Order Nos. 2003, 2006, and 845

11.  In Order No. 2003, the Commission recognized a need for a standard set of
interconnection procedures for transmission providers and a single, uniformly applicable
interconnection agreement for large generating facilities.'® The Commission noted that
generator interconnection is a “critical component of open access transmission service
and thus is subject to the requirement that utilities offer comparable service under the
[pro forma open access transmission tariff (tariff)].”"! The Commission found that it was
appropriate to establish a standard set of generator interconnection procedures to
“minimize opportunities for undue discrimination and expedite the development of new
12

generation, while protecting reliability and ensuring that rates are just and reasonable.

To this end, the Commission adopted the pro forma LGIP and pro forma LGIA and

? Order No. 2003, 104 FERC ¥ 61,103 at P 26; see infra Section IV,

19 Order No. 2003, 104 FERC 9 61,103 at P 11. Large generating facilities are
defined to mean “a Generating Facility having a Generating Facility Capacity of more
than 20 MW.” Pro forma LGIP section 1.

" Order No. 2003, 104 FERC § 61,103 at P 9 (citing Tenn. Power Co., 90 FERC q
61,238 (2000)).

21d P11.
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amended its regulations to require all transmission providers to incorporate these standard
procedures and agreement into their tariffs.!?

12.  To initiate the generator interconnection process set forth in the Commission’s pro
forma LGIP,' the interconnection customer submits an interconnection request for its
proposed generating facility that includes preliminary documentation of the site of the
proposed generating facility, certain technical information about the proposed generating
facility, and the expected commercial operation date of the proposed generating facility,
along with a refundable deposit of $10,000."> After the transmission provider determines
that the interconnection request is complete, the interconnection request enters the
transmission provider’s interconnection queue with other pending interconnection
requests and is assigned a queue position based on the time and date of its receipt.'® The
queue position determines the order in which the transmission provider studies the

interconnection requests in its interconnection queue."’

13 18 CFR 35.28(f)(1) (2022).

14 While we provide a broad description of the process in the Commission’s pro
forma LGIP as background here, we recognize that many transmission providers have
adopted (and the Commission has accepted) variations to many of the terms in the
Commission’s pro forma LGIP and pro forma LGIA. Consequently, some or many of
the details of a particular transmission provider’s generator interconnection procedures
may vary considerably from the broad description provided here.

15 Order No. 2003, 104 FERC 4 61,103 at P 35; pro forma LGIP sections 3.1, 3.4.
16 Pro forma LGIP section 4.1.

Id.
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13.  Transmission providers must schedule a scoping meeting with the interconnection
customer to discuss possible points of interconnection for the proposed generating facility
and exchange technical information, which is followed by a series of interconnection

studies to evaluate the proposed interconnection in detail.'®

Transmission providers study
interconnection requests in three phases: (1) the interconnection feasibility study
(feasibility study);" (2) the interconnection system impact study (system impact study);’

and (3) the interconnection facilities study (facilities study).?! These studies contain the

power flow, short circuit, and stability analyses necessary to: (1) identify any adverse

18 Order No. 2003, 104 FERC 4 61,103 at P 36; pro forma LGIP sections 3.4.4,
6-8.

Y The pro forma LGIP defines a feasibility study as “a preliminary evaluation of the
system impact and cost of interconnecting the Generating Facility to the Transmission
Provider’s Transmission System.” The scope of a feasibility study is described in section 6
of the pro forma LGIP. Pro forma LGIP sections 1, 6.

20 The pro forma LGIP defines a system impact study as “an engineering study
that evaluates the impact of the proposed interconnection on the safety and reliability of
Transmission Provider’s Transmission System and, if applicable, an Affected System.”
In particular, a system impact study identifies and details “the system impacts that would
result if the Generating Facility were interconnected without project modifications or
system modifications, focusing on the Adverse System Impacts identified in the
[feasibility study], or to study potential impacts, including but not limited to those
identified in the Scoping Meeting.” Id. section 1.

21 The pro forma LGIP defines a facilities study as “a study conducted by the
Transmission Provider or a third-party consultant for the Interconnection Customer to
determine a list of facilities (including Transmission Provider’s Interconnection Facilities
and Network Upgrades as identified in the [system impact study]), the cost of those
facilities, and the time required to interconnect the Generating Facility with the
Transmission Provider’s Transmission System.” The scope of a facilities study is
described in section 8 of the pro forma LGIP. Id. sections 1, 8.
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impacts on the transmission providers’ transmission system or any affected systems;*?

(2) determine the interconnection facilities and network upgrades® needed to reliably
interconnect the generating facility; and (3) estimate the interconnection customer’s cost
responsibility for these facilities.** The pro forma LGIP requires that transmission
providers use reasonable efforts to complete: (1) feasibility studies within 45 calendar
days; (2) system impact studies within 90 calendar days; and (3) facilities studies within
90 or 180 calendar days, depending on the interconnection customer’s requested accuracy
margin.*s

14. At the completion of the facilities study, the pro forma LGIP requires the
transmission provider to issue a report on the best estimate of the costs to effectuate the

requested interconnection and provide a draft generator interconnection agreement to the

22 The pro forma LGIP defines an affected system as an electric system other than
the transmission provider’s transmission system that may be affected by the proposed
interconnection. Id. section 1; pro forma LGIA art. 1.

23 For purposes of this final rule, unless otherwise noted, “network upgrades” refer
to interconnection-related network upgrades. More specifically, the pro forma LGIP and
pro forma LGIA provide that, “Network Upgrades shall mean the additions,
modifications, and upgrades to the Transmission Provider’s Transmission System
required at or beyond the point at which the Interconnection Facilities connect to the
Transmission Provider’s Transmission System to accommodate the interconnection of the
Large Generating Facility to the Transmission Provider’s Transmission System.” Pro
forma LGIP section 1; pro forma LGIA art. 1.

24 Order No. 2003, 104 FERC 9 61,103 at PP 35-37; pro forma LGIP sections 6-8.
The interconnection customer is responsible for the actual costs of interconnection
studies and any necessary restudies. Pro forma LGIP section 13.3.

25 Pro forma LGIP sections 6.3, 7.4, 8.3.
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interconnection customer.?® If the interconnection customer wishes to proceed, after
negotiations, the interconnection customer enters into a generator interconnection
agreement with the transmission provider or, in specific circumstances, requests that the
transmission provider file the agreement with the Commission unexecuted.?” The
transmission provider is responsible for the construction of all network upgrades, but, as
further discussed below, the interconnection customer has the option to build these
facilities in certain circumstances.?®

15.  Similar to Order No. 2003, in Order No. 2006, the Commission recognized the
need for standardized interconnection procedures and agreements for small generating
facilities with a capacity of 20 MW or less.? In addition to establishing a pro forma

interconnection study process for small generating facilities similar to the process for

26 Order No. 2003, 104 FERC 4 61,103 at P 38. Section 11.1 of the pro forma
LGIP requires the transmission provider to tender a draft LGIA to the interconnection
customer “in the form of Transmission Provider’s FERC-approved standard form LGIA.”

27 If the transmission provider and interconnection customer execute an LGIA that
conforms to the transmission provider’s Commission-approved standard form LGIA, the
agreement does not need to be filed with the Commission (if the transmission provider
has such a standard form LGIA on file and submits an Electronic Quarterly Report).
Alternatively, the transmission provider must file an LGIA with the Commission for
review and approval if: (1) the interconnection customer determines that negotiations
with the transmission provider over the terms of an LGIA are at an impasse and requests
submission of the unexecuted LGIA with the Commission; or (2) the LGIA does not
conform to the transmission provider’s Commission-approved standard form LGIA. See
Order No. 2003-A, 106 FERC 9§ 61,220 at P 201; pro forma LGIP sections 11.2-11.3.

28 Order No. 2003, 104 FERC 9 61,103 at PP 351-354; pro forma LGIA art. 5.1.3.

2 Order No. 2006, 111 FERC 9 61,220 at P 36.
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large generating facilities established in Order No. 2003, the Commission included: (1) a
“fast track process™? that uses technical screens to evaluate a certified small generating
facility no larger than 2 MW; and (2) a “10 [kilowatt (kW)] inverter process™*! that uses
the same technical screens to evaluate a certified inverter-based small generating facility
no larger than 10 kW.>* The Commission later issued Order No. 792,* in which the
Commission revised the pro forma SGIP and pro forma SGIA to provide for
interconnection customers to receive point of interconnection information in advance of
submitting an interconnection request, increase the threshold for participation in the fast
track process to five MW, and to specifically include electric storage devices.**

16.  Inresponse to concerns voiced to the Commission about interconnection queue
management, in 2007, the Commission held a technical conference,*® and later issued an

order*® addressing interconnection queue issues in RTOs/ISOs. In the order, the

3% Pro forma SGIP section 2.1.
31 Id. attach. 5.
32 Order No. 2006, 111 FERC q 61,220 at PP 36, 38-39.

33 Small Generator Interconnection Agreements & Procs., Order No. 792,
78 FR 73240 (Dec. 5, 2013), 145 FERC § 61,159 (2013), clarifying, Order No. 792-A,
146 FERC 9§ 61,214 (2014).

34 See Order No. 792, 145 FERC § 61,159 at P 1.

35 Interconnection Queuing Practices, Notice of Technical Conference, Docket
No. AD08-2-000 (issued Nov. 2, 2007).

3¢ Interconnection Queuing Pracs., 122 FERC 4 61,252 (2008) (2008 Technical
Conference Order).
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Commission noted that some transmission providers were not processing their
interconnection queues within the timelines established in the pro forma LGIP, and in
certain cases, were greatly exceeding them.*” The Commission stated that, although it
“may need to [impose solutions] if the RTOs and ISOs do not act themselves,” each
RTO/ISO would have an opportunity to work with its stakeholders to develop its own
solutions.*® As further discussed below, following the order, multiple RTOs/ISOs
submitted queue reform proposals to the Commission, some of which moved away from
a so-called “first-come, first-served” approach (whereby interconnection requests are
processed in the order they are received) to a so-called “first-ready, first-served”
approach (whereby interconnection requests are processed based on when
interconnection customers meet certain project development milestones).>® The reason
for this move was to allow interconnection customers with interconnection requests for
generating facilities more likely to achieve commercial operation to move faster instead
of being delayed by interconnection requests that were higher in the interconnection
queue but making limited or no progress towards commercial operation and creating

unreasonable queue delays.

371d. P 3.
3 1d. P8.

3 See, e.g., Sw. Power Pool, Inc., 128 FERC 9 61,114 (2009); Midwest Indep.
Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 124 FERC 4 61,183 (2008); Cal. Indep. Sys. Operator
Corp., 124 FERC 9 61,292 (2008).
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17. In 2018, the Commission issued Order No. 845, in which the Commission made
the most comprehensive revisions to the pro forma LGIP and pro forma LGIA since their
adoption in Order No. 2003. In Order No. 845, the Commission concluded that reforms
to the pro forma LGIP and pro forma LGIA were needed to mitigate concerns regarding
systemic inefficiencies, remedy discriminatory practices, and address recent
developments, including changes in the resource mix and emergence of new
technologies.*® The Commission therefore adopted reforms designed to improve
certainty for interconnection customers, promote more informed interconnection
decisions, and enhance the generator interconnection process.*!

B. Regional Transmission Planning and Cost Allocation and Generator
Interconnection Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

18.  OnJuly 15, 2021, the Commission issued an Advance Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (ANOPR) in Docket No. RM21-17-000, presenting potential reforms to the
Commission’s requirements governing the regional transmission planning and cost
allocation and generator interconnection processes.*? Specific to the generator
interconnection process, the Commission sought comment on whether and which reforms

may be necessary to ensure a more purposeful integration of the generator

4 Order No. 845, 163 FERC § 61,043 at P 7.
114 P2.

2 Bldg. for the Future Through Elec. Reg’l Transmission Planning & Cost
Allocation & Generator Interconnection, 86 FR 40266 (July 15, 2021), 176 FERC q
61,024 (2021) (ANOPR).
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interconnection process with the regional transmission planning and cost allocation
processes, establish a faster and more efficient interconnection queueing process, and
promote a more efficient and cost-effective allocation of network upgrade costs.** For
instance, the Commission noted that the cost of network upgrades can depend largely on
both the timing of when the interconnection customer enters the interconnection queue
and where the interconnection customer proposes to interconnect its generating facility.
Therefore, the Commission noted, interconnection customers may submit multiple
interconnection requests in an effort to determine the most favorable point of
interconnection* that minimizes their network upgrade costs.*> The Commission stated
that this practice, in turn, may lead to late-stage withdrawals of the excess
interconnection requests, which can then impede the transmission provider’s ability to
process its interconnection queue in an efficient manner. As a result, the Commission
stated that it may be time to consider reforms to the generator interconnection process
that would make it more efficient and ensure that generating facilities that are more

“ready” than others are not unduly delayed in the interconnection queue.

¥1d P5.

4 The pro forma LGIP defines point of interconnection as “the point, as set forth
in Appendix A to the Standard Large Generator Interconnection Agreement, where the
Interconnection Facilities connect to the Transmission Provider’s Transmission System.”
Pro forma LGIP section 1.

45 ANOPR, 176 FERC 4 61,024 at P 41.
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19.  On April 21, 2022, the Commission issued a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(Transmission Planning and Cost Allocation NOPR) proposing reforms to its existing
regional transmission planning and cost allocation requirements in the same proceeding
as it issued the ANOPR.*® While the Transmission Planning and Cost Allocation NOPR
did not address many of the concerns raised by the Commission in the ANOPR with
respect to the generator interconnection queue process, the Commission noted in the
Transmission Planning and Cost Allocation NOPR that it would continue to review the
record and that it expected to address possible inadequacies through subsequent
proceedings that propose reforms, as warranted, related to that topic.” The Commission
took that next step with the reforms proposed in the NOPR in this proceeding, many of
which we adopt in this final rule.

C. Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

20.  On June 16, 2022, the Commission issued the NOPR, proposing reforms focused
on improving aspects of the pro forma LGIP, pro forma LGIA, pro forma SGIP, and pro
forma SGIA. The Commission also sought comment on, but did not propose, tariff
revisions on other issues.

21.  First, the Commission proposed reforms focused on improving interconnection

processes to ensure interconnection customers can proceed in an efficient and timely

4 Bldg. for the Future Through Elec. Reg’l Transmission Plan. & Cost Allocation
& Generator Interconnection, 87 FR 26504 (May 4, 2022), 179 FERC 4 61,028 (2022).

471d. P 10.
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manner.*® Among those, the Commission proposed to: (1) require transmission
providers to offer an optional informational interconnection study to serve as additional
information for prospective interconnection customers in deciding whether to submit an
interconnection request and set minimum requirements for transmission providers to
publicly post available information pertaining to generator interconnection;* (2) require
transmission providers to implement a first-ready, first-served cluster study process that
allocates costs associated with cluster studies and identified network upgrades consistent
with the discussion below;> and (3) impose more stringent financial commitments and
readiness requirements on interconnection customers, including increased study deposits,
more stringent site control requirements, a commercial readiness framework, and higher
withdrawal penalties.>! To implement these reforms, the Commission also proposed to
require transmission providers to establish a transition process.>?

22.  Second, the Commission proposed three reforms to increase the speed of
interconnection queue processing, including: (1) revisions to eliminate the reasonable

efforts standard for interconnection study processing;™ (2) revisions to establish an

¥ NOPR, 179 FERC 461,194 at P 4.
¥ Id. PP 42-52.

50 Id. PP 56-101.

S11d. PP 104-148.

52 Id. PP 150-160.

>3 Id. PP 168-173.
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affected system study process, along with necessary pro forma affected system
agreements;> and (3) revisions to establish an optional resource solicitation study.>

23.  Finally, the Commission proposed three reforms to incorporate technological
advancements into the interconnection study process. With these reforms, the
Commission proposed to require transmission providers to: (1) increase flexibility in the
generator interconnection process by allowing generating facilities to co-locate, allow the
interconnection customer to request the addition of a generating facility to an existing
interconnection request, increase the availability of surplus interconnection service, and
allow interconnection customers to propose operating assumptions for their generating
facilities;> (2) incorporate the enumerated alternative transmission technologies into the
interconnection study process at the request of the interconnection customer;’’ and (3) list
required modeling standards for inclusion in all interconnection requests that include
inverter-based resources (IBRs), as well as require certain performance standards from

IBRs during system disturbances.™®

 Id. PP 182-215.
5 Id. PP 223-237.
¢ Id. PP 242-288.
3 Id. PP 297-302.

38 Id. PP 328-341.
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24.  Inresponse to the NOPR, 189 comments were filed.>® These comments have
informed our determinations in this final rule.

D. Joint Federal-State Task Force on Electric Transmission

25.  OnlJune 17,2021, the Commission established a Joint Federal-State Task Force on
Electric Transmission (Task Force) to formally explore broad categories of transmission-
related topics.®® The Commission explained that the development of new transmission
infrastructure implicated a host of different issues, including generator interconnection.
The Task Force is comprised of all FERC Commissioners as well as representatives from
10 state commissions nominated by the National Association of Regulatory Utility
Commissioners (NARUC), with two originating from each NARUC region.*! The

Task Force convenes for multiple formal meetings annually, which are open to the
public. Since its creation and as of the date of issuance of this final rule, the Task Force
has met seven times.

26.  The discussion at the May 2022 meeting focused on interconnection issues,

including generator interconnection queue processes and backlogs. The Task Force

% Appendix A lists the entities that submitted comments on the NOPR and the
shortened names used through this final rule to describe those entities.

8 Joint Fed.-State Task Force on Elec. Transmission, 175 FERC 9 61,224, at
PP 1, 6 (2021).

1 An up-to-date list of Task Force members, as well as additional information on
the Task Force, is available on the Commission’s website at:
https://www.ferc.gov/TFSOET. Public materials related to the Task Force, including
transcripts from public meetings, are available in the Commission’s eLibrary in Docket
No. AD21-15-000.
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members discussed: the primary challenges preventing more efficient processing of
interconnection queues; specific improvements to interconnection processes (such as
tighter applicant requirements to enter and remain in the queue, clustering, fast tracking,
tighter deadlines on transmission providers completing studies, and minimizing
reiterative studies); and how to balance near-term improvements to the interconnection
{ 62

procedures with longer-term regional transmission planning and developmen

11. Overall Need for Reform

A.  NOPR
27.  Inthe NOPR, the Commission noted that the serial first-come, first-served study
process was adopted at a time when most interconnection requests were for large
traditional generating facilities that would use readily available transmission capacity.5
The Commission stated that the continued use of this process in the face of dramatic
changes to the electric power industry, principally the surge in interconnection requests,
the rapidly changing resource mix, evolving market forces, and the emergence of new
technologies, has led to a growing backlog of interconnection requests and study delays
for many transmission providers.** The Commission also stated that these

interconnection queue backlogs and study delays create uncertainty and inhibit project

82 Joint Fed.-State Task Force on Elec. Transmission, Notice of Meeting, Docket
No. AD21-15-000 (issued Apr. 22, 2022).

63 NOPR, 179 FERC 61,194 at P 18.

64 d. PP 18-20.
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developers’ ability to interconnect generating facilities to the transmission system.®> The
Commission preliminarily found that the existing pro forma LGIP, pro forma LGIA,

pro forma SGIP, and pro forma SGIA may be insufficient to ensure that new generating
facilities are able to interconnect to the transmission system in a reliable, efficient,
transparent, and timely manner and to thereby ensure that rates, terms, and conditions for
Commission-jurisdictional services are just, reasonable, and not unduly discriminatory or
preferential % Further, because the interconnection queue backlogs and study delays
afflicting generator interconnection service nationwide hinder the timely development of
new generation and thereby stifle competition in the wholesale electric markets, the
Commission also preliminarily found that the Commission’s pro forma LGIP, pro forma
LGIA, pro forma SGIP, and pro forma SGIA result in rates, terms, and conditions in the
wholesale electric markets that are unjust, unreasonable, and unduly discriminatory or

preferential.

85 Id. P 19 (citing Joint Fed.-State Task Force on Elec. Transmission, Technical
Conference, Docket No. AD21-15-000, Tr. 15:21-16:1 (Ted Thomas) (May 6, 2022)
(May Joint Task Force Tr.) (“Houston, we have a problem. As stated in the NARUC
ANOPR comments, existing methods for interconnecting new resources to the
transmission grid are inadequate and inefficient because of the time necessary to
interconnect new resources and the corresponding network upgrade costs.”)).

8 Jd. P 22 (citing May Joint Task Force Tr. 23:6-11 (Riley Allen) (“Ultimately,
this system is not working efficiently now and those inefficiencies translate into costs.
It’s not just cost on the developers, but I find from my decades of experience that, if there
are inefficiencies in the system, they ultimately have to be borne by the loads and
ratepayer interests.”)).
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28.  The Commission stated that its preliminary findings were based on several
features of the Commission’s existing generator interconnection procedures and
agreements that are of concern, specifically: (1) the information (or lack thereof)
available to prospective interconnection customers and the commitments required of
them to enter and progress through the interconnection queue; (2) the reliance on a serial
first-come, first-served study process and the standard to which transmission providers
are held for meeting interconnection study deadlines; (3) the protocols for affected
systems studies; (4) the provisions for studying new or hybrid generation technologies
and considering alternative transmission technologies; and (5) the performance
requirements for non-synchronous generating facilities, including wind, solar, and
electric storage facilities.®’

29.  The Commission found that some of the same issues persist in the small
generating facility context and, therefore, proposed limited reforms to the pro forma
SGIP and pro forma SGIA to incorporate alternative transmission technologies into the
interconnection process and to provide modeling and performance requirements for non-

synchronous generating facilities.®

87 Id. PP 23-36 (citing May Joint Task Force Tr. 70:20-71:6 (Matthew Nelson)
(analogizing reiterative studies to going to the supermarket to buy ingredients for a recipe
without knowing how much the ingredients cost, finding out at the register that they cost
too much for your budget, and having to “go home, get a new recipe, and start it all over
again”)).

81d. P5.
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B. Comments
30.  The vast majority of commenters overwhelmingly agree with the Commission’s
preliminary conclusion that there is a need to reform the Commission’s pro forma
interconnection procedures and agreements to ensure that interconnection customers are
able to interconnect to the transmission system in a reliable, efficient, transparent, and
timely manner, thereby ensuring that rates, terms, and conditions for Commission-
jurisdictional services are just, reasonable, and not unduly discriminatory or

preferential.®® These commenters generally agree that the unprecedented volume of

8 ACE-NY Initial Comments at 2; ACE-NY Reply Comments at 5; AEE Initial
Comments at 3, 5; AEE Reply Comments at 5; AES Initial Comments at 2; Affected
Interconnection Customers Initial Comments at 2; Ameren Initial Comments at 2;
APPA-LPPC Reply Comments at 2; Avangrid Initial Comments at 6, §; Bonneville Initial
Comments at 3; CESA Initial Comments at 3; CESA Reply Comments at 1; Clean
Energy Associations Initial Comments at 8; Clean Energy Buyers Initial Comments at 3;
Clean Energy States Initial Comments at 2-3; Colorado Commission Initial Comments at
1; Consumers Energy Initial Comments at 2; Cypress Creek Initial Comments at 1;
Dominion Initial Comments at 4; EEI Initial Comments at 2; EEI Reply Comments at 3;
EDF Renewables Initial Comments at 1-2; Enel Initial Comments at 2; Energy Keepers
Initial Comments at 2; Evergreen Action Initial Comments at 1; Eversource Initial
Comments at 2; Fervo Energy Initial Comments at 2; Google Initial Comments at 2;
Guzman Energy Initial Comments at 2; Hannon Armstrong Initial Comments at 1;
Hydropower Commenters Initial Comments at 5; Illinois Commission Initial Comments at
2-3, 5; Interwest Initial Comments at 3; Interwest Reply Comments at 2; [SO-NE Initial
Comments at 2-3; MISO TOs Initial Comments at 2, 6; NARUC Initial Comments at 3;
New Jersey Commission Initial Comments at 4-9; NY Commission and NYSERDA Initial
Comments at 3; NV Energy Initial Comments at 3; Ohio Commission Consumer
Advocate Initial Comments at 3-4; OMS Initial Comments at 2; Orsted Initial Comments
at 5; Pine Gate Initial Comments at 8; PJM Initial Comments at 1, 4; PJM Coalition Initial
Comments at 1; RWE Renewables Initial Comments at 1; Senators Hickenlooper and
King Initial Comments at 1-2; Shell Initial Comments at 5-6; State Agencies Initial
Comments at 1-2; TAPS Initial Comments at 1; Union of Concerned Scientists Reply
Comments at 1; UMPA Initial Comments at 1; WATT Coalition Initial Comments at 1;
Xcel Initial Comments at 8.
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generation in the interconnection queue, which is almost equal to the current U.S.
generation fleet, has resulted in severe backlogs in interconnection processes across the
country.” For example, the Ohio Commission Consumer Advocate states that “there is
an urgent need to clear the current generator interconnection queue backlog and to
facilitate timely and economic interconnection of new resources in a way that responds to
current and future market conditions.””" EEI recognizes that, despite many efforts
underway across the country to fix individual transmission provider interconnection
queue processes, there is still a need for the Commission to address backlogs and
improve certainty in the interconnection queue process.”” Several commenters assert that
these interconnection backlogs have resulted in commercial uncertainty regarding both
the magnitude of identified upgrade costs and the timeline for completion of

interconnection studies, delayed project development, increased costs for consumers due

™ AEE Initial Comments at 3; Apple Initial Comments at 1; Bonneville Initial
Comments at 3; Clean Energy Buyers Initial Comments at 3; Colorado Commission
Initial Comments at 2, 8-11; EDF Renewables Initial Comments at 2; Evergreen Action
Initial Comments at 1; Eversource Initial Comments at 2; Interwest Initial Comments at
1-2; NV Energy Initial Comments at 2-3; Ohio Commission Consumer Advocate Initial
Comments at 3-4; Orsted Initial Comments at 2; Senators Hickenlooper and King Initial
Comments at 1-2; U.S. Chamber of Commerce Initial Comments at 5; UMPA Initial
Comments at 1.

I Ohio Commission Consumer Advocate Initial Comments at 3-4.

2 EEI Reply Comments at 3.
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to the prevention of new supply from reaching the market, and impaired reliability.”
Senators Hickenlooper and King note that, in the past decade, 23% of proposed
generating facilities reached commercial operation, while 72% were withdrawn.”
ELCON and APPA-LPPC both argue that uncertainty, on the part of both transmission
provider and generator project developer, inevitably leads to an increase in costs to
consumers.”> U.S. DOE submits a recent report published by the Lawrence Berkeley
National Laboratory, which finds that interconnection costs in MISO have escalated as
the number of interconnection requests has increased.”® Specifically, the report finds that
interconnection costs in MISO doubled for projects completed between 2019-2021
compared to projects completed prior to 2018, and cost estimates tripled for projects still
active in the queue between the same time periods. Some commenters agree that the

existing interconnection rules in the pro forma LGIP and pro forma LGIA create an

3 ACE-NY Initial Comments at 2; AEE Initial Comments at 4; EDF Renewables
Initial Comments at 2; ELCON Initial Comments at 2; Fervo Energy Initial Comments at
2; PJM Coalition Initial Comments at 2; Xcel Reply Comments at 1.

7 Senators Hickenlooper and King Initial Comments at 1 (citing Joseph Rand et
al., Lawrence Berkeley Nat’l Lab., Queued Up: Characteristics of Power Plants Seeking
Transmission Interconnection (Apr. 2022) (Queued Up 2022),
https://emp.Ibl.gov/sites/default/files/queued up 2021 04-13-2022.pdf)).

7S ELCON Initial Comments at 2; APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 2.

76 U.S. DOE Initial Comments at 1 (citing Joachim Seel et al., Lawrence Berkeley
Nat’l Lab., Interconnection Cost Analysis in the MISO Territory at 1 (Oct. 2022)).
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incentive for interconnection customers to submit interconnection requests even if they
are not prepared to move forward with their projects, in order to secure a favorable
position in the interconnection queue or in an attempt to obtain locations with available
transmission capacity.”’ They assert that the withdrawal of each speculative
interconnection request triggers reassessments and possible restudies by the transmission
provider that can increase the timing and interconnection cost for lower-queued
interconnection requests. Several commenters point to ambitious climate goals (such as
the United States’ commitment to reducing net greenhouse gas emissions by 50-52% by
2030 under the Paris Climate Agreement) and argue that: (1) these changes will likely
spur greater investment in new generation and exacerbate the delays in processing
interconnection requests; and/or (2) without an efficient and transparent interconnection

process, none of the clean energy generating facilities intended to meet these goals can be

7 Clean Energy Buyers Initial Comments at 3; Dominion Initial Comments at 4-5;
PJM Initial Comments at 12; U.S. Chamber of Commerce Initial Comments at 4-5.
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effectively deployed.”® Consumers Energy argues that delays in processing
interconnection requests will exacerbate resource adequacy challenges.”

31. A small subset of commenters, while supporting an overall need for reform,
disagree with some of the Commission’s preliminary conclusions about the need for
reform.” A few other commenters claim that there is no basis for the Commission’s
preliminary conclusion that speculative projects that enter the interconnection queue and

later withdraw, causing cascading restudies, are responsible for interconnection queue

8 AEP Initial Comments at 2; Affected Interconnection Customers Initial
Comments at 2; Allen Meyer Initial Comments at 1; Apple Initial Comments at 1;
Bretton C Little Initial Comments at 1; Colorado Commission Initial Comments at 13-14;
EDF Renewables Initial Comments at 2-3 (referencing Inflation Reduction Act, Pub. L.
No. 117-169 (2022)); ELCON Initial Comments at 2; Evergreen Action Initial Comments
at 2; GSCE Initial Comments at 5-6; Individual Signatories Initial Comments at 1-2;
Interwest Comments at 1-2; National Grid Initial Comments at 2; Payton Alaama Reply
Comments at 1; Pine Gate Reply Comments at 3-4; Rick K Lathrop Reply Comments
at 1; Shell Initial Comments at 6; State Agencies Initial Comments at 8-9 (citing Int’l
Energy Agency, Net Zero by 2050: A Roadmap for the Global Energy Sector (2021)
https://www.iea.org/reports/net-zero-by-2050; The United States’ Nationally Determined
Contribution (2021),
https://www4.unfccc.int/sites/ndcstaging/PublishedDocuments/United%20States%200f%
20America%?20First/United%20States%20NDC%20April%2021%202021%20Final.pdf;
White House, FACT SHEET: Biden Administration Jumpstarts Offshore Wind Energy
Projects to Create Jobs (Mar. 29, 2021), https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-
room/statements-releases/2021/03/29/fact-sheet-biden-administration-jumpstarts-
offshore-wind-energy-projects-to-create-jobs/); Sue Hilton Initial Comments at 1; Union
of Concerned Scientists Reply Comments at 6; Vistra Initial Comments at 4.

™ Consumers Energy Initial Comments at 7.

8 For instance, Affected Interconnection Customers disagree with the
Commission’s reference to a nationwide shortage of qualified engineers and contend that
the Commission fails to support this conclusion with any evidence beyond statements
made by CAISO and MISO. Affected Interconnection Customers Initial Comments at 14
(citing NOPR, 179 FERC 4 61,194 at P 20 n.67).
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backlogs.3! A few commenters assert that the Commission did not take into account
pertinent factors affecting interconnection queue sizes, such as an increase in the
development of smaller, more diverse generating facilities.%?

32.  Three comments note that various transmission providers use vastly different
interconnection procedures from the pro forma procedures established in Order No. 2003
and argue that there is an insufficient legal foundation under FPA section 206 to
demonstrate that all of these approved interconnection procedures are unjust,
unreasonable, and unduly discriminatory or preferential.%* Southern disagrees entirely
with the Commission’s preliminary conclusion that there is a need for reform.?* Southern
argues that the Commission based its proposed actions in the NOPR on conjecture and
thus failed to provide substantial evidence or engage in reasoned decision-making to

demonstrate that the current interconnection processes are unjust and unreasonable.?s In

81 CREA and NewSun Initial Comments at 35-37 (countering that interconnection
requests do not reach commercial operation due to other reasons such as permitting or
financing difficulties); NextEra Initial Comments at 4; Public Interest Organizations
Initial Comments at 1-7 (arguing that the rate of queue withdrawal has been consistent
over the last decade); SEIA Reply Comments at 1.

82 AEE Initial Comments at 6-7; Pine Gate Reply Comments at 4; SEIA Reply
Comments at 1.

83 Early Adopters Coalition Initial Comments at 1-2; PacifiCorp Initial Comments
at 9; Southern Initial Comments at 10-11.

84 Southern Initial Comments at 10-12; Southern Reply Comments at 1, 4.

85 Southern Initial Comments at 10 (citing Emera Me. v. FERC, 854 F.3d 9, 24
(D.C. Cir. 2017)); Southern Reply Comments at 1, 4.
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addition, Southern contends that the Commission’s proposals are arbitrary and capricious
because they impose a broadly applicable remedy to a problem that does not exist
uniformly %

33.  Southern further asserts that the Commission failed to provide any actual evidence
that its proposals will reduce interconnection queue backlogs or increase certainty for
interconnection customers.®’

34.  Some commenters argue that the sum of the NOPR may actually slow study
processes, increase backlogs, and may unintentionally increase costs to ratepayers.3® For
example, CAISO asserts that shortening study timelines results in rushed, unreliable
studies which would ultimately require more iteration and longer interconnection queue
processing times.%” Additionally, NextEra argues that the NOPR provides few, if any,
solutions relevant to those regions that have already implemented cluster studies yet

continue to experience significant study delays.”® Further, some commenters oppose any

8 Southern Initial Comments at 11-12.
87 Id. at 10; Southern Reply Comments at 5.

88 CAISO Initial Comments at 3; Dominion Initial Comments at 7; New York
State Department Initial Comments at 2; NextEra Reply Comments at 2; NRECA Initial
Comments at 7.

89 CAISO Initial Comments at 3.

%0 NextEra Reply Comments at 7.
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generic one-size-fits-all reform, arguing that queue reform is best left to the regional
level.”!

35.  Several commenters generally support the suite of proposed reforms in their
entirety.”? As discussed in detail in each section below discussing individual reforms,
most commenters either support specific proposals or suggest that the Commission
prioritize certain proposed reforms. For instance, Consumers Energy supports reforms
that increase the speed of interconnection queue processing because it claims that the
reforms provide clarity for resource planners and interconnection customers as well as
improve the reliability of the bulk electric system and the clean energy resource
transformation.”® Google urges the Commission to prioritize reforms that provide a level
playing field for both utility-backed resources and independent power producer-
developed resources.”® Google also expresses concern that the layering of increased
study deposits, more stringent site control requirements, the proposed commercial

readiness requirements, and withdrawal penalties may place undue burden on

interconnection customers if the Commission does not also adopt proposals for more

°1 Avangrid Initial Comments at 36-37; Southern Initial Comments at 14-15.

2 APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 2-3; APPA-LPPC Reply Comments at 2;
Apple Initial Comments at 1; ACORE Initial Comments at 2; Amazon Initial Comments
at 2; Evergreen Action Initial Comments at 1-4; Individual Signatories Initial Comments
at 1; PJM Coalition Initial Comments at 2.

%3 Consumers Energy Initial Comments at 10-11.

4 Google Initial Comments at 3.
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publicly available interconnection information, firm study deadlines, and penalties for
missed study deadlines.’®

36. Some commenters support adopting most or all of the limited reforms to the pro
forma SGIP and pro forma SGIA proposed in the NOPR.*® For instance, Microgrid
Resources asserts that including the proposed reforms in the pro forma SGIP is necessary
to reflect the operating assumptions of, and to provide equitable treatment for, microgrids
and other behind-the-meter resources.”” Microgrid Resources asserts that, if the
Commission succeeds in expediting interconnections for large generating facilities, while
small generating facility interconnections languish, it will bias the system against smaller
local generating facilities that are the backbone of community resilience.

C. Commission Determination

37.  Based on the record, including comments submitted in response to the NOPR, as
discussed below, we find that there is substantial evidence to support the conclusion that

the existing pro forma generator interconnection procedures and agreements are unjust,

> 1d. at 16.

%¢ Bonneville Initial Comments at 24 (supporting applying some of the
Commission’s proposed reforms to the pro forma SGIP and pro forma SGIA (e.g.,
commercial readiness requirements), but asking that transmission providers be granted
flexibility to determine which reforms should be applicable to small generator procedures
and agreements); IREC Initial Comments at 3 (stating that the pro forma SGIP lacks the
necessary provisions to safely and reliably interconnect storage to the electric grid while
enabling its unique operating characteristics); Microgrid Resources Initial Comments at
8-9; Xcel Initial Comments at 19 (supporting applying reforms to small generating
facilities requesting energy only interconnection service).

*7 Microgrid Resources Initial Comments at 8-9.
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unreasonable, and unduly discriminatory or preferential.”® We therefore adopt the
preliminary findings in the NOPR concerning the need for reform®® and, pursuant to FPA
section 206, conclude that certain revisions to the pro forma open access transmission
tariff and the Commission’s regulations are necessary to ensure rates that are just,
reasonable, and not unduly discriminatory or preferential. Specifically, we find that the
existing pro forma generator interconnection procedures and agreements are insufficient
to ensure that interconnection customers are able to interconnect to the transmission
system in a reliable, efficient, transparent, and timely manner, thereby ensuring that rates,
terms, and conditions for Commission-jurisdictional services are just, reasonable, and not
unduly discriminatory or preferential. Absent reform, the current interconnection process
will continue to cause interconnection queue backlogs, longer development timelines, and

increased uncertainty regarding the cost!®

and timing of interconnecting to the
transmission system. These backlogs and delays, and the resulting timing and cost

uncertainty,'! hinder the timely development of new generation and thereby stifle

% 16 USC 824e(a); 18 CFR 385.206 (2022).
% NOPR, 179 FERC 9 61,194 at PP 18-36.

100 See May Joint Task Force Tr. 74:9-21 (Andrew French) (stating that generator
developers complain principally about cost certainty and cost sharing and that “cost
certainty is the much bigger issue” given that “an essential element of being able to sell a
product is to know what your inputs are so you can market it”).

101 See May Joint Task Force Tr. 23:18-25 (Jason Stanek) (expressing frustration
with the status quo and agreement that it is “no longer tenable” considering the inability
of generators to interconnect in a timely manner, e.g., there are “2,500 projects under
study [in the MACRUC region] and about a half of them have been in the queue since at
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competition in the wholesale electric markets resulting in rates, terms, and conditions that
are unjust, unreasonable, and unduly discriminatory or preferential.

38.  Indeed, recent data support the Commission’s preliminary findings in the NOPR
that the dramatic increase in the number of interconnection requests and limited
transmission capacity are increasing interconnection queue backlogs across all regions of
the country.!® As of the end of 2022, there were over 10,000 active interconnection
requests in interconnection queues throughout the United States, representing over 2,000
gigawatts (GW) of potential generation and storage capacity.'®® This potential generation
is the largest interconnection queue size on record, more than four times the total volume
(in GW) of the interconnection queues in 2010, and a 40% increase over the
interconnection queue size from just the year prior.!® These trends are not exclusive to
any one region of the country. Instead, every single region has faced an increase in both

interconnection queue size and the length of time interconnection customers are spending

least 20017).

102 Joseph Rand et al., Lawrence Berkeley Nat’l Lab., Queued Up:
Characteristics of Power Plants Seeking Transmission Interconnection, at 7-8 (Apr.
2023) (Queued Up 2023), https://emp.lbl.gov/sites/default/files/queued up 2022 04-06-
2023.pdf; see also Order No. 845, 163 FERC q 61,043 at P 305 (requiring transmission
providers to post interconnection study metrics). See Appendix B to this final rule, which
provides an overview of recent data based on reporting by transmission providers in
compliance with Order No. 845.

103 Queued Up 2023 at 7-8.

14 1d. at 10.
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in the interconnection queue prior to commercial operation in recent years.'® This is true
for RTO/ISO and non-RTO/ISO regions alike. The non-RTO/ISO west and southeast
regions both have faced queue size increases ranging from tripling to a 12-fold increase
while also seeing longer timelines between interconnection requests and commercial
operation dates.!®® Furthermore, the uncertainty and delays in the interconnection queues
have resulted in fewer than 25% of interconnection requests, by capacity, reaching
commercial operation between 2000 and 2017 in any region of the country—with some
regions as low as 8%.!"7

39.  Additionally, recent data continue to show that interconnection customers are
waiting longer in the interconnection queue before withdrawing their interconnection

198 even as overall interconnection study timelines are increasing in many

requests,
regions.'” For example, AEE states that, as of February 2022, all 2,274 projects waiting
for an interconnection agreement in the PJM interconnection queue had been waiting for

a year or more; 33% (758 projects) had been waiting more than 500 days, 22% (497

projects) have been stuck for more than two years, and 7% (166 projects) have been

105 1d. at 9, 32.
106 7d. at 9, 32.
W7 1d. at3,21.

198 Jd. at 25 (reporting that, although the median withdrawal duration has been
relatively consistent over time, the mean withdrawal duration and distributions have
edged higher in recent years).

19 1d. at 27.
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waiting more than three years.""® NV Energy explains that several western utilities that
are not currently part of an RTO/ISO are experiencing an unprecedented high volume of
requests in excess of the utility’s peak load.!'" AEE notes that wait times for generating
facilities in interconnection queues nationwide have increased from 2.1 years for
generating facilities built in 2000-2010 to 3.7 years for those built in 2011-2021.1"2 And

despite efforts to address these challenges,!!? interconnection queue backlogs and delays

110 AEE Initial Comments at 4 (citing Advanced Energy Economy, “In PJM,
Renewable Energy Projects Are Getting Stuck” (February 2022), https://blog.aee.net/in-
pjm-renewable-energy-projects-are-getting-stuck).

"INV Energy Initial Comments at 2-3. NV Energy explains that it has a peak
load of 9,400 MW with an interconnection queue backlog for projects totaling more than
27,000 MW; Idaho Power has a peak load of 3,751 MW with an interconnection queue
backlog of over 18,000 MW; PacifiCorp has a peak load of 13,000 MW with an
interconnection queue backlog of over 45,000 MW; and APS has a peak load of 7,600
MW with an interconnection queue backlog of over 50,000 MW.

112 AEE Initial Comments at 4 (citing Queued Up 2022); see also ACE-NY Initial
Comments at 2 (arguing that the ability of New York to meet its clean energy goals is
threatened by an interconnection process that is too slow); Affected System
Interconnection Customers Initial Comments at 2 (stating that Affected System
Interconnection Customers have navigated the generator interconnection queues of
various transmission providers around the country and experienced firsthand the
inefficiencies and delays, which represent the greatest obstacle to achieving commercial
operation of a new energy project); GSCE Initial Comments at 5-6 (contending that an
average of 6,000 MW of new solar, wind, and batteries must be added each year until
2045 to reach California’s electric sector carbon-neutrality requirement, but that over the
past decade California has only succeeded with adding an average of 1,000 MW of
utility-scale solar and 300 MW of wind to the transmission system each year).

113 Order No. 845, 163 FERC 9 61,043 at P 24.
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have persisted and worsened. For generating facilities built in 2022, wait times in the
interconnection queue saw a marked increase to now roughly five years.!!

40.  Delays in the interconnection study process are an important contributor to
interconnection queue backlogs nationwide. For instance, based on the recent
interconnection study metrics transmission providers posted in compliance with Order
No. 845, of the 2,179 interconnection studies completed in 2022, 68% were issued late.!!S
Furthermore, at the end of 2022, an additional 2,544 studies were delayed (i.e., ongoing
and past their deadline).'’® All of the RTOs/ISOs except CAISO and 14 non-RTO/ISO
transmission providers reported delayed studies at the end of 2022.!"7

41.  Consistent with the NOPR, we find that numerous factors have contributed to the

increasing volume of interconnection requests, including a rapidly changing resource

114 Queued Up 2023 at 31; see also Shell Initial Comments at 6 (describing
multiple instances of five to six years until execution of an interconnection agreement,
four years waiting for an initial “kick-off” call, two years waiting for a feasibility study,
three years waiting for a system impact study, and over two years waiting for a facilities
study).

115 This is based on data provided by transmission providers in compliance with
Order No. 845. See Appendix B to this final rule for the underlying data. Note that data
from SPP is omitted here and in follow-on references to Order No. 845 data in this
determination. This is because during 2022, SPP was transitioning to a new
interconnection study process, and thus its data is not comparable to the other
transmission providers.

116 14 Note that the vast majority of these studies (2,211) were in PJM.

17 14 CAISO revised the interconnection study deadlines of their queue cluster
14 to account for the unprecedented increase in interconnection requests. Cal. Indep. Sys.
Operator Corp., 176 FERC 9 61,207 (2021).
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mix, market forces, and emerging technologies. For example, the interconnection queues
in all parts of the country are now predominantly made up of comparatively new
technologies that have operating characteristics and generally shorter construction cycles
that were not taken into account when the Commission issued Order No. 2003, such as
solar, battery storage, and hybrid resources, as older, larger generating facilities retire.''®
The Colorado Commission notes that solar projects account for roughly half of the
cumulative requests in the five RTO/ISO queues and likely an even greater percentage of
the most recent requests.’” In addition to the drastic increase in the number of
interconnection requests in all regions of the country, evidence shows that
interconnection studies have increased in complexity since the Commission issued Order
No. 2003, potentially straining transmission provider resources.'?® At the same time, we
find that available transmission capacity has been largely or fully utilized in many

regions, creating situations where interconnection customers face significant network

118 Queued Up 2023 at 9; see also Colorado Commission Comments at 9 (stating
that the growth of solar project interconnection requests is a significant cause of the
overall supply and demand imbalance across all RTOs/ISOs as well as other regions).

119 Colorado Commission Initial Comments at 9.

120 See, e.g., NYISO Initial Comments at 6-7 (stating that “[s]tudies are only
becoming more complex with the expanding scope of ISO/RTOs’ interconnection
responsibilities™); Xcel Initial Comments at 7 (stating that “in many cases study models
with large clusters are difficult to solve . . . Ensuring new transmission lines are realistic
and even validating substation designs and locations takes significant work to be done

properly”).
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upgrade cost assignments to interconnect their proposed generating facilities.'*' For
example, as referenced by the U.S. DOE, a recent report finds that interconnection costs
in MISO doubled for generating facilities for which the interconnection studies were
completed between 2019 and 2021 as compared to those completed prior to 2019, and
cost estimates tripled for proposed generating facilities still active in the interconnection
queue between the same time periods.!*? These cost increases are similar to those being
faced in NYISO and PJM, where interconnection costs, per kW, have doubled (or more)
for recently completed generating facilities.'”® As a result, we find that this combination
of increased volume of diverse interconnection requests and insufficient transmission

capacity leading to higher costs to interconnect, which can result in interconnection

121 See, e.g., ACORE Initial Comments at 2 (noting that “upgrades based on
generation interconnection may be a sub-optimal, expensive, and ultimately ineffective
way to accomplish transmission expansion’); AEE Initial Comments at 3 (asserting that
“inefficient and impeded interconnection processes lead to unacceptable delays and
artificially high interconnection costs”); EDF Renewables Initial Comments at 3.

122 Joachim Seel et al., Generator Interconnection Cost Analysis in the
Midcontinent Independent System Operator (MISO) Territory, at 1, 4-5 (2022),
https://emp.Ibl.gov/interconnection_costs.

123 Julia Mulvaney Kemp et al., Interconnection Cost Analysis in the NYISO
Territory (2023), https://emp.lbl.gov/publications/interconnection-cost-analysis-nyiso
(showing that costs have doubled for generating facilities studied since 2017, relative to
costs for generating facilities studied from 2006 to 2016); Joachim Seel et al.,
Interconnection Cost Analysis in the PJM Territory (2023),
https://emp.Ibl.gov/publications/interconnection-cost-analysis-pjm (showing that costs for
recent “complete” generating facilities have doubled on average relative to costs from
2000-2019).
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request withdrawals, has resulted in longer interconnection queue processing times and
larger, more delayed interconnection queues.

42. Inresponse to comments asserting that the Commission did not take into account
other factors affecting interconnection queue sizes, such as the development of smaller,
more diverse generating facilities, in its preliminary findings on the need for reform in
the NOPR,'** we find that the record shows that interconnection queue sizes are
increasing in both number of interconnection requests and in total MW capacity in all
regions of the country and such increases are not due to an influx of any particular size of
proposed generating facility. Moreover, data show that the median duration for all
generating facilities that enter the interconnection queue hovers around 30 months,
independent of the size of the interconnection request.'?®

43.  Interconnection queue backlogs and delays have created uncertainty for
interconnection customers regarding the timing and cost of ultimately interconnecting to

the transmission system. We agree with commenters that such uncertainty, on the part of

both transmission provider and interconnection customer, may lead to an increase in costs

124 See, e.g., Pine Gate Reply Comments at 4 (stating that “the days of . . . large,
conventional resources are waning as the majority of interconnection requests are now
comprised of smaller, more diverse resource” and that “[l]arger interconnection queues
are, to a certain extent, a natural byproduct of this change”); SEIA Reply Comments at 1
(contending that interconnection requests have increased in number “because newer
projects are smaller and have less capacity” and “[m]ore interconnection requests are
needed to integrate the same amount of generation capacity into the grid”).

125 Queued Up 2023 at 29.



Exh. CJP-10

Document Accession #: 20230728-3060 Filed Date: 07/28/2023

Page 44 of 1481
Docket No. RM22-14-000 -42 -

to consumers.'?® First, delayed interconnection study results or unexpected cost increases
can disrupt numerous aspects of generating facility development.'?” Cost uncertainty
poses an especially significant obstacle because interconnection customers may not be
able to finance substantial increases in unexpected interconnection costs. Second,
transmission providers may face uncertainty regarding the size and makeup of the
interconnection queue and the commercial viability of the project in the interconnection
queue, creating inefficiencies in the study process, increasing interconnection study costs,
and delayed study results. Such uncertainty, either on the part of transmission providers
or interconnection customers, are ultimately passed through to consumers through higher
transmission or energy rates.!”® Increases in energy rates may result from wholesale
customers having limited access to new and more competitive supplies of generation.
Conversely, efficient interconnection queues and well-functioning wholesale markets
deliver benefits to consumers by driving down wholesale electricity costs.

44,  As the interconnection queue backlogs and study delays continue and even
increase, we find that the Commission’s existing rules contained in the pro forma LGIP,

pro forma LGIA, pro forma SGIP, and pro forma SGIA result in rates, terms, and

126 See, e.g., Ameren Initial Comments at 2; ELCON Initial Comments at 2;
ELCON Initial Comments at 2; Xcel Initial Comments at 8.

127 See, e.g., Interwest Initial Comments at 8 (contending that “[tJhe harm to
interconnection customers associated with interconnection study delays can be significant
and costly, including liquidated damages if compliance with a commercial operation
deadline is at risk™).

128 Ameren Initial Comments at 2.
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conditions for Commission-jurisdictional services that are unjust, unreasonable, and
unduly discriminatory or preferential. Not only do the problems described above lead to
an inability of interconnection customers to interconnect to the transmission system in a
reliable, efficient, transparent, and timely manner, they also hinder the timely
development of new generation, thereby stifling competition in the wholesale electric
markets. We, therefore, find that reform to the Commission’s existing pro forma
generator interconnection procedures and agreements is necessary.

45.  Our findings that the existing pro forma LGIP, pro forma LGIA, pro forma SGIP,
and pro forma SGIA must be reformed are based on the following features of these
existing rules: (1) the information (or lack thereof) available to prospective
interconnection customers and the commitments required of them to enter and progress
through the interconnection queue; (2) the reliance on a serial first-come, first-served
study process and the “reasonable efforts” standard that transmission providers are held
to for meeting interconnection study deadlines; (3) the protocols (or lack thereof) for
affected system studies; (4) the provisions for studying new generating facility
technologies and evaluating the list of alternative transmission technologies enumerated
in this final rule; and (5) the modeling or performance requirements (or lack thereof) for
non-synchronous generating facilities, including wind, solar, and electric storage
facilities. We discuss each of these five features below.

46.  First, we find that existing pro forma generator interconnection procedures and
agreements fail to contain a process by which an interconnection customer can obtain

information about potential interconnection costs at a specific location or point of
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interconnection prior to submitting an interconnection request. Without this information,
it is difficult for interconnection customers to assess the commercial viability of a
specific proposed generating facility prior to entering the interconnection queue.'*
Furthermore, we find that for interconnection customers, the pro forma interconnection
procedures and agreements fail to include meaningful financial commitment
requirements to enter and stay in the interconnection queue and lack of stringent
requirements to establish the commercial viability of proposed generating facilities. '
As a result, interconnection customers often submit multiple interconnection requests for
proposed generating facilities at various points of interconnection, knowing that not all of
the proposed generating facilities will reach commercial operation, as an exploratory
mechanism to obtain information to allow the interconnection customer to choose to
proceed with the interconnection request representing the most favorable site in terms of

potential interconnection-related costs.’*' For instance, recent interconnection study

129 See, e.g., Fervo Energy Initial Comments at 2-3 (stating that “the incidence of
interconnection applications simply intended to solicit information discovery from the
transmission provider . . . is a significant defect in today’s queue process”); Google Initial
Comments at 4 (asserting that “there is extreme information asymmetry in the
interconnection process,” with transmission owners and their affiliates having greater
access than independent power producers to information on the relative cost of
interconnection at different points).

130 See, e.g., Dominion Initial Comments at 4 (stating that “owners of speculative
projects remain in the queue process for as long as they possibly can in the hopes that
their project somehow becomes viable”); U.S. Chamber of Commerce Initial Comments
at 5 (concurring with the NOPR that there is a “lack of stringent financial commitments
and readiness requirements on interconnection customers”).

B1 See, e.g., Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 11 (stating that “[i]n
most cases, customers must actually enter the queue to ascertain what upgrade costs they
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metrics posted by transmission providers continue to show that some interconnection
customers are withdrawing interconnection requests before any studies are completed.'*?
While interconnection customers may withdraw at any stage of the interconnection
process, to do so before any study is completed indicates that interconnection customers
may lack information prior to entering the interconnection queue and are entering to
obtain valuable information about the commercial viability of their proposed projects
vis-a-vis other interconnection customers in the queue or cluster.

47.  Second, the existing serial first-come, first-served study process in the pro forma
LGIP requires transmission providers to process interconnection requests in the order in
which the transmission provider receives them. This approach creates incentives for
interconnection customers to submit exploratory or speculative interconnection requests
pursuant to which interconnection customers seek to secure valuable queue positions as
early as possible, even if they are not prepared to move forward with the proposed

generating facility. Such generating facilities are often not commercially viable and,

thus, the interconnection customers ultimately withdraw from the interconnection queue.

will be responsible for”); Clean Energy Buyers Initial Comments at 3 (stating that
inefficiencies in the serial study queue are “compounded by exploratory interconnection
requests that are based on developers’ attempts to obtain locations with available
transmission capacity”); NY Commission and NYSERDA Initial Comments at 6-7
(stating that “increased access to valuable information . . . could deter developers from
submitting multiple, speculative [interconnection requests]”).

132 Based on data provided by transmission providers in compliance with Order
No. 845 (showing that 35% of withdrawals in 2022 took place before any studies had
been completed). See Appendix B to this final rule for the underlying data.
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We agree with commenters that the withdrawal of speculative interconnection requests
that trigger reassessments and possible restudies by the transmission provider can delay
the timing and increase the cost to interconnect for lower-queued interconnection
requests.

48.  In summary, we find that the lack of (1) access of information about a specific
location or point of interconnection prior to submitting an interconnection request and
(2) meaningful financial commitments in the pro forma interconnection procedures and
agreements for interconnection customers to enter and stay in the interconnection queue,
as well as the existing serial first-come, first-served study process, all incentivize
interconnection customers to submit speculative interconnection requests that contribute
to interconnection study backlogs, delays, and uncertainty, and, in turn, unjust and
unreasonable Commission-jurisdictional rates.

49.  We disagree with commenters’ assertions that there is no basis to find that
speculative interconnection requests are responsible for interconnection queue backlog
and delays. We highlight that more than 70% of interconnection requests were
withdrawn from the interconnection queue between 2000 and 2017.!3  Although we
recognize that there are various reasons an interconnection customer may withdraw its
request from the interconnection queue, a withdrawal indicates an inability to reach

commercial operation. Because a withdrawal can trigger costly restudies and create

133 Queued Up 2023 at 18 (reporting that 72% of all interconnection requests
submitted from 2000-2017 were withdrawn).
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uncertainty in the interconnection process for interconnection customers and transmission
providers alike, withdrawals of commercially non-viable interconnection requests from
the interconnection queue is a significant contributing factor to interconnection queue
backlogs and delays.'** Late-stage withdrawals of interconnection requests are also
increasing.'*® Late-stage withdrawals present a significant problem, as they can trigger
restudies for other interconnection customers that can result in significant increases to the
interconnection costs attributed to those customers and the timeline for completion of
interconnection studies, which can result in further late-stage withdrawals, thus
exacerbating the interconnection queue backlogs and delays.!3¢

50.  We also find that interconnection queue backlogs and delays, and the
accompanying uncertainty, are further compounded because transmission providers have
limited incentive to perform interconnection studies in a timely manner. Under the

pro forma LGIP, transmission providers are held to a “reasonable efforts” standard in
completing interconnection studies consistent with their tariff-imposed deadlines.
However, this standard offers significant discretion to the transmission providers in

extending their own deadlines. The record demonstrates that a majority of transmission

134 See, e.g., Ohio Commission Consumer Advocate Initial Comments at 8 (stating
that “[e]ach withdrawn project entails PJM restudy on lower-queued projects, which
delays the processing of new service queues and may have the consequence of a cascade
of withdrawals”).

135 Queued Up 2023 at 22.

136 See, e.g., AEE Initial Comments at 4-5; Queued Up 2023 at 22.



Exh. CJP-10
Page 50 of 1481
Docket No. RM22-14-000 -48 -

Document Accession #: 20230728-3060 Filed Date: 07/28/2023

providers across the country regularly fail to meet interconnection study deadlines.™’
Despite pervasive delays in completing interconnection studies by transmission
providers, we acknowledge that transmission providers have faced few, if any,
consequences for failing to meet their tariff-imposed study deadlines under the
reasonable efforts standard.'*® This outcome stands in stark contrast to interconnection
customers that face financial and commercial consequences due to late interconnection
study results and may be considered withdrawn from the interconnection queue for
failing to meet their tariff-imposed deadlines.'*® For these reasons, we find that the
existing pro forma LGIP requirement for transmission providers to make a reasonable
effort to meet interconnection study deadlines contributes to the interconnection study

backlogs, delays, and uncertainty that erects barriers to new generation.’*’ Therefore, we

137 For example, based on data submitted by transmission providers in compliance
with Order No. 845, 80% of transmission providers had delayed studies in at least one of
the past three years (2020-2022) and 57% had delayed studies in at least two. See
Appendix B, tbls. 3 & 4. See also NARUC Initial Comments at 13 (stating “nearly all
transmission providers across the country, including many transmission providers that
have implemented queue reforms, regularly fail to meet interconnection study
deadlines™).

138 See, e.g., Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 43-44 (stating that
“[a]t present, there is no specific incentive for delivering on-time and accurate studies,
and late or inaccurate studies bring few if any consequences”).

139 See, e.g., ACE-NY Initial Comments at 3 (“Project developers have strict
deadlines they must adhere to in the interconnection process, with penalties that include
the forced withdrawal of the project from the queue.”).

140 See, e.g., NARUC Initial Comments at 13-14 (contending that “the tendency to
miss deadlines introduces uncertainty in a process that is important to bringing new
generation online in a timely and cost-effective manner”).
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find that the use of a reasonable efforts standard in the existing pro forma LGIP results in
Commission-jurisdictional rates that are unjust and unreasonable.

51.  Third, the pro forma LGIP includes no requirements regarding how or when
transmission providers should complete affected system studies. Without requirements,
affected system studies often lag behind those completed by the transmission provider to
whose transmission system the interconnection customer proposes to interconnect (the
so-called host transmission provider) and are sometimes completed very late in the
interconnection process, causing an additional round of delays and cost uncertainty for
interconnection customers.'!" Additionally, for transmission providers that have
procedures for how to complete affected system studies in their tariffs or other documents
(e.g., business practice manuals or joint operating agreements), the procedures are not
consistent, may be hard for interconnection customers to locate, and may not represent
the actual practices in use by the transmission provider, thus still creating uncertainty for
interconnection customers. As a result, we find that the lack of consistent requirements
for affected system modeling and procedures results in Commission-jurisdictional rates
that are unjust, unreasonable, and unduly discriminatory or preferential.

52.  Fourth, we find that the Commission’s pro forma LGIP fails to accommodate the

operating characteristics and technical capabilities of electric storage resources when it

141 See, e.g., MISO Initial Comments at 72 (stating that “the need to wait for
affected systems studies is the cause of the majority of delays in the MISO study
process’); May Joint Task Force Tr. 65:2-8 (Dan Scripps) (citing affected systems studies
as “a growing source of delay and cost uncertainty for interconnection customers, both in
terms of just the timelines involved and the difficulty in pinning those down”).
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comes to specific interconnection procedures and modeling. As stated above, the
interconnection queues predominantly consist of new technologies which have operating
characteristics that differ from synchronous resources and were not anticipated when the
Commission established the pro forma generator interconnection procedures and
agreements in Order Nos. 2003 and 2006. Specifically, electric storage resources can be
charged and dispatched on a flexible, as-available basis, and are less likely than
synchronous generating facilities to withdraw energy from the transmission system
during peak load conditions or discharge during light load conditions.** However, the
existing pro forma generator interconnection procedures and agreements do not
contemplate these operating characteristics or technical capabilities of electric storage
resources. As a result, we find that electric storage resources (whether standalone, co-
located generating facilities, or part of a hybrid generating facility), may be studied under
inappropriate operating assumptions (e.g., charging at full capacity during peak load
conditions) that result in assigning unnecessary network upgrades and increased costs to
interconnection customers. Therefore, we find that the Commission’s pro forma LGIP’s

lack of ability to modify operating assumptions for electric storage resources results in

142 See, e.g., Bonneville Initial Comments at 22-23 (stating that “storage resources
are less likely to charge during peak load conditions or discharge during light load
conditions, and . . . those considerations can be factored into assumptions used in
interconnection studies”); NARUC Initial Comments at 37 (stating that “assuming that an
energy storage device will withdraw energy during peak demand . . . fails to recognize
that those resources are likely to be highly responsive to price signals from the
transmission provider and can improve reliability”).
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Commission-jurisdictional rates that are unjust, unreasonable, and unduly discriminatory
or preferential.

53.  Additionally, the record supports a finding that the existing pro forma
interconnection procedures regarding material modifications do not provide for consistent
evaluation of technology additions to an existing interconnection request.'** We find that
the record demonstrates that automatically deeming a request to add a generating facility
to an existing interconnection request to be a material modification creates a significant
barrier to access to the transmission system.'** As a result, we find the existing

pro forma LGIP and pro forma LGIA results in Commission-jurisdictional rates that are
unjust and unreasonable.

54.  Finally, the record supports a finding that the Commission’s pro forma LGIP and
pro forma SGIP fail to require the consideration of alternative transmission technologies
that can be deployed more quickly to be used as network upgrades in place of, and at a
lower cost than, traditional network upgrades.'*® In addition, commenters contend that

some alternative transmission technologies could provide substantial benefits by

143 See, e.g., NARUC Initial Comments at 35 (stating that the “loss of queue
position as a result of adding a generating facility that does not increase the requested
service level or cause reliability issues . . . is an inefficient and discriminatory outcome”).

144 See, e g., AEE Initial Comments at 40-41; Public Interest Organizations Initial
Comments at 45-47; SEIA Initial Comments at 38-39.

145 See, e.g., NARUC Initial Comments at 38 (stating that “failing to consider
alternative transmission technologies that can be deployed both more quickly and at
lower costs than network upgrades may render Commission-jurisdictional rates unjust
and unreasonable); OMS Initial Comments at 19 (agreeing that “failing to consider these
alternative transmission technologies runs the risk of implementing longer lead-time
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resolving thermal overloads and avoiding voltage collapse, allowing for better use of the
existing transmission system, improving reliability, and reducing interconnection request
withdrawals, restudies, and overall interconnection delays.'*® We find that failing to
require transmission providers to evaluate the list of alternative transmission technologies
enumerated in this final rule results in interconnection customers paying more than is just
and reasonable to reliably interconnect new generating facilities, resulting in
Commission-jurisdictional rates that are unjust, unreasonable, and unduly discriminatory
or preferential. Because the benefits of the enumerated alternative transmission
technologies identified above are present across all interconnection processes, regardless
of the size of the interconnection request, we find that the failure to evaluate the
enumerated alternative transmission technologies results in both the pro forma LGIP and

pro forma SGIP being unjust, unreasonable, and unduly discriminatory or preferential.

network upgrades at a higher cost”).

146 See, e.g., AEE Initial Comments at 42 (stating that alternative transmission
technologies “provide benefits beyond potential cost savings, including maximizing
limited rights-of-way and potentially avoiding or minimizing environmental and property
impacts that can bog down siting and permitting proceedings’’); Ohio Commission
Consumer Advocate Initial Comments at 15 (stating that “[t]hese grid-enhancing
technologies (‘GETs’”) can improve operations, enhance system reliability, contribute to
capacity, and more” and “[sJome [grid-enhancing technologies] could provide substantial
benefits by resolving thermal overloads and avoiding voltage collapse, among other
things”); WATT Coalition Initial Comments at 2 (referring to the report Unlocking the
Queue with Grid Enhancing Technologies that showed that application of the three grid-
enhancing technologies in the Kansas and Oklahoma transmission systems would enable
twice as much renewable energy to interconnect out of the queues without any traditional
transmission upgrades.).
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55.  Fifth, we find that the Commission’s existing pro forma LGIP and pro forma
SGIP do not include a modeling requirement for non-synchronous generating facilities,
which is necessary to enable the transmission provider to assess and model the facility’s
ability to respond appropriately to transmission system disturbances. These modeling
requirements include: (1) a validated, user-defined root mean square (RMS) positive
sequence dynamic model; (2) an appropriately parameterized, generic library RMS
positive sequence dynamic model; and (3) a validated electromagnetic transient (EMT)
model, if the transmission provider performs an EMT study as part of the interconnection
study process. Additionally, we find that accurate and validated models are necessary to
address study delays and to ensure that transmission providers identify the necessary
interconnection facilities and network upgrades to accommodate the interconnection
request and appropriate assignment of interconnection costs. As a result, we find that the
lack of a modeling requirement for non-synchronous generating facilities in the pro
forma LGIP and pro forma SGIP results in rates that are unjust, unreasonable, and unduly
discriminatory or preferential.

56.  Furthermore, the physical characteristics of synchronous generating facilities
allow them to continue to inject electric current during transmission system disturbances,
as required by the pro forma LGIA and pro forma SGIA.'" However, non-synchronous

generating facilities do not face a comparable requirement and many cease injecting

17 Pro forma LGIA art. 9.7.3 and pro forma SGIA art. 1.5.7 require synchronous
generating facilities to remain “connected to and synchronized with” the transmission
system during system disturbances.
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current through “momentary cessation,” which creates reliability issues on the
transmission system.'*® Moreover, without requirements for non-synchronous generating
facilities to remain connected to and synchronized with the transmission system,
interconnection studies may not accurately model expected behavior and identify the
appropriate interconnection facilities and network upgrades to accommodate the
interconnection request, skewing the assignment of interconnection costs. As a result,
we find that the lack of comparable requirements for non-synchronous generating
facilities to remain “connected to and synchronized with the [t]ransmission [s]ystem” in
the pro forma LGIA and pro forma SGIA results in rates that are unjust, unreasonable,
and unduly discriminatory or preferential.

57. Inresponse to commenters that express broad opposition to the need for reform,
we disagree with assertions that the existence of regional variation in interconnection
procedures across the country creates an insufficient legal foundation under FPA section
206 to demonstrate that rates are unjust, unreasonable, and unduly discriminatory or
preferential. Similarly, we disagree with assertions that reforms to the pro forma
generator interconnection procedures and agreements are arbitrary and capricious

because the problems identified herein do not exist uniformly. As an initial matter, the

148 See, e.g., NERC Initial Comments at 9 (stating that “improper planning and
operation of [non-synchronous resources] can pose a significant risk to . . . reliability”
and adding that “risk mitigation measures . . . have been inconsistently adopted by
industry”); MISO TOs Initial Comments at 32-33 (concurring with the Commission that
“with more and more non-synchronous generation facilities entering the interconnection
queue, the lack of a requirement for such resources to respond to system disturbances
becomes ‘more consequential’”).
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“Commission may rely on ‘generic’ or ‘general’ findings of a systemic problem to
support imposition of an industry-wide solution.”™® That some interconnection
processes may fare better in the face of industry-wide challenges would be “as
unastonishing as it is irrelevant.”'® The Commission may reasonably rely on rulemaking
to address the systemic drivers leading to widespread interconnection queue backlogs and
delays, notwithstanding regional variation among interconnection procedures.

58.  Moreover, as noted above, every region of the country is seeing an increase in
both interconnection queue size and the length of time interconnection customers are
spending in the interconnection queue prior to commercial operation in recent years.'>!
Furthermore, the uncertainty and delays in the interconnection queues have resulted in
fewer than 25% of interconnection requests, by capacity, reaching commercial operation
between 2000 and 2017 in any region of the country—with some regions as low as 8%.!5
For example, only 10% of interconnection requests, by capacity, have reached

7153

commercial operation in the non-RTO/ISO southeast region between 2000 and 201

Additionally, the challenges being faced across the country will be further compounded

1498 C. Pub. Serv. Auth. v. FERC, 762 F.3d 41, 67 (D.C. Cir. 2014) (quoting
Interstate Nat. Gas Ass'n of Am. v. FERC, 285 F.3d 18, 37 (2002)).

159 1d. (quoting Wis. Gas v. FERC, 770 F.2d 1144, 1157 (D.C. Cir. 1985)).
51 Queued Up 2023 at 9, 32.
152 1d. at 3, 21.

153 1d at 21.
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in the future given the recent spikes in interconnection queue sizes. In the non-RTO/ISO
southeast region, the interconnection queue size has more than tripled between 2014 and
2022, with the increase predominantly made up of solar, storage, and hybrid generating
facilities, adding potential complexity to future interconnection queue study processes.'>*
To the extent existing pro forma interconnection procedures, such as first-come, first-
served study processes, have worked in the past for smaller or less complex queues, such
experience is not indicative of what will be necessary in the future to ensure that a
growing number of interconnection requests are processed in a reliable, efficient,
transparent, and timely manner.'> Finally, as recognized in Order No. 2003,
interconnection queue delays may “provide[] an unfair advantage to utilities that own

both transmission and generation facilities, ">

making it exceedingly necessary that
interconnection delays are addressed in all regions of the country, especially those where
transmission providers continue to own both transmission and generation.'” As
discussed above, because interconnection queue backlogs and delays afflict generator

interconnection service nationwide, which hinders the timely development of new

generation and thereby stifles competition in the wholesale electric markets, reforms are

154 1d at 9.

155 See, e.g., Public Interest Organization Initial Comments at 17; R Street Initial
Comments at 3.

156 Order No. 2003, 104 FERC § 61,103 atP 11.

157 See, e.g., Pine Gate Initial Comments at 15; AEE Reply Comments at 22.
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necessary to ensure Commission-jurisdictional rates are just, reasonable, and not unduly
discriminatory or preferential.

59.  We are not persuaded by commenters’ concerns that the reforms proposed in the
NOPR, many of which we adopt in this final rule, will be counterproductive in addressing
the need for reform. As discussed in more detail throughout this final rule, we believe
that the reforms adopted herein, as a whole, will improve the efficiency of study
processes, reduce interconnection queue backlogs, and thereby ensure just, reasonable,
and not unduly discriminatory or preferential rates. We believe that, on balance, the
reforms will produce efficiencies by, for example, reducing speculative interconnection
requests and interconnection request withdrawals, which in turn will reduce the time and
resources spent in interconnection studies and restudies thereby decreasing
interconnection queue backlogs and delays. Additionally, the majority of the individual
reforms that the Commission proposed in the NOPR and we adopt in this final rule have
already been implemented in one or more regions in order to improve the interconnection
process, demonstrating incremental improvements. This final rule uses some of these
individual and incremental improvements as a basis for a broad suite of reforms that, in
their entirety, have not yet been adopted by any region and we believe will ensure that
interconnection customers are able to interconnect to the transmission system in a
reliable, efficient, transparent, and timely manner. In some cases, such as for the
commercial readiness reforms adopted in this final rule, we have significantly modified

the NOPR proposal based on comments received.
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60. Having concluded that the existing pro forma generator interconnection
procedures and agreements are unjust, unreasonable, and unduly discriminatory or
preferential, we turn, as we are required to do under FPA section 206,' to determining
the replacement rate, described—at some length—below.

III. Reforms

A. Reforms to Implement a First-Ready, First-Served Cluster Study

Process
1. Interconnection Information Access
a. Need for Reform

i NOPR
61.  The Commission noted its concern regarding the lack of information available to
prospective interconnection customers regarding potential interconnection costs prior to
submitting an interconnection request."”® The Commission stated that, without this
information, it is difficult for interconnection customers to assess the viability of a
specific proposed generating facility. Subsequently, interconnection customers submit
multiple speculative interconnection requests in an attempt to obtain information through
the system impact study process about the costs associated with various project

configurations. The Commission preliminarily found that the Commission’s pro forma

158 16 USC 824e(a); see, e.g., FERC v. Electric Power Supply Ass’n, 577 US 260,
277 (2016) (“If FERC sees a violation of [the just and reasonable] standard, it must take
remedial action.”)

13 NOPR, 179 FERC 9 61,194 at P 40.



Exh. CJP-10

Document Accession #: 20230728-3060 Filed Date: 07/28/2023

Page 61 of 1481
Docket No. RM22-14-000 -59 -

LGIP and pro forma LGIA are unjust, unreasonable, and unduly discriminatory or
preferential and that reforms are needed to allow interconnection customers to
interconnect in a reliable, efficient, transparent, and timely manner, thereby ensuring that
rates, terms, and conditions for Commission-jurisdictional services are just, reasonable,
and not unduly discriminatory or preferential.'®

ii. Comments
62.  Several commenters contend that it is a rational response to a lack of pre-
interconnection queue information for interconnection customers to submit multiple
interconnection requests to gain information on which interconnection sites are favorable
and hedge risks, which leads to withdrawals that exacerbate unmanageable
interconnection queue backlogs.'® ELCON and Environmental Defense Fund argue that
the lack of sufficient information and unexpected cost escalation are the primary reasons
interconnection requests are withdrawn, leading to delays and inefficiencies.'®?
63.  Many commenters agree with the goal of providing additional information prior to

entering the interconnection queue.'® Some commenters state that additional

160 1d. P 39.

161 AES Initial Comments at 3; Affected Interconnection Customers Initial
Comments at 30; Clean Energy Buyers Initial Comments at 5-6; CREA and NewSun
Initial Comments at 45; Environmental Defense Fund Initial Comments at 3; ELCON
Initial Comments at 3; Northwest and Intermountain Initial Comments at 5; Public
Interest Organizations Initial Comments at 18.

162 Environmental Defense Fund Initial Comments at 3; ELCON Initial Comments
at 4.

163 ACORE Reply Comments at 3; AEE Initial Comments at 9; AEP Initial
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information prior to entering the interconnection queue is beneficial,'®*

in particular
access to information on potential network upgrades and the cost and time to
interconnect.'®™ Many commenters expect that potential interconnection customers’
access to additional information prior to entering the interconnection queue will reduce
speculative interconnection requests, thus promoting reliability and cost savings by
encouraging more optimal interconnection requests that can be processed more efficiently
and at lower overall cost.'%

64.  Several commenters note the importance of additional interconnection information

access in light of the other reforms proposed in the NOPR. AES contends that it would

Comments at 12; AES Initial Comments at 3; Affected Interconnection Customers Initial
Comments at 30; APS Initial Comments at 4; Bonneville Initial Comments at 5; Clean
Energy Buyers Initial Comments at 7; CREA and NewSun Initial Comments at 44;
ELCON Initial Comments at 3-4; Enel Initial Comments at 9; Google Initial Comments
at 15; MISO Initial Comments at 20-21; NARUC Initial Comments at 4; NESCOE Reply
Comments at 2-3; NY Commission and NYSERDA Initial Comments at 6-8; NYISO
Initial Comments at 16; NYTOs Initial Comments at 8; Pacific Northwest Utilities Initial
Comments at 13; PJM Initial Comments at 45; Puget Sound Initial Comments at 5;
WAPA Initial Comments at 5.

164 AEP Initial Comments at 12; APS Initial Comments at 4.

165 EEI Reply Comments at 7-8; New Jersey Commission Initial Comments at 23;
NV Energy Initial Comments at 13.

166 A ffected Interconnection Customers Initial Comments at 30; Clean Energy
States Initial Comments at 3; Duke Southeast Utilities Initial Comments at 6;
Environmental Defense Fund Initial Comments at 3; ELCON Initial Comments at 3-4;
Fervo Energy Initial Comments at 2-3; Google Initial Comments at 4-5; NARUC Initial
Comments at 4-5; NESCOE Reply Comments at 3; New Jersey Commission Initial
Comments at 20-22; New York State Department Initial Comments at 8; Pacific
Northwest Utilities Initial Comments at 13; Public Interest Organizations Initial
Comments at 18; Puget Sound Initial Comments at 5; SDG&E Initial Comments at 3-4.
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be inequitable for the Commission to increase security deposits to stay in the
interconnection queue under the NOPR proposal to increase study and LGIA deposits
without requiring transmission providers to provide sufficient information to
interconnection customers.'®” Vistra asserts that the proposals to provide additional
information will complement the exclusive site control proposals and provide an avenue
for prospective interconnection customers to select the most viable sites on which to
obtain rights and develop a location, which is a costly and time-consuming process,
before entering the interconnection queue.'®® Northwest and Intermountain argue that, in
order for the other proposed reforms in the NOPR to be effective, potential
interconnection customers must have a solution to the problem of identifying optimal
interconnection locations and configurations that is timely, cost-effective, and accurate.'®
65.  Google contends that pre-queue information is necessary because there is an
extreme information asymmetry between independent power producers and transmission
owners and their generating affiliates, which have greater access to planning information,
including load growth, relative cost of interconnecting at different points, points of

chronic congestion where upgrades might be needed, and planned local upgrades.'”

Google asserts that this information asymmetry is particularly pronounced in the non-

167 AES Initial Comments at 13.
168 Vistra Initial Comments at 4.
169 Northwest and Intermountain Initial Comments at 9.

17 Google Initial Comments at 3-4.
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RTO/ISO regions, and allows transmission owners and their affiliates to identify the best
locations for interconnection more quickly than independent power producers.

66.  On the other hand, Dominion argues that there is no evidence in the record that a
lack of information is slowing down the interconnection queue process or that
transmission providers are not engaged in good faith reviews of interconnection
requests.'”! According to Dominion, the Commission should focus on making the
interconnection process more efficient and speedier, and the best way to achieve these
goals is through the first-ready, first-served cluster study reform. While APPA-LPPC
support transparency in the generator interconnection process and share the
Commission’s view that the availability of transmission system information should
reduce the incentive to submit speculative interconnection requests, they argue that

172

sufficient information is currently publicly available.

fii. Commission Determination

67.  We find that, absent reforms to require transmission providers to provide
additional interconnection information, which can be used by interconnection customers
prior to submitting an interconnection request, speculative interconnection requests

will likely remain at current levels and continue to contribute to interconnection study
delays and add costs to the interconnection process. Although submitting multiple

interconnection requests to gain information may be a rational response to a lack of

I Dominion Reply Comments at 8-9.

172 APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 11.
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pre-interconnection queue information, this practice increases interconnection study

173

delays.”” We also agree with commenters that additional access to interconnection

1174

information is a valuable goal' ™ as it can increase the likelihood that an interconnection

request is viable when submitted. We disagree with commenters that current information

requirements are sufficient.!”

While certain information is currently available through
the feasibility study process, as part of our reforms discussed below, we eliminate the
feasibility study. Therefore, we find it necessary to provide a means for interconnection
customers to obtain additional information prior to entering the interconnection queue.

We concur with comments that additional access to interconnection information prior to

entering the interconnection queue is important for interconnection customers to make

173 See AES Initial Comments at 3; Affected Interconnection Customers Initial
Comments at 30; Clean Energy Buyers Initial Comments at 5-6; CREA and NewSun
Initial Comments at 45; Environmental Defense Fund Initial Comments at 3; ELCON
Initial Comments at 3; Northwest and Intermountain Initial Comments at 5; Public
Interest Organizations Initial Comments at 18.

174 ACORE Reply Comments at 3; AEE Initial Comments at 9; AEP Initial
Comments at 12; AES Initial Comments at 3; Affected Interconnection Customers Initial
Comments at 30; APS Initial Comments at 4; Bonneville Initial Comments at 5; Clean
Energy Buyers Initial Comments at 7; CREA and NewSun Initial Comments at 44;
ELCON Initial Comments at 3-4; Enel Initial Comments at 9; Google Initial Comments
at 15; MISO Initial Comments at 20-21; NARUC Initial Comments at 4; NESCOE Reply
Comments at 2-3; NY Commission and NYSERDA Initial Comments at 6-8; NYISO
Initial Comments at 16; NYTOs Initial Comments at 8; Pacific Northwest Utilities Initial

Comments at 13; PJM Initial Comments at 45; Puget Sound Initial Comments at 5;
WAPA Initial Comments at 5.

175 APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 9.



Exh. CJP-10

Document Accession #: 20230728-3060 Filed Date: 07/28/2023

Page 66 of 1481
Docket No. RM22-14-000 -64 -

informed decisions, particularly given the increased requirements for interconnection
customers adopted in this final rule, such as increased study deposits and site control, as
discussed below.!”® We also agree that commenters raise a valid concern that an
information asymmetry exists between independent power producers and transmission
owner affiliates, in particular in non-RTO/ISO regions.'”’

b. Informational Interconnection Study

i NOPR Proposal

68.  In the NOPR, the Commission proposed to revise the Commission’s pro forma
LGIP to require transmission providers to offer an informational interconnection study
for prospective interconnection customers.'” The Commission proposed that the
informational interconnection study would provide cost estimates for the transmission
provider’s interconnection facilities and network upgrade costs specific to the
interconnection scenario detailed in the study agreement. The Commission also proposed
to include new definitions for an informational interconnection study and informational

interconnection study agreement.

176 AES Initial Comments at 13; Northwest and Intermountain Initial Comments
at 9; Vistra Initial Comments at 4.

177 Google Initial Comments at 3-5.

78 NOPR, 179 FERC 61,194 at P 42.
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69.  Under the Commission’s proposal, prospective interconnection customers could
request up to five separate informational interconnection studies at a time.'”” The
Commission explained that each configuration of an interconnection request would
require a separate informational interconnection study. The Commission proposed that
the informational interconnection study would be at the interconnection customer’s
expense, and each study would require a $10,000 deposit, subject to a true-up based on
actual study costs.

70.  The Commission proposed that, within seven business days of the receipt of a
prospective interconnection customer’s request for an informational interconnection
study, the transmission provider would have to provide the prospective interconnection
customer with an informational interconnection study agreement.'® The Commission
explained that the informational interconnection study agreement would specify the
technical data that the prospective interconnection customer must provide and an estimate
of the expected costs of the study, including, to the extent known by the transmission
provider, an estimate of the study costs expected to be incurred by any relevant affected
systems. Under the proposal, the prospective interconnection customer would have 10
business days to execute the agreement and deliver it to the transmission provider, along
with the relevant technical data and study deposit, after which the transmission provider

would have 45 calendar days to complete the study.

7 1d. P 43.

180 1d. P 44.
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71.  The Commission proposed that the informational interconnection study would
consist of a sensitivity analysis based on the assumptions specified in the informational
interconnection study agreement.'®" Under the proposal, the informational
interconnection study would identify potential interconnection facilities and network
upgrades that may be required to interconnect the prospective interconnection customer’s
proposed generating facility, including an approximation of the costs of such
interconnection facilities and network upgrades. The Commission noted that the
transmission provider would also coordinate with affected systems that may be impacted
by the prospective interconnection customer’s request to provide information on affected
systems-related issues.

72.  The Commission proposed an informational interconnection study agreement
form, which explains that the informational interconnection study is performed solely for
informational purposes and is not binding on either party.!¥? The proposed agreement
also requires the study report to provide specific information, including, at a minimum:
(1) preliminary identification of any circuit breaker short circuit capability limits
exceeded; (2) preliminary identification of any thermal overload or voltage limit
violations; and (3) estimated network upgrade costs related to the identified overloads

and violations.

81 1d P 45.

82 1d. P 46.
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73.  The Commission sought comment on: (1) whether the informational
interconnection study, as proposed, would provide prospective interconnection customers
with sufficient and timely information to inform decision-making prior to submitting an
interconnection request; (2) whether transmission providers should be required to
establish a request window of a limited number of days each year in which potential
interconnection customers can request an optional informational interconnection study;
and (3) the burdens on transmission providers of conducting informational studies and
whether other options, such as the proposal discussed below for public interconnection
information, might strike a better balance of providing interconnection customers with
useful information while making efficient use of transmission provider resources.'%?
74.  Additionally, the Commission proposed to add new section 3.1.2 to the pro forma
LGIP, which provides that interconnection customers evaluating different options (such
as different sizes, sites, or voltages) are encouraged but not required to use the new
informational interconnection study proposed in the NOPR before entering the cluster
study. '8¢

ii. Comments

(a) Comments in Support

75.  Several commenters support the NOPR proposal to require transmission providers

to offer an informational interconnection study to prospective interconnection

183 Id. PP 47-48.

184 1d. P 66.
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customers.'® Several commenters agree that the informational interconnection study
proposal could reduce the number of speculative or other interconnection requests'®® and
improve the efficiency of siting decisions."”” Some commenters expect that these
changes will have other benefits for the interconnection process, including cost savings

188 a reduced need for project

from fewer and more viable interconnection requests,
withdrawals and queue restudies,'® and reduced burden on transmission providers, which
will result in fewer interconnection study delays.'®

76.  MISO and Fervo Energy state that it is helpful for a prospective interconnection
customer to compare how various MW sizes, points of interconnection, or other scenarios

could affect costs, especially for prospective interconnection customers that cannot

perform such analysis in house, and that the NOPR’s informational interconnection study

185 Affected Interconnection Customers Initial Comments at 30; Clean Energy
States Initial Comments at 4; Consumers Energy Initial Comments at 3; Duke Southeast
Utilities Initial Comments at 6; Evergreen Action Initial Comments at 3; Fervo Energy
Initial Comments at 2; Illinois Commission Initial Comments at 6; Interwest Initial
Comments at 4, 7; NESCOE Reply Comments at 2; Public Interest Organizations Initial
Comments at 18; Southern Initial Comments at 28; Tesla Initial Comments at 4; Tri-State
Initial Comments at 5.

186 Fervo Energy Initial Comments at 2-3; Google Initial Comments at 4; NRECA
Initial Comments at 13; NY Commission and NYSERDA Initial Comments at 6-8.

187 Duke Southeast Utilities Initial Comments at 6-7; ISO-NE Initial Comments at
18; NARUC Initial Comments at 5; NRECA Initial Comments at 13; Pine Gate Initial
Comments at 13-14; Tesla Initial Comments at 4.

188 Evergreen Action Initial Comments at 3; NARUC Initial Comments at 5.
189 Evergreen Action Initial Comments at 3; NRECA Initial Comments at 13.

% Google Initial Comments at 4.
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proposal would assist in these goals.!®! Pacific Northwest Organizations argue that,
without upfront interconnection cost information, independent power producers may be
discouraged from entering the interconnection queue if they are subjected to higher
withdrawal fees, which may result in preventing them from being considered in request
for proposals (RFPs) in the Pacific Northwest.'”

77.  Some commenters stress the importance of the informational interconnection
study in light of the other reforms proposed in the NOPR. For instance, Northwest and
Intermountain aver that the informational study will be the primary resource for
interconnection customers to demonstrate the feasibility and cost effectiveness of their
interconnection plan and will serve as the foundation for subsequent negotiations for the
documents that will establish commercial readiness of their project for the cluster study
process.!®® Pacific Northwest Organizations assert that the NOPR’s proposed
commercial readiness framework would be problematic in the region without something
like the informational interconnection study to discover costs before entering the

queue.

Y1 Fervo Energy Initial Comments at 2; MISO Initial Comments at 22.
192 pacific Northwest Organizations Initial Comments at 3-4.
193 Northwest and Intermountain Initial Comments at 6-7.

194 Pacific Northwest Organizations Initial Comments at 3.
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78.  Several commenters are generally supportive of the NOPR proposal but either

(1) offer qualifications to that support'® or (2) request specific changes to the proposal.’®

(b) Comments in Opposition

79.  Many commenters oppose the NOPR proposal to require transmission providers to
offer an informational interconnection study to prospective interconnection customers.!®’

Many commenters argue that the informational interconnection study proposal could be a

195 Idaho Power Initial Comments at 3 (stating that it only supports the proposal if
the informational interconnection study requirements are less prescriptive and allow for
more flexibility); NRECA Initial Comments at 8 (stating that it does not oppose the
proposal as long as the final rule includes a larger package of reforms to reduce
speculative interconnection requests and speed up interconnection queues as well as
affords reasonable flexibility on compliance); Ohio Commission Consumer Advocate
Initial Comments at 6 (stating that informational studies should not interfere with other
interconnection studies).

196 ACE-NY Initial Comments at 10; Avangrid Initial Comments at 21; Clean
Energy Buyers Initial Comments at 7; ELCON Initial Comments at 4-5; NY Commission
and NYSERDA Initial Comments at 6-7; Pattern Energy Initial Comments at 20; Pine
Gate Initial Comments at 11-13; Southern Initial Comments at 28.

97 AECI Initial Comments at 3; AEP Initial Comments at 7; AEP Reply
Comments at 2; APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 3; Avangrid Initial Comments at 21;
Bonneville Initial Comments at 3; CAISO Initial Comments at 5; Clean Energy
Associations Initial Comments at 13; Dominion Reply Comments at 5; EEI Initial
Comments at 11; EEI Reply Comments at 7-8; Enel Initial Comments at 9; ENGIE Initial
Comments at 2; Eversource Initial Comments at 5; Indicated PJM TOs Initial Comments
at 12; Indicated PJM TOs Reply Comments at 14; Longroad Energy Reply Comments at
3; NextEra Initial Comments at 5; NextEra Reply Comments at 8; North Dakota
Commission Initial Comments at 3-4; NV Energy Initial Comments at 14; OMS Initial
Comments at 5; Orstead Initial Comments at 7; PG&E Initial Comments at 9; PJM Initial
Comments at 45; PPL Initial Comments at 4; SEIA Initial Comments at 3; SPP Initial
Comments at 2, 3-4; Vermont Electric and Vermont Transco Initial Comments at 3;
WIRES Initial Comments at 8.
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burden or divert resources,'”® which they contend would increase delays for the
interconnection queue and other studies.'”® Dominion insists that the decision as to

whether to offer informational interconnection studies should be the transmission

198 AECI Initial Comments at 3; AEE Reply Comments at 5-6; AEP Initial
Comments at 7-8; AEP Reply Comments at 2; AES Initial Comments at 4; Alliant
Energy Initial Comments at 4; APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 9; APS Initial
Comments at 5; Bonneville Initial Comments at 3; CAISO Initial Comments at 6; Clean
Energy Buyers Initial Comments at 6; Clean Energy States Initial Comments at 4;
Dominion Reply Comments at 5-6; Environmental Defense Fund Reply Comments at 5;
EEI Initial Comments at 11-12; EEI Reply Comments at 8-9; ELCON Initial Comments
at 4-5; Enel Initial Comments at 9; ENGIE Initial Comments at 2; Eversource Initial
Comments at 5; Google Initial Comments at 5; Idaho Power Initial Comments at 3;
Indicated PJM TOs Initial Comments at 12; Indicated PJM TOs Reply Comments at 14;
Longroad Energy Reply Comments at 4-5; MISO Reply Comments at 17; National Grid
Initial Comments at 9; NESCOE Reply Comments at 2; NextEra Reply Comments at 8-9,
11-12; New Jersey Commission Initial Comments at 21; North Dakota Commission
Initial Comments at 3-4; NRECA Initial Comments at 14; NV Energy Initial Comments
at 14; NYISO Initial Comments at 16; OMS Initial Comments at 5; Pine Gate Initial
Comments at 12; PPL Initial Comments at 4-6; SDG&E Initial Comments at 3-4; SEIA
Initial Comments at 3; SEIA Reply Comments at 4; SoCal Edison Initial Comments at
12; Tesla Initial Comments at 4; Vermont Electric and Vermont Transco Initial
Comments at 3; WIRES Initial Comments at 8.

199 AECI Initial Comments at 3; AEP Initial Comments at 7-8; AEP Reply
Comments at 2-3; AES Initial Comments at 4; Alliant Energy Initial Comments at 4; APS
Initial Comments at 4; Bonneville Initial Comments at 3; CAISO Initial Comments at 6;
Dominion Initial Comments at 9; Duke Southeast Utilities Initial Comments at 7-8;
Environmental Defense Fund Reply Comments at 5; EEI Initial Comments at 11;
ELCON Initial Comments at 4-5; Eversource Initial Comments at 5-6; Google Initial
Comments at 5; Idaho Power Initial Comments at 3; Indicated PJM TOs Initial
Comments at 13; MISO Reply Comments at 17; National Grid Initial Comments at 7,
10-11; NESCOE Reply Comments at 2; NextEra Reply Comments at 8; New Jersey
Commission Initial Comments at 21; North Dakota Commission Initial Comments at 3-4;
NRECA Initial Comments at 14; NYISO Initial Comments at 16-19; OMS Initial
Comments at 5; Pennsylvania Commission Initial Comments at 11; PG&E Initial
Comments at 9; PG&E Reply Comments at 5; Pine Gate Initial Comments at 12; PJM
Initial Comments at 45; PPL Initial Comments at 4; SEIA Initial Comments at 4; SoCal
Edison Initial Comments at 12; Tesla Initial Comments at 4.
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provider’s and must have limits.?** Longroad Energy states that transmission-
interconnected generating facilities are typically complex facilities with unique operating
characteristics which would be poorly approximated in simplified studies.?*!
Environmental Defense Fund states that, while it supported the informational
interconnection studies proposal in its initial comments, after review of the other
comments submitted, it recommends that the Commission reconsider the proposal and
ensure that any informational interconnection study reform not delay other
interconnection processes.>"?

80.  Several commenters contend that the informational interconnection study proposal

would not likely be valuable.?®* Clean Energy Associations assert that the proposed

290 Dominion Reply Comments at 5.
21 Longroad Energy Reply Comments at 7.
202 Environmental Defense Fund Reply Comments at 5.

203 AEE Initial Comments at 9-10; AEE Reply Comments at 5-6; AEP Initial
Comments at 7; AEP Reply Comments at 2; Alliant Energy Initial Comments at 4;
CAISO Initial Comments at 5-6; Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 14;
CREA and NewSun Initial Comments at 42; Dominion Reply Comments at 5; EEI Initial
Comments at 12; EEI Reply Comments at 8; Enel Initial Comments at 9; ENGIE Initial
Comments at 2; Eversource Initial Comments at 5-6; Indicated PJM TOs Initial
Comments at 12; Indicated PJM TOs Reply Comments at 14; ISO-NE Initial Comments
at 19; Longroad Energy Reply Comments at 3; MISO Initial Comments at 20-21; MISO
Reply Comments at 17-18; NextEra Initial Comments at 5, 10-11; NextEra Reply
Comments at 9; North Dakota Commission Initial Comments at 4; NRECA Initial
Comments at 14; NV Energy Initial Comments at 14; NYISO Initial Comments at 17;
OMS Initial Comments at 5; Pacific Northwest Utilities Initial Comments at 8 n.13;
PG&E Initial Comments at 9; PG&E Reply Comments at 4; PJM Initial Comments at 45;
SDG&E Initial Comments at 3-4; SEIA Initial Comments at 3; SEIA Reply Comments at
3; SoCal Edison Initial Comments at 11-12; WIRES Initial Comments at 8.
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informational interconnection study would provide no information related to stability-
driven network upgrades, rendering it near-useless in areas where stability limits are most
typically the driver of network upgrades.?** APPA-LPPC warn that informational
interconnection studies could engender controversy because prospective interconnection
customers would, notwithstanding the informational nature of the studies, likely rely
upon the study results in making investment decisions, even though the informational
study results would inevitably diverge from the actual interconnection study results.?’®
81.  Several commenters argue that the proposal is not an improvement over the status
quo.?" National Grid and NextEra assert that it is unclear how the proposal would save
any time compared to the status quo, and that the best way for an interconnection
customer to obtain the necessary information is by entering and proceeding through the
interconnection queue with transmission providers focusing on actual studies.?’” NextEra
adds that the proposed informational interconnection study is only informative in extreme

cases, such as very limited capacity available on a transmission line, which the

interconnection customer should be able to identify themselves.?’

204 Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 14.
205 APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 12.

296 National Grid Initial Comments at 9; New Jersey Commission Initial
Comments at 21; Vermont Electric and Vermont Transco Initial Comments at 3.

207 National Grid Initial Comments at 9; NextEra Initial Comments at 12.

208 NextEra Initial Comments at 12.
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82.  CREA and NewSun express concern that the NOPR proposal places too much
reliance on the usefulness of the informational interconnection study in order to justify
the financial readiness and commitment NOPR proposals.??” They assert that the
informational interconnection study is not a useful replacement for the feasibility study,
which takes into account the impact of other interconnection customers in the
interconnection queue cluster. Therefore, CREA and NewSun ask the Commission to
instead retain the feasibility study as part of the cluster study process to allow
interconnection customers to obtain cluster-level information on likely costs and network
upgrades before proceeding further with major deposits and irretrievable commitments.
83.  Several commenters point to the experience with similar studies in SPP and MISO
as evidence that the optional informational interconnection study proposal will be little-
used in practice.?!® SPP reports that its interconnection customers explained that their
time could be more effectively spent working on the more definitive system impact

studies, that the feasibility and preliminary impact studies did not provide results that

209 CREA and NewSun Initial Comments at 46-47.

210 AEE Initial Comments at 10; AEP Initial Comments at 8,12; Clean Energy
Associations Initial Comments at 14; Enel Initial Comments at 9-10; Longroad Energy
Reply Comments at 3-4; MISO Initial Comments at 21; NextEra Reply Comments at §;
Omaha Public Power Initial Comments at 3; SEIA Reply Comments at 3; SPP Initial
Comments at 3. NextEra argues that transmission providers with large numbers of
interconnection requests have tried optional interconnection studies and have not found
them to be useful. NextEra Reply Comments at 10.
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could be relied on in making business decisions, and that this same outcome would be
true of the proposed informational interconnection study.*"!
84.  Several commenters point to the inability of the informational interconnection

studies to provide reliable cost estimates?!?

and believe that the information provided in
these studies will be quickly outdated.?'* The New Jersey Commission is concerned that
this approach may not materially reduce the uncertainty interconnection customers
currently face.?! In particular, many commenters contend that the informational
interconnection study is not meaningful in the context of a cluster interconnection

process.?!> Commenters argue that, because the informational interconnection study does

not provide information on other interconnection customers that would enter the

211 QPP Initial Comments at 3.

212 AEP Initial Comments at 8; Ameren Initial Comments at 5; CAISO Initial
Comments at 5; Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 14; CREA and NewSun
Initial Comments at 43; Cyprus Creek Initial Comments at 13; Enel Initial Comments at
9; Interwest Initial Comments at 7-8; NextEra Initial Comments at 5; NRECA Initial
Comments at 14; PJM Initial Comments at 45; SoCal Edison Initial Comments at 11-12.

213 AEP Initial Comments at 8; Alliant Energy Initial Comments at 4; Dominion
Initial Comments at 10; Enel Initial Comments at 9; Eversource Initial Comments at 9;
Interwest Initial Comments at 7-8; PJM Initial Comments at 45; PJM TOs Initial
Comments at 13; SEIA Reply Comments at 4.

214 New Jersey Commission Initial Comments at 21.

215 Id.; AEE Initial Comments at 9-10; Avangrid Initial Comments at 23-24; Clean
Energy Associations Initial Comments at 14; CREA and NewSun Initial Comments at 43;
Dominion Reply Comments at 6; EEI Initial Comments at 12; EEI Reply Comments at §;
Enel Initial Comments at 9; Eversource Initial Comments at 9-10; ISO-NE Initial
Comments at 18-19; MISO Initial Comments at 21; NRECA Initial Comments at 14;

NV Energy Initial Comments at 14; PJM Initial Comments at 45; PPL Initial Comments
at 5; SEIA Initial Comments at 4-5; SEIA Reply Comments at 3-4; SoCal Edison Initial
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interconnection queue at the same time, there is no guarantee that the study results will
even approximate the actual network upgrade costs determined by the cluster results.?!¢
85.  Some commenters expect the proposal will work against the Commission’s goal of
faster interconnection queue processing.?!” Some commenters state that any reduction in
speculative interconnection requests will be offset by an increase in speculative
informational interconnection requests, which would require transmission providers to
shift their focus from the actual interconnection queue to this more burdensome

informational interconnection process, which is outside of their interconnection study

process.?!® NRECA states that, if the proposal is included in the final rule, the

Comments at 12; SPP Initial Comments at 2-3.

216 AEE Initial Comments at 9-10; CAISO Initial Comments at 5-6; CREA and
NewSun Initial Comments at 44; Dominion Initial Comments at 10; Duke Southeast
Utilities Initial Comments at 7; EEI Reply Comments at 8; Indicated PJM TOs Initial
Comments at 13; ISO-NE Initial Comments at 18-19; MISO Initial Comments at 22;
NextEra Initial Comments at 11-12; New Jersey Commission Initial Comments at 21;
PG&E Reply Comments at 5; PPL Initial Comments at 5; SEIA Reply Comments at 3-4;
SoCal Edison Initial Comments at 12.

217 AEE Reply Comments at 6; AEP Initial Comments at 11; Avangrid Initial
Comments at 22-23; CAISO Initial Comments at 6; Dominion Reply Comments at 6-7;
National Grid Initial Comments at 7; NESCOE Reply Comments at 2; NV Energy Initial
Comments at 14; Pennsylvania Commission Initial Comments at 11-12.

218 AECI Initial Comments at 4; AEP Initial Comments at 11; APPA-LPPC Initial
Comments at 11-12; Bonneville Initial Comments at 3 (citing NOPR, 179 FERC 9 61,194
at PP 20, 22, 166); Clean Energy Buyers Initial Comments at 6; Dominion Reply
Comments at 6; NextEra Initial Comments at 12; NYISO Initial Comments at 17,
Pennsylvania Commission Initial Comments at 11 (explaining that because the
informational study is not binding on any party, the study does not move projects through
the interconnection queue).
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Commission should ensure that it is limited and is not expanded into an elaborate serial
study process prior to the cluster study process.”" Avangrid notes that some transmission
providers have recently eliminated interconnection studies to reduce interconnection
queue processing time.??* Pennsylvania Commission asserts that the Commission should
assess the results of the NOPR’s proposed reforms before requiring any new study
processes that may further slow the interconnection queue process.??!

86.  Several commenters note the challenge of staffing to fulfill the informational
interconnection study requirements given the limited number of qualified planners and
engineers.???

87.  Several commenters urge the Commission to weigh the benefits against the
burdens to determine whether to adopt the informational interconnection study
proposal.’? WAPA states that, while it agrees that it is important to provide prospective

interconnection customers with additional information, it has concerns about the

29 NRECA Initial Comments at 14.

220 Avangrid Initial Comments at 23 (citing NOPR, 179 FERC 9§ 61,194 at P 56
n111).

221 pennsylvania Commission Initial Comments at 11-12.

222 1. at 11; AEP Initial Comments at 10-11; APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at
12; Avangrid Initial Comments at 22-23; Bonneville Initial Comments at 5; Eversource
Initial Comments at 5-6; Indicated PJM TOs Initial Comments at 12; Indicated PJIM TOs
Reply Comments at 14; LADWP Initial Comments at 2; OMS Initial Comments at 5.

223 Ameren Initial Comments at 5; R Street Initial Comments at 9; Xcel Initial
Comments at 20.
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proposed timelines and penalties, the potential amount of informational interconnection
study requests it could receive, and its ability to process up to five simultaneous
informational interconnection study requests per interconnection customer.’?* According
to Vermont Electric and Vermont Transco, even if the informational interconnection
studies envisioned by the NOPR provide interconnection customer benefits, the burdens
of providing informational interconnection studies with cost estimates under the NOPR’s
short proposed time frames and low deposit amounts would be considerable especially
for smaller companies such as Vermont Electric and Vermont Transco.?>® Other
commenters contend that the informational interconnection study proposal has
insufficient benefits.?*

88.  Given PJM’s opposition to the informational interconnect study, it recommends
modifying the proposed new section 3.1.2 to the pro forma LGIP to encourage, but not
require, interconnection customers evaluating different project characteristics to use a

prescreening tool, such as the queue scope tool PJM is developing, prior to submitting an

interconnection request.??’

224 WAPA Initial Comments at 4-5.
225 VVermont Electric and Vermont Transco Initial Comments at 3.

226 14 ;. AEP Initial Comments at 7; AES Initial Comments at 4; EEI Initial
Comments at 11; ENGIE Initial Comments at 2; NextEra Initial Comments at 10-11;
@rstead Initial Comments at 7; PJM Initial Comments at 45; SEIA Initial Comments at 3.

227 PJM Initial Comments at 19 (explaining that the queue scope is an interactive
prescreening tool that will allow interconnection customers to screen potential points of
interconnection and assess grid capacity (head room) based on a given amount of MW
injection or withdrawal at a given point of interconnection and that the tool will be
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fii. Commission Determination

89.  We decline to adopt the NOPR proposal to modify the pro forma LGIP to require
transmission providers to offer an informational interconnection study for prospective
interconnection customers. We are persuaded by commenters’ concerns that requiring an
informational interconnection study could divert the transmission provider’s resources
away from the cluster studies we require in this final rule and undermine the benefits of
those reforms that seek to reduce interconnection study delays, costs, and burden on
constrained engineering labor. Moreover, we agree with commenters that highlight the
various limitations of an informational interconnection study. Notably, an informational
interconnection study, as proposed in the NOPR, would have provided a serial, snapshot-
in-time analysis on the impact of a single interconnection request, but, in the context of
the subsequent cluster study, the actual impact of an interconnection request within a
larger cluster would reflect different assumptions and differ from the informational
interconnection study, providing minimal or no value to interconnection customers. The
cost estimates that result from such an informational interconnection study would bear
little correspondence to costs determined during a cluster study process and thus provide
minimal value to interconnection customers.

90.  We also find persuasive comments that the informational interconnection study

requirement proposed in the NOPR is not the most effective way to provide

available at no charge). PJM’s proposed section 3.1.2 of the pro forma LGIP would read:
“Interconnection Customers evaluating different options . . . to use the prescreening tool
(Section 6.1 of this LGIP) before entering the Cluster Study.”
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interconnection customers with the needed pre-interconnection queue information. At
the same time, we continue to believe that there is a lack of information available to
prospective interconnection customers prior to entering the interconnection queue,
especially given other interconnection customer-related reforms adopted in this final
rule.??® Therefore, as discussed below, we adopt the NOPR proposal to set minimum
requirements for transmission providers to publicly post available information pertaining

to generator interconnection.’?’

We find that the posting of this information provides a
better balance between the benefits of additional information for prospective
interconnection customers and the burdens on transmission providers.

91.  Inresponse to commenters that support the informational interconnection study
NOPR proposal, below we explain how several of the NOPR proposals that we adopt in
this final rule address their specific concerns. To address commenters’ concerns with the

230

number of speculative interconnection requests,”" we adopt more stringent site control

B1 which we

requirements and increased commercial readiness deposit requirements,
believe will better address these concerns than the informational interconnection study

proposal. Additionally, we find that the minimum requirements for transmission

228 Soe Northwest and Intermountain Initial Comments at 6-7.
229 See infra Section IILA.1.c.iii.

230 Fervo Energy Initial Comments at 2-3; Google Initial Comments at 4; NRECA
Initial Comments at 13; NY Commission and NYSERDA Initial Comments at 6-8.

231 See infra Sections I11.A.6.b.iii, III.A.6.c.iii.
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providers to publicly post available information pertaining to generator interconnection®*?
and the existing requirements in section 2.3 of the pro forma LGIP for transmission
providers to post up-to-date base case study models on their Open Access Same-time
Information System (OASIS) or other password-protected websites will improve the
efficiency of siting decisions®** and will provide interconnection customers with
information about the feasibility of their interconnection plans.?**

92.  We are not persuaded that the informational interconnection study proposal would
benefit the interconnection process through: (1) cost savings from fewer, more feasible
interconnection requests;>* (2) a reduced need for interconnection request withdrawals
and restudies;**® and (3) accurate upfront interconnection cost information.?*” On the

238

contrary, the Commission’s adoption of the cluster study reforms in this final rule

means that the serial nature of the informational interconnection study would fail to

232 See infra Section IILA.1.c.iii.

233 Duke Southeast Utilities Initial Comments at 6-7; ISO-NE Initial Comments at
18; NARUC Initial Comments at 5; NRECA Initial Comments at 13; Pine Gate Initial
Comments at 13-14; Tesla Initial Comments at 4.

234 Northwest and Intermountain Initial Comments at 6-7; Pacific Northwest
Organizations Initial Comments at 3.

235 Evergreen Action Initial Comments at 3; NARUC Initial Comments at 5.
236 Evergreen Action Initial Comments at 3; NRECA Initial Comments at 13.

237 Fervo Energy Initial Comments at 2; MISO Initial Comments at 22; Pacific
Northwest Organizations Initial Comments at 3-4.

238 See infra Section I11.A.2.
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reflect the outcome of the cluster study, and thus would provide minimal, if any, benefits

to interconnection customers.**°

We also no longer believe that adopting the
informational interconnection study proposal would reduce burdens on transmission
providers.?*" This is because the record overwhelmingly demonstrates that the proposal
would result in additional burdens on transmission providers and would likely cause
transmission providers to divert resources from their cluster study process to conduct

241

informational interconnection studies,** thus increasing study delays and costs.

Similarly, we decline CREA and NewSun’s request that the Commission retain the

23 See AEE Initial Comments at 9-10; Avangrid Initial Comments at 23-24; Clean
Energy Associations Initial Comments at 14; CREA and NewSun Initial Comments at 43;
Dominion Reply Comments at 6; EEI Initial Comments at 12; EEI Reply Comments at §;
Enel Initial Comments at 9; Eversource Initial Comments at 9-10; ISO-NE Initial
Comments at 18-19; MISO Initial Comments at 21; New Jersey Commission Initial
Comments at 21; NRECA Initial Comments at 14; NV Energy Initial Comments at 14;
PJM Initial Comments at 45; PPL Initial Comments at 5; SEIA Initial Comments at 4-5;
SEIA Reply Comments at 3-4; SoCal Edison Initial Comments at 12; SPP Initial
Comments at 2-3.

240 See Google Initial Comments at 5 (arguing that the informational
interconnection study requirement alone would likely increase the burden on transmission
providers in a way that would lengthen delays).

241 1d.; AECI Initial Comments at 3; AEE Reply Comments at 5-6; AEP Initial
Comments at 7-8; AEP Reply Comments at 2; AES Initial Comments at 4; Alliant
Energy Initial Comments at 4; APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 9; APS Initial
Comments at 5; Bonneville Initial Comments at 3; CAISO Initial Comments at 6; Clean
Energy Buyers Initial Comments at 6; Clean Energy States Initial Comments at 4;
Dominion Reply Comments at 5-6; Environmental Defense Fund Reply Comments at 5;
EEI Initial Comments at 11-12; EEI Reply Comments at 8-9; ELCON Initial Comments
at 4-5; Enel Initial Comments at 9; ENGIE Initial Comments at 2; Eversource Initial
Comments at 5; Idaho Power Initial Comments at 3; Indicated PJM TOs Initial
Comments at 12; Indicated PJM TOs Reply Comments at 14; Longroad Energy Reply
Comments at 4-5; MISO Reply Comments at 17; National Grid Initial Comments at 9;
NESCOE Reply Comments at 2; New Jersey Commission Initial Comments at 21;
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feasibility study instead of the informational interconnection study. As we discuss below,
the feasibility study was required for the serial study process but is no longer relevant for

the cluster study process.?*?

We believe that our requirement for transmission providers
to publicly post certain interconnection information will provide interconnection
customers with the information they need prior to entering the interconnection queue, and
therefore decline to adopt CREA and NewSun'’s request to maintain the feasibility study.
93.  Because we do not adopt the NOPR proposal to require transmission providers to
offer an informational interconnection study, we decline to adopt the proposal to add new
section 3.1.2 to the pro forma LGIP to encourage interconnection customers to use the

informational interconnection study.

c. Public Interconnection Information

i NOPR Proposal

94.  Inthe NOPR, the Commission proposed to require transmission providers to
maintain and make publicly available an interactive visual representation of available
interconnection capacity (commonly known as a “heatmap”) as well as a table of relevant

interconnection metrics that allow prospective interconnection customers to see certain

NextEra Reply Comments at 8-9, 11-12; North Dakota Commission Initial Comments at
3-4; NRECA Initial Comments at 14; NV Energy Initial Comments at 14; NYISO Initial
Comments at 16; OMS Initial Comments at 5; Pine Gate Initial Comments at 12; PPL
Initial Comments at 4-6; SDG&E Initial Comments at 3-4; SEIA Initial Comments at 3;
SEIA Reply Comments at 4; SoCal Edison Initial Comments at 12; Tesla Initial
Comments at 4; Vermont Electric and Vermont Transco Initial Comments at 3; WIRES
Initial Comments at 8.

242 See infra Section I11.A.2 £.iii.
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estimates of a potential generating facility’s effect on the transmission provider’s
transmission system.?*® Specifically, the Commission proposed to revise section 6.4 of
the pro forma LGIP to require transmission providers to post on their public website a
heatmap of estimated incremental injection capacity (in MW) available at each bus in the
transmission provider’s footprint under N-1 conditions, as well as provide a table of
results showing the estimated impact of the addition of a proposed project (based on the
user-specified MW amount, voltage level, and point of interconnection) for each
monitored facility impacted by the proposed project on: (1) the distribution factor;

(2) the MW impact (based on the proposed project size and the distribution factor); (3)
the percentage impact on the monitored facility (based on the MW values of the proposed
project and the monitored facility rating); (4) the percentage of power flow on the
monitored facility before the proposed project; and (5) the percentage power flow on the
monitored facility after the injection of the proposed project. The Commission explained
that these metrics would be calculated based on the power flow model of the cluster study
or restudy with the transfer simulated from each bus to the whole transmission provider’s
footprint (to approximate Network Resource Interconnection Service (NRIS)), and with
the incremental capacity at each bus decremented by the existing and queued generation
in the cluster (based on the existing or requested interconnection service limit of the
generation). The Commission proposed to require transmission providers to update this

information within 30 days after the completion of each cluster study and restudy.

243 NOPR, 179 FERC § 61,194 at P 51.
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95.  The Commission sought comment on whether: (1) there are any security concerns
with this proposed requirement; and (2) the assumptions specified for the analysis are the
right set of assumptions.***

ii. Comments

(a) Comments in Support

96. Many commenters express support for the NOPR’s proposal to require
transmission providers to provide public interconnection information.?*> Several
commenters agree that the NOPR proposal will provide valuable information to

interconnection customers before they enter the interconnection queue.**® Several

244 1d. P 52.

245 ACE-NY Initial Comments at 11; AES Initial Comments at 3; Affected
Interconnection Customers Initial Comments at 30; APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 13;
CAISO Initial Comments at 7; CESA Initial Comments at 7; Clean Energy Associations
Initial Comments at 12; Clean Energy Buyers Initial Comments at 6-7; Colorado
Commission Initial Comments at 8; Consumers Energy Initial Comments at 3; CREA and
NewSun Initial Comments at 44-45; Duke Southeast Utilities Initial Comments at 6;
Environmental Defense Fund Initial Comments at 3; Environmental Defense Fund Reply
Comments at 2-3; ELCON Initial Comments at 4; ENGIE Initial Comments at 2;
Evergreen Action Initial Comments at 3; Fervo Energy Initial Comments at 2; Google
Initial Comments at 14; Google Reply Comments at 6; I[llinois Commission Initial
Comments at 6; Interwest Initial Comments at 7; New Jersey Commission Initial
Comments at 11-12; Northwest and Intermountain Initial Comments at 9-10; NY
Commission and NYSERDA Initial Comments at 8; Qrsted Initial Comments at 7,
Pattern Energy Initial Comments at 23; Pine Gate Initial Comments at 13; Public Interest
Organizations Initial Comments at 18-19; R Street Initial Comments at 8, 10; Southern
Initial Comments at 28; Tesla Initial Comments at 6-7; Vistra Initial Comments at 1, 4.

246 Alliant Energy Initial Comments at 5; Clean Energy Associations Initial
Comments at 12; CREA and NewSun Initial Comments at 44-45; Duke Southeast
Utilities Initial Comments at 6; EEI Initial Comments at 12-13; ELCON Initial
Comments at 6; ENGIE Initial Comments at 2; Evergreen Action Initial Comments at 3;
Fervo Energy Initial Comments at 2-3; Illinois Commission Initial Comments at 6;



Exh. CJP-10
Page 88 of 1481
Docket No. RM22-14-000 - 86 -

Document Accession #: 20230728-3060 Filed Date: 07/28/2023

commenters aver that the proposal could reduce the number of interconnection requests
withdrawn?*7 and therefore could reduce costs for all parties.>*® Alliant Energy and Clean
Energy Associations also see value in the standardized format of the proposed public
interconnection information.?*® R Street states that a properly done visual representation
of interconnection capacity can be a “powerful decentralized self-screening tool.”’>>

R Street states that better information and simpler deliverability requirements shift
congestion performance risk to generating facilities while reducing barriers to entry.?!
The Ohio Commission Consumer Advocate states that the visual map of available

interconnection capacity would be useful both to transmission providers and

Indicated PJM TOs Initial Comments at 14; Indicated PJM TOs Reply Comments 6; ISO-
NE Initial Comments at 26-27; New Jersey Commission Initial Comments at 12; NY
Commission and NYSERDA Initial Comments at 8; Ohio Commission Consumer
Advocate Initial Comments at 7; Pacific Northwest Ultilities Initial Comments at 13;
SEIA Initial Comments at 5.

247 CESA Initial Comments at 9; CESA Reply Comments at 3; Consumers Energy
Initial Comments at 3; CREA and NewSun Initial Comments at 44-45; Duke Southeast
Ultilities Initial Comments at 6; Environmental Defense Fund Initial Comments at 3; EEI
Initial Comments at 12-13; ELCON Initial Comments at 6; Evergreen Action Initial
Comments at 3; Google Initial Comments at 14; [llinois Commission Initial Comments at
6-7; New Jersey Commission Initial Comments at 12; NY Commission and NYSERDA
Initial Comments at 8; Pacific Northwest Utilities Initial Comments at 13; SEIA Initial
Comments at 5.

248 Bvergreen Action Initial Comments at 3; New Jersey Commission Initial
Comments at 12.

249 Alliant Energy Initial Comments at 5; Clean Energy Associations Initial
Comments at 12.

250 R Street Initial Comments at 10.

251 R Street Reply Comments at 2.
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interconnection customers and would encourage information sharing on transmission
system congestion during the interconnection process.>>?> Google argues that making
these data publicly available to consumers would allow buyers to make informed choices
regarding power procurement.”* Additionally, Google asserts that there needs to be a
standard of reasonable care applied to ensure that the publicly available information is
reasonably current and useful to avoid exploratory interconnection requests.”>* SEIA
argues that greater transparency will increase competition between merchant and utility
developed generating facilities, benefiting consumers.?> Illinois Commission contends
that, if properly implemented, the NOPR proposal will increase the pace at which new
generating facilities can connect to the transmission system, furthering state policy
objectives.?>

97.  Some commenters contend that the proposal to provide public interconnection
information is not overly burdensome.”” APPA-LPPC members report that the

information posting and interactive capability described in the NOPR could be feasibly

252 Ohio Commission Consumer Advocate Initial Comments at 7.
253 Google Initial Comments at 4.

254 Google Reply Comments at 7.

255 SEIA Reply Comments at 5.

256 T1linois Commission Initial Comments at 6.

257 APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 16; Clean Energy Associations Initial
Comments at 12-13; Google Initial Comments at 14; New York State Department Initial
Comments at 8; Pennsylvania Commission Initial Comments at 13; SEIA Initial
Comments at 6.
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implemented with available industry system simulation tools.?® Clean Energy
Associations state that heatmaps should be as automated as possible, without significant
commitments of staff or resources.?*’

98.  Several commenters point to the fact that some transmission providers are already
developing such tools as evidence that these tools are unlikely to cause further delays to
stressed interconnection queues or additional burden on transmission providers.?®® For
instance, some commenters note that MISO already offers a heatmap that represents
geographically advantageous siting locations.?®! Several commenters also note that PJM
is developing such a tool.?®* PJM states that in 2023 its queue scope tool will provide a
congestion map with colors or symbols indicating the worst flowgate loading at each

point of interconnection.?®® SPP states that it is also developing a tool to be implemented

258 APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 16.
23 Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 13.

260 1d. at 12; Environmental Defense Fund Reply Comments at 3; ENGIE Initial
Comments at 2-3; Pennsylvania Commission Initial Comments at 13.

261 CESA Reply Comments at 5; Fervo Energy Reply Comments at 3; OMS Initial
Comments at 3, 6; R Street Initial Comments at 10; SEIA Initial Comments at 6.

262 CESA Reply Comments at 4; Fervo Energy Reply Comments at 3; Indicated
PJM TOs Initial Comments at 14; Ohio Commission Consumer Advocate Initial
Comments at 7; Pennsylvania Commission Initial Comments at 13; PJM Initial
Comments at 48; PPL Initial Comments at 9; R Street Initial Comments at 10; SEIA
Initial Comments at 6.

263 PJM Initial Comments at 46-47.
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by 2025 that would provide much of the functionality described in the Commission’s
public information proposal to new interconnections.?%*

99.  Several commenters contend that the public information proposal is a more
reasonable balance of costs and benefits relative to the informational interconnection
study proposal.?®> Pennsylvania Commission states that, once a public information tool is
established, it may require fewer ongoing resources, continuing to inform interconnection
customers while freeing those resources for additional interconnection studies as

266

compared to the proposed informational interconnection study.

(b) Comments in Opposition

100. A few commenters oppose the NOPR proposal to require transmission providers

to provide public interconnection information.?6” A larger number of commenters

19268

express reservations about the proposal,?®® in particular regarding its usefulness*®® or the

264 SPP Initial Comments at 4.

265 Ameren Initial Comments at 5; APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 16; APS
Initial Comments at 5; Bonneville Initial Comments at 5; Pennsylvania Commission
Initial Comments at 13; PJM Initial Comments at 45-48; R Street Initial Comments at 10.

266 Pennsylvania Commission Initial Comments at 13.

267 Avangrid Reply Comments at 4; El Paso Electric Initial Comments at 8; PG&E
Initial Comments at 9.

268 AEP Initial Comments at 13; Idaho Power Initial Comments at 3; NextEra
Initial Comments at 12-13; Omaha Public Power Initial Comments at 4; PacifiCorp Initial
Comments at 13-14; SPP Initial Comments at 4; Tri-State Initial Comments at 4; WAPA
Initial Comments at 7-8.

269 AEP Initial Comments at 13; Idaho Power Initial Comments at 3; ISO-NE
Initial Comments at 17; Longroad Energy Reply Comments at 7; Omaha Public Power
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burden it creates.’”® Other commenters request that the Commission make public
interconnection information posting optional.?”!

101. Several commenters argue that the proposal to require transmission providers to
provide public interconnection information is not useful,>’ particularly because it might
not provide sufficient detail?”* or commercially actionable information for
interconnection customers.?’* Commenters explain that heatmaps are specific to a
moment in time and thus not representative of actual available injection across the
transmission system, which is ever-changing.?”> NextEra observes that heatmaps do not

contain actionable information for interconnection and instead focus on energy prices and

Initial Comments at 4; PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 13-14; SPP Initial Comments at 4;
WAPA Initial Comments at 7-8.

270 AECI Initial Comments at 5; Dominion Initial Comments at 12; National Grid
Initial Comments at 7; NextEra Initial Comments at 12-13; Omaha Public Power Initial
Comments at 4; PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 13-14; SPP Initial Comments at 4.

271 AEP Initial Comments at 13; Avangrid Initial Comments at 21-22; SPP Initial
Comments at 4.

272 Dominion Initial Comments at 13; Idaho Power Initial Comments at 3; ISO-NE
Initial Comments at 17; NextEra Initial Comments at 12; New York State Department
Initial Comments at 8; NYISO Initial Comments at 17; Omaha Public Power Initial
Comments at 4; PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 14.

273 AECI Initial Comments at 5; Dominion Initial Comments at 13; Longroad
Energy Reply Comments at 7; National Grid Initial Comments at 8; New York State
Department Initial Comments at 8; Omaha Public Power Initial Comments at 4.

274 AEE Initial Comments at 9; Cypress Creek Initial Comments at 13; NextEra
Initial Comments at 12.

275 AECI Initial Comments at 5; AEP Initial Comments at 13; New York State
Department Initial Comments at 8; NYISO Initial Comments at 17.
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congestion.?”® ISO-NE, MISO, and Omaha Public Power note that a visual
representation of interconnection capacity cannot account for all of the conditions
identified in a system impact study, including different system stresses, operability issues
(e.g., N-1-1), stability and voltage issues, and weak transmission system issues.”’
Longroad Energy asserts that generator interconnection heatmaps or hosting capacity
maps can be of some use for interconnections to the distribution system but are unlikely
to be beneficial for projects interconnecting at transmission voltages.?’

102.  Some commenters do not believe that the heatmap proposal will appreciably

reduce speculative interconnection requests.?”

MISO explains that, in its experience,
few interconnection customers use its interconnection heatmap tool and instead tend to
use their own tools.®® Puget Sound states that, even with a heatmap, if an
interconnection customer has a request that would require energy transfer across
balancing authorities, it would have to submit an interconnection request to get

information on the scope of necessary network upgrades.’®! NV Energy asserts that a

heatmap of its transmission system would be of little value, appearing as though there is

276 NextEra Initial Comments at 12.

277 1SO-NE Initial Comments at 17; MISO Initial Comments at 26 (citing NOPR,
179 FERC 9§ 61,194 at P 50 & n.105); Omaha Public Power Initial Comments at 4.

28 Longroad Energy Reply Comments at 7.
27 Idaho Power Initial Comments at 3; PPL Initial Comments at 9.
280 MISO Initial Comments at 25-26.

281 Pyuget Sound Initial Comments at 6.
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no available transfer capacity, because the generation in its interconnection queue is more

than five times the level of NV Energy load.??

Meanwhile, Puget Sound states that a
heatmap of its territory would only account for generation and interconnection capacity in
its balancing authority footprint even though its transmission goes beyond this
footprint.?%?

103. Several commenters contend that a heatmap tool as proposed would be less useful
in a cluster study than it is in a serial process because it cannot include similarly queued
generation.”®® Ohio Commission Consumer Advocate questions whether it will capture
the “dynamic elements” of cluster studies and restudies.”®® PacifiCorp and AEP state that
the mere fact that an area is not shown as congested on a heatmap does not mean that it
will be a suitable interconnection location, particularly if multiple interconnection
customers seek to interconnect there.?%

104. Longroad Energy and PacifiCorp express concern that the heatmap tools would

not be restricted to prospective interconnection customers and could instead be used by

282 NV Energy Initial Comments at 10.
283 Puget Sound Initial Comments at 6.

284 CAISO Initial Comments at 8; CREA and NewSun Initial Comments at 48;
Duke Southeast Utilities Initial Comments at 6-7; MISO Initial Comments at 26; Ohio
Commission Consumer Advocate Initial Comments at 7; PacifiCorp Initial Comments at
15.

285 Ohio Commission Consumer Advocate Initial Comments at 7.

286 AEP Initial Comments at 13; PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 15.
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third-party consultants for their own business interests; for instance, real estate
speculators could use the information to secure exclusive site control for locations that
show significant generator interconnection capacity.?®” According to Longroad Energy,
such risk is particularly harmful to wind and solar generation interconnection customers’
needs for large tracts of land to accommodate their generation equipment.?%8

105. Some commenters assert that maintaining the heatmap and posting required
information on available interconnection capacity would be burdensome for transmission
providers, especially in non-RTO/ISO regions.?®® Similarly, NV Energy states that it
participates in the CAISO energy imbalance market and its energy management system
does not currently have the technical functionality to build an interactive map that shows
information like the available interconnection capacity.?*® Some commenters argue that

the heatmaps may provide insufficient benefit to justify cost, resources, and time it would

take to produce them.?”! Omaha Public Power further asserts that interconnection

287 Longroad Energy Reply Comments at 7; PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 15.
288 ongroad Energy Reply Comments at 7.

289 National Grid Initial Comments at 7-8; PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 13; Tri-
State Initial Comments at 7.

20 NV Energy Initial Comments at 10.

21 Dominion Initial Comments at 13; National Grid Initial Comments at §;
NextEra Initial Comments at 12; New York State Department Initial Comments at §;
Omaha Public Power Initial Comments at 4; Pacific Northwest Utilities Initial Comments
at 14; PPL Initial Comments at 9; Tri-State Initial Comments at 4; WAPA Initial
Comments at 7.
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customers will likely find it more valuable for a transmission provider invest in more
reliable and consequential studies.?®> Pacific Northwest Utilities assert that the
Commission should present additional data regarding the benefits of requiring a heatmap
before mandating their use.?* Clean Energy Associations recommend that the
Commission consider other means of increasing information to prospective
interconnection customers, such as public scoping meetings prior to the prospective
interconnection customers entering the interconnection queue.?**

106. Some commenters express concern that the public information proposal will
impose new costs on ratepayers and market participants.?®> WAPA states that, given its
defined appropriations and budgets, it is difficult to create new programs, unlike for larger
investor-owned utilities or RTOs/ISOs.?*® Dominion estimates that implementation would
require a large up-front financial commitment, potentially for third-party software and

personnel hours, and longer-term financial commitment to maintain such a site.?*’

292 Omaha Public Power Initial Comments at 4.
293 pacific Northwest Utilities Initial Comments at 14.
294 Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 14.

295 New York State Department Initial Comments at 8; SoCal Edison Initial
Comments at 13.

296 WAPA Initial Comments at 7.

27 Dominion Initial Comments at 12.
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NV Energy contends that creating such a heatmap showing interconnection capabilities
would require finding an eligible software, an ongoing expense.?*®

107. Several commenters speak to the burden of additional staffing needs to provide
public interconnection information. National Grid states that the interactive visual
representation tool, even if contracted from a third party, would require significant time
commitments from numerous personnel with relevant and advanced expertise in
transmission and interconnection engineering.?®® Tri-State notes that the Commission has
recognized the lack of available engineers and that imposing a heatmap requirement
would exacerbate the problem.*” Dominion and Duke Southeast Utilities state that any
additional process would require additional financial and personnel resources, and also
burden the same personnel that are already engaged in managing the interconnection
queue.*" El Paso Electric argues that transmission providers should not be required to
allocate human resources from interconnection studies to monthly transmission line
capacity estimates because the staff reallocation could cause interconnection study

backlogs.*** PacifiCorp states that this burden will be particularly onerous to

298 NV Energy Initial Comments at 10.
299 National Grid Initial Comments at 7-8.
300 Tri-State Initial Comments at 8.

301 Dominion Initial Comments at 13; Duke Southeast Ultilities Initial Comments
at 7.

302 E] Paso Electric Initial Comments at 7.
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transmission providers outside RTO/ISO regions, which have comparatively few
transmission staff available.**

108. Several commenters suggest that interconnection customers, on their own or with
consultants, can perform studies with the available information that would provide
estimates on available capacity similar to that produced under the NOPR proposal.**4
PPL states that interconnection customers can make their own such maps using
transmission planning models the Commission makes available following a Freedom of
Information Act request.>”®> APPA-LPPC argue that the Commission fails to establish
that the information already available to prospective interconnection customers under the
existing pro forma LGIP, along with the substantial supplement implemented with Order
No. 845, is inadequate.’*® SoCal Edison states that the information included in the NOPR
proposal and more is already available if interconnection customers request it from the

Commission for their own studies or use studies developed by transmission providers.3"?

The Ohio Commission Consumer Advocate states that the determination of a suitable site

393 PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 13.

304 1d. at 15; AEP Initial Comments at 8; APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 9;
El Paso Electric Initial Comments at 7; PPL Initial Comments at 9; SoCal Edison Initial
Comments at 14.

305 PPL Initial Comments at 9.
306 APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 9.

307 SoCal Edison Initial Comments at 14.
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depends largely on the location and geography of the resources, which is publicly
available from national labs and the U.S. Energy Information Administration.**®

109. Several commenters state that sufficient data are already required to be posted on
OASIS.3” According to Idaho Power, Order No. 2003-A required interconnection study
reports to be publicly available and provide locational and cost information for previously
studied interconnections, but this has not reduced the amount of interconnection requests
at congested locations.?!* SoCal Edison and NYISO state that this information is already
available in FERC Form 715, where it is protected with a non-disclosure agreement as
critical energy infrastructure information (CEII) and has the benefit of being available in
one centralized location.'" On the other hand, ACE-NY disagrees with the assertion that
FERC Form 715 provides sufficient information for interconnection customers to do their
own analysis, asserting that the FERC Form 715 database base cases do not contain
sufficient data about the generation interconnection queue and study assumptions and are
therefore inadequate.>'? Rather, ACE-NY argues that more detailed base cases such as

those currently being made available by MISO and PJM, should be required.

308 Ohio Commission Consumer Advocate Initial Comments at 6-7.

399 Duke Southeast Utilities Initial Comments at 6-7; Idaho Power Initial Comments
at 3; NV Energy Initial Comments at 10; PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 14-15.

310 Tdaho Power Initial Comments at 3.
3 NYISO Initial Comments at 17; SoCal Edison Initial Comments at 14.

312 ACE-NY Reply Comments at 3-4.
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110. Several commenters state that the usefulness of public interconnection information
proposal will depend on the implementation details.’!* For example, Illinois Commission
and CESA recognize that the accuracy of the heatmaps is an important part of how useful
they will be.*'* Puget Sound states that it has considered creating such a heatmap but has
concerns about its effectiveness given implementation challenges.®'> SPP states that
technology, information, and tools are quickly evolving and that a standardization tool
might be obsolete before it is implemented.*'® CESA explains that currently CAISO
provides static, snapshot-in-time transmission capability estimates that are helpful but do
not capture locational granularity or other projects already in the interconnection queue,
making it difficult to make an informed project siting decision and at times requiring data
requests of CAISO.?"" For this reason, CESA stresses that the heatmaps and associated
data must be made available in a user-friendly format. CREA and NewSun argue that the
Commission should be careful not to overestimate the ability to forecast interconnection
costs and project viability that will ultimately result from a cluster study.*'® Several

commenters stress that any potential increase in transparency and interconnection process

313 CESA Initial Comments at 8-9; Illinois Commission Initial Comments at 6;
Puget Sound Initial Comments at 6; SPP Initial Comments at 4.

314 CESA Initial Comments at 9; Illinois Commission Initial Comments at 6.
315 Puget Sound Initial Comments at 6.

316 SPP Initial Comments at 4.

317 CESA Initial Comments at 8.

318 CREA and NewSun Initial Comments at 48.
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performance resulting from this proposal must outweigh the additional burden imposed
on transmission providers.!’

(¢) Comments on Specific Proposal

(1) Metrics
111.  While some commenters agree with the Commission’s proposed table of
metrics,*?* multiple commenters suggest additional metrics that should be posted.**' For
instance, Public Interest Organizations request information on the available
interconnection capacity (including, at a minimum, a snapshot of existing available
interconnection capacity and associated transmission during high load conditions for each
substation) including projects already in the interconnection queue, and the capacity those
projects are requesting,?? as well as metrics on whether power flows from a point of
interconnection are likely to serve low income and people of color communities (which

would be consistent with Executive Order 13985).%* Other commenters suggest that the

319 Cypress Creek Initial Comments at 14; EEI Initial Comments at 12-13;
Eversource Initial Comments at 11; New Jersey Commission Initial Comments at 22-23;
New York State Department Initial Comments at 8-9.

320 NOPR, 179 FERC § 61,194 at P 51.

321 Ameren Initial Comments at 5; Bonneville Initial Comments at 7; Clean
Energy Buyers Initial Comments at 7-8; MISO Initial Comments at 25 (agreeing that the
five data points are sufficient but adding that, if the first is provided, then prospective
interconnection customers can calculate the other four).

322 Pyblic Interest Organizations Initial Comments at 19-20.

323 Public Interest Organizations Reply Comments at 11-12 (citing 16 U.S.C. 824(a);
Nat’l Ass’n for Advancement of Colored People v. FPC, 425 U.S. 662, 669-670 (1976);
Executive Order 13985, “Executive Order on Advancing Racial Equity and Support for
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posted metrics should also include: circuit strength and the harmonics of transmission
system elements;*** limiting elements at a substation or associated transmission

infrastructure;*?® the level of congestion and resource curtailment by location (historic,

)326
M

current, and/or expected overload conditions;** contingencies that drive the impacts

to the monitored facility;**® for a given transmission line, information on the circuit (e.g.,
single or double), the conductor type, pole types, the ratings of the equipment, and the

age of the equipment;*?® flowgate data, such as disconnect switches, breakers,

330

transformers, conductors, series reactors, and ground clearances of lines;”" change file

models of network upgrades for deliverability in advance of providing study results;**!

Underserved Communities Through the Federal Government” (Jan. 20, 2021)); see also
Navajo Utility Initial Comments at 9.

324 SETA Initial Comments at 6.

325 AES Initial Comments at 5-7; Hannon Armstrong Initial Comments at 2;
Pattern Energy Initial Comments at 23; Public Interest Organizations Initial Comments at
19.

326 AEP Initial Comments at 13; Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at
12; Pine Gate Initial Comments at 14.

327 Ameren Initial Comments at 6; R Street Initial Comments at 10.
328 Pattern Energy Initial Comments at 23.
329 NextEra Initial Comments at 11.

330 AES Initial Comments at 6; Pattern Energy Initial Comments at 23; Pine Gate
Initial Comments at 14; SEIA Reply Comments at 4.

331 AES Initial Comments at 5; Pine Gate Initial Comments at 14; SEIA Reply
Comments at 5.
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base case models paired with contingencies including local contingencies (below
200 kV);**? incremental injection capacity available at each bus in the transmission
provider’s footprint under N-1 conditions with a five-year outlook;*** the rating of the

334

monitored facility;** estimated costs of interconnection or transmission service,

including where interconnection is likely to be costly and not costly;***

proposed
upgrades in the region that could affect interconnection requests;** lists of potential
upgrades that would be needed to export power to other regions or that would allow the
transmission provider to increase injection capacity at each substation;**” more granular
load growth data, defined by region, which could be combined with existing and planned
generation and congestion to view anticipated system changes;**® and the share that all

generating facilities contribute to a network upgrade along with their share of allocated

costs.** Tesla requests information that would particularly developers of non-

332 AES Initial Comments at 5; SEIA Reply Comments at 5.

333 AES Initial Comments at 5; SEIA Reply Comments at 5.

334 Pattern Energy Group Initial Comments at 23; SEIA Reply Comments at 5.
335 Bonneville Initial Comments at 5; Eversource Initial Comments at 11.

336 Arsted Initial Comments at 7; Pattern Energy Initial Comments at 23; Public
Interest Organizations Initial Comments at 19; SEIA Reply Comments at 5.

337 Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 13; Public Interest
Organizations Initial Comments at 20-21.

33 Google Initial Comments at 6, 14.

339 AES Initial Comments at 5-7, 13-14.
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synchronous generating facilities to decide what project controls might be best suited for
a given point of interconnection, including: the number of generating facilities and
power control devices (including series compensation systems, static synchronous
compensator devices and other power control devices) that are two busses away from the
given point of interconnection; the circuit breaker short circuit ratings of the nearest
substation; and the maximum and minimum fault current in megavolt amperes (MVA) at
the given point of interconnection.**’

112.  Several commenters highlight that additional information regarding transmission
system conditions, such as previous cluster studies and models, posted in a secure way
subject to CEII processes, would allow interconnection customers to conduct their own
initial analyses of system conditions and desirable points of interconnection.**' SoCal
Edison states that, alternatively, the transmission providers could identify areas where
new generation is desired, guided by state processes identifying the locations that can
accommodate additional generation currently or locations intended for types of

generation sought state policy.’*?

340 Tegla Initial Comments at 7.

341 ACE-NY Initial Comments at 11; AES Initial Comments at 5; Clean Energy
States Alliance Initial Comments at 4; CREA and NewSun Initial Comments at 47,
ENGIE Initial Comments at 3; NextEra Reply Comments at 9; PJM Initial Comments at
7; PPL Initial Comments at 9; SEIA Reply Comments at 4.

342 So(Cal Edison Initial Comments at 14-15.
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113. Some commenters oppose these requests for additional metrics. Dominion notes
that tracking and providing the information requested by Public Interest Organizations,
including documenting the study process, providing enhanced interconnection queue
tracking, and metrics on constraints that cause bottlenecks, would be burdensome, taking
engineers’ time, slowing down the cluster study process, and diverting resources.**?* EEI
and WIRES contend that certain information on transmission line design, such as circuit
type, conductor type, and pole type, would be overly burdensome and offer little benefit,
adding that this information could invite potential disputes or be used to threaten to the
reliability of the transmission system or for commercial gain if the information is not
subject to confidentiality protections.*** EEI also asserts that any additional information
beyond that proposed in the NOPR would complicate the interconnection process by
adding another potential area of dispute and risks potential “backseat driving” by the
interconnection customer, while the transmission provider is responsible for performing
and standing by its study results.3*®

114. Some commenters disagree as to the appropriate level of granularity of the

required metrics. SEIA and ENGIE support the NOPR proposal to require transmission

providers to post bus-level interconnection capacity constraints.>*® Dominion disagrees,

343 Dominion Reply Comments at 8.
344 EEI Reply Comments at 9-10; WIRES Reply Comments at 5-6.
345 EEI Reply Comments at 9-10.

346 ENGIE Initial Comments at 2-3; SEIA Initial Comments at 5.
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arguing that requiring capacity constraint information to be provided at the bus-level is
outside the scope of the NOPR and would not necessarily be useful in a networked
system where injection at one bus will affect the capability at other buses and significant
additional power flow analysis would be required to determine these values at each
bus.**” According to Dominion, information about bus-level interconnection capacity
constraints makes more sense where the system is radial in nature and injection capability
at one bus is not dependent on contingencies or injections at another bus. Eversource
adds that bus level information will not provide significant benefits because it may be too
simplistic if it is not based on N-1 conditions or if it fails to incorporate stability
considerations.**® Public Interest Organizations state that many utilities provide hosting
capacity information on their websites at the distribution level in heatmaps or tables, in
particular to help distributed solar interconnection customers, and this information is
required by states and updated regularly.* Public Interest Organizations ask the
Commission to require analogous hosting capacity information to be provided by
transmission providers for all potential generation locations with exemptions for urban

substations where there is limited potential for generation development. PJM requests

347 Dominion Reply Comments at 8-9.
348 Eyersource Initial Comments at 11.

34 Public Interest Organizations Initial Comments at 20 (citing National
Renewable Energy Laboratory, Advanced Hosting Capacity Analysis,
https://www.nrel.gov/solar/market-research-analysis/advanced-hosting-capacity-
analysis.html).
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that, rather than requiring that all buses be made available in a large RTO/ISO, a
transmission provider should be allowed to screen and only present the majority of the
feasible points of interconnection.** As an alternative to providing information at every
bus, Tri-State states that a transmission provider could post the most recent cluster study
to provide information for the buses that were studied as opposed to studying all buses on
the system, while also making clear that the heatmap does not reflect interconnection
requests in neighboring systems.**' Similarly, Bonneville argues that cluster studies
would not provide the incremental injection capacity at each bus on the transmission
provider’s system, which would warrant a separate study, and therefore, transmission
providers should be afforded flexibility to provide this capacity information as it becomes
available.**

115. Some commenters argue that the proposed heatmap is not an ideal way to present
public interconnection information. For instance, I1linois Commission states that it is not
immediately evident what information maps posted to an RTO/ISO website would
reflect.®® For example, Illinois Commission questions whether congestion maps would

reflect present congestion or congestion that might arise after generating facilities

interconnect. Fervo Energy states that additional research might be needed to determine

350 PJM Initial Comments at 48-49.
351 Tri-State Initial Comments at 8.
352 Bonneville Initial Comments at 6-7.

353 T1linois Commission Initial Comments at 6.
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the most useful informational suite.** Clean Energy Associations proposes, and SEIA
supports, that two maps, one for Energy Resource Interconnection Service (ERIS) and
one for capacity or NRIS, should be made available where appropriate, and notes that in
ISO-NE overlapping impact analysis is used to determine eligibility for capacity NRIS.®
Finally, Clean Energy Associations and ISO-NE recommend that the Commission
consider allowing information to be qualitative, such that, rather than a “hosting map,”
transmission providers could post a map and accompanying report regarding system

6

conditions at various points on the transmission system.>*

(2)  Security of Critical Information

116. Several commenters express concern that the NOPR’s proposed heatmap and/or
metrics may create a security risk®>’ by, among other things, indicating areas where
transmission is heavily loaded and more vulnerable to interference.®® In particular,

LADWP and Bonneville express concerns over sharing distribution factor and MW

33 Fervo Energy Reply Comments at 3.

355 Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 12; SEIA Reply Comments
at 5.

356 Clean Energy Associations Reply Comments at 3; ISO-NE Initial Comments
at 17.

357 EEI Reply Comments at 9-10; Indicated PJM TOs Initial Comments at 15;
LADWP Initial Comments at 3; NRECA Initial Comments at 16-17; PacifiCorp Initial
Comments at 16; PPL Initial Comments at 8; SoCal Edison Initial Comments at 13-14;
WIRES Reply Comments at 5-6.

358 LADWP Initial Comments at 3; PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 16; PPL Initial
Comments at 8.
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impact, which they believe could identify highly stressed transmission lines, as well as
concerns with identifying the line locations, which are not currently provided publicly.*>’
LADWP further expresses concern with CEII issues that may arise from publicly
releasing a table of metrics regarding the estimated impact of a potential generating
facility.3¢

117. Other commenters counter that the security risks associated with the NOPR
proposal are reasonable or non-existent. For example, Pacific Northwest Utilities and
Puget Sound states that the purpose of the heatmap is to provide an overview of
interconnection capacity, which is unlikely to implicate CEII, and thus the risk of
unrestricted critical infrastructure information should be low.*®! Indicated PJM TOs and
PPL state that a visual map with limited information, excluding reliability constraints or
other particular information that could be used to identify vulnerabilities, could be made

public without security concerns and highlight PJM as a good example of this.*®* Xcel

states that it does not have security concerns about posting estimated injection capacity

359 Bonneville Initial Comments at 6; LADWP Initial Comments at 3.
360 L ADWP Initial Comments at 3.

361 Pacific Northwest Utilities Initial Comments at 15; Puget Sound Initial
Comments at 6-7.

362 Indicated PJM TOs Initial Comments at 14-15; PPL Initial Comments at 8-9.
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but that some of the more detailed information should be limited.*** MISO states that it
is currently unaware of any security concerns associated with the proposal.*¢4

118.  While SoCal Edison and Southern assert that there should be no requirement on
transmission providers to make public or display any CEII or confidential information,*®3
other commenters contend that the CEII label should not be used to unreasonably impede
interconnection customers’ access to interconnection information necessary to understand
the cost and other impacts of locating their projects in different areas of the transmission
system.*® Some commenters recommend that the Commission require transmission
providers to make CEII data available only to interconnection customers who meet
restricted access requirements, such as through a secure portal or subject to a
confidentiality agreement.*®” Pattern Energy asks that this information be made available
through a cost-free process that takes no longer than two weeks,*®® and Pine Gate adds

that the retrieval of this information should not require background checks, as required by

363 Xcel Initial Comments at 22.
364 MISO Initial Comments at 27.
365 SoCal Edison Initial Comments at 14; Southern Initial Comments 28.

366 CESA Reply Comments at 4; Google Reply Comments at 7; Pattern Energy
Initial Comments at 24.

3¢7 Google Reply Comments at 7; Indicated PJM TOs Initial Comments at 15;
ISO-NE Initial Comments at 17; NRECA Initial Comments at 16; Pattern Energy Initial
Comments at 24; SEIA Initial Comments at 6; SEIA Reply Comments at 5.

3%8 Pattern Energy Initial Comments at 24.
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certain transmission providers.*® EEI suggests that transmission providers should have
the discretion to identify sensitive information that should be withheld.*”® Clean Energy
States add that the Commission may want to limit access to permitted users, controlling
the copying and dissemination of data, or take other security measures.>”!

(3) Miscellaneous

119. SEIA requests that the Commission require transmission providers to use the most
recent available study models as well as the most recently completed system impact study
in creating their data results.’”?

120. A few commenters express concern with the proposal to require updated
information 30 days after the completion of each cluster study and restudy and instead
request that the Commission allow for regional flexibility on the timing of updates.’”
MISO states that, as written, the NOPR proposal would require it to update the tool
available to help interconnection customers pre-screen for potential points of

interconnection each time a regional system impact study is issued, which would be

numerous times during a calendar year due to the configuration of MISO’s transmission

369 Pine Gate Initial Comments at 14.

370 EEI Initial Comments at 13.

371 Clean Energy States Initial Comments at 5.
372 SEIA Initial Comments at 6.

373 Bonneville Initial Comments at 8; El Paso Electric Initial Comments at 7;
MISO Initial Comments at 26; Pacific Northwest Ultilities Initial Comments at 14; PJM
Initial Comments at 49; Tri-State Initial Comments at 7.
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system.” PJM states that it is not feasible for an RTO/ISO as large as PJM to update an
interactive public interconnection information tool within 30 days after completing a
cluster restudy.” PJM states that, once the tool includes light load results, it will be
uploading four to six datasets a year with each dataset including millions of points of
interconnection flowgate records, which may eventually not be feasible to maintain from
a storage perspective. According to El Paso Electric, the interconnection queue changes
often as interconnection customers withdraw their requests and therefore transmission
providers should not be required to update capacity line estimates monthly because the
burden on staff could increase interconnection study delays.*’® Tri-State explains that
only a subset of buses and lines are studied in each cluster study, so to require an estimate
of the injection capacity at every bus in each cluster study to be posted within 30 days
would greatly increase the scope and cost and would likely have a negative impact on the
time to complete the study and cause rates to increase.’”’

121.  On the other hand, @rsted notes that any system representation needs to be
frequently updated to be useful and avoid the risk of becoming out-of-date,*”® and Public

Interest Organizations state that hosting capacity data should be updated at least

374 MISO Initial Comments at 26-27.

375 PJM Initial Comments at 49.

376 E] Paso Electric Initial Comments at 7.
377 Tri-State Initial Comments at 7.

378 Grsted Initial Comments at 6.
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quarterly.’” Environmental Defense Fund argues that the public interconnection
information should be updated immediately at the end of each cluster request window so
that interconnection customers using that information are informed of generating

380

facilities being studied that may impact transmission capacity.

(4)  Requests for Flexibility

122.  Several commenters request flexibility from the Commission with respect to the
particular information included in a potential heatmap.*®' Dominion asserts that the
proposal is overly prescriptive and that the Commission should focus on the goal itself
rather than uniformity.**? Clean Energy Associations state that the heatmaps may need to
be tailored to the services offered by a particular transmission provider, because their
services are not uniform.’® Several commenters claim that flexibility will help ensure
that the information provided is useful and understandable, and will place a reasonable

level of burden on transmission providers.’®* MISO states that flexibility is reasonable

37 Public Interest Organizations Initial Comments at 20.
380 Environmental Defense Fund Initial Comments at 3.

381 Avangrid Initial Comments at 21-22; Bonneville Initial Comments at 6-8;
Dominion Initial Comments at 14; MISO Initial Comments at 27; NY Commission and
NYSERDA Initial Comments at 8; NYTOs Initial Comments at 8; Pacific Northwest
Utilities Initial Comments at 14; PJM Initial Comments at 48; Puget Sound Initial
Comments at 6; SEIA Initial Comments at 6; Southern Initial Comments at 28; SPP
Initial Comments at 4; WAPA Initial Comments at 7-8.

382 Dominion Initial Comments at 13.
383 Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 12.

384 Avangrid Initial Comments at 21-22; Bonneville Initial Comments at 6-8;
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given the burden on transmission providers of maintaining a heatmap tool relative to the
limited value of frequent updates given that few interconnection customers use this tool
and its inability to include future queued projects that will be relevant to the prospective
interconnection customer.*® Bonneville also argues that flexibility is needed to ensure
consistency with security requirements.*®® On the other hand, Cypress Creek asserts that,
as a broad consideration, the particular types of information to be made transparent that
are valuable should be determined by the Commission in consultation with market
participants who are best positioned to identify information relevant to financing and
constructing new projects.’%’

123. Several commenters ask for flexibility in the way information is shared. SEIA
states that whether the data are in a map or other format is not as important as the product

itself,3%8

NYTOs expect that flexibility would allow regions to adopt some form of the
virtual tool as long as it is clear that the information is illustrative, non-binding, and

subject to change.’®® NRECA states that smaller generation and transmission

Cypress Creek Initial Comments at 14; MISO Initial Comments at 27; NY Commission
and NYSERDA Initial Comments at 7-8; NYTOs Initial Comments at 8; Pacific
Northwest Utilities Initial Comments at 14; WAPA Initial Comments at 8.

385 MISO Initial Comments at 26-27.

386 Bonneville Initial Comments at 6.

387 Cypress Creek Initial Comments at 14,
388 SEIA Initial Comments at 6.

389 N'YTOs Initial Comments at 9.
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cooperatives may be able to just post a table with bus names and injection capability and
present the same useful information in a more economical way.**® NV Energy states that,
if it were to post to its OASIS the CAISO locational marginal price map with a link to
CAISO’s OASIS to provide a list of interchange limits and interchange schedules, this
would be just as valuable as a map for its own transmission system.*!

124.  Some commenters argue that transmission providers that already provide public
interconnection information should have flexibility to use their existing systems to
comply.*? However, Environmental Defense Fund avers that this flexibility should not
extend to transmission providers who, prior to the NOPR, were without a substantial
public interconnection information system, because they have no sunk costs related to
public interconnection information systems.**?

125. Several commenters express concern that heatmaps would be technically difficult
to implement outside of RTOs/ISOs and ask the Commission to provide non-RTO/ISO

regions with flexibility in how they comply with the mapping tool.*** Tri-State states

3% NRECA Initial Comments at 16.
31 NV Energy Initial Comments at 10.

392 Environmental Defense Fund Reply Comments at 4; OMS Initial Comments
at 6.

393 Environmental Defense Fund Reply Comments at 4.

3% Dominion Initial Comments at 12-14; NRECA Initial Comments at 16; NV
Energy Initial Comments at 10; PPL Initial Comments at 9; Puget Sound Initial
Comments at 5-6; Tri-State Initial Comments at 8.
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that, in non-RTO/ISO regions, it is common for multiple transmission providers to use a
single substation, making injection capacity dependent on interconnection requests in
neighboring interconnection queues and their associated study assumptions.**> Tri-State,
therefore, encourages the Commission to permit variations among heatmaps, adding that
entities in non-RTOs/ISOs should not be required to study every bus.>*

126. Xcel recommends that the Commission consider applying the requirement only in
RTO/ISO regions or granting non-RTO/ISO transmission providers sufficient time, such
as two years, to comply.>*’” WAPA asks the Commission to first require data
visualization by larger utilities, wait approximately 18 months after implementation, and
then measure the benefits of interactive tools produced by larger utilities, giving
stakeholders a chance to comment before extending the heatmap requirement.*®

127.  On the other hand, some commenters expressly argue that uniformity should be
required inside and outside of RTO/ISO regions.**® Google states that such publicly

available information would begin to address the critical information advantage that

transmission owners have over independent power producers, particularly in non-

395 Tri-State Initial Comments at 8.

3% Jd.; see also Eversource Initial Comments at 11.
397 Xcel Initial Comments at 22.

398 WAPA Initial Comments at 8.

3% Environmental Defense Fund Reply Comments at 3; Fervo Energy Reply
Comments at 3; Google Initial Comments at 6; R Street Initial Comments at 10.
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RTO/ISO regions.**® R Street notes that non-RTO/ISO regions may have additional
challenges in implementing such a tool but states that this should not eliminate their
requirement to do so and those regions could be granted extra implementation time.*"!

(d) Requests for Clarification or Technical

Conference
128. Several commenters seek clarification on the information transmission providers
are required to present in the heatmap, use of that information, who has the responsibility
of presenting the information, timing of updating that information and recovery of costs
for providing this information. PJM asks that the Commission clarify that an interactive
visual congestion map could comply, instead of requiring its specific form.*?
129.  APPA-LPPC ask the Commission to clarify that it is not proposing that
transmission providers be required to conduct any individualized analyses or take any
action in response to particular prospective interconnection customers’ use of the
interactive tools.**

130. Some commenters request that the Commission make clear that the public

information is published only as a guide and not as a binding or definitive statement of

49 Google Reply Comments at 6.
401 R Street Initial Comments at 10.
402 pJM Initial Comments at 48.

403 APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 13-14.
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available interconnection capacity or costs.*® Xcel asks the Commission to clarify that
transmission providers have no liability associated with the posting of public
information.**> EEI urges the Commission to make clear that interconnection customers
that rely exclusively on this information, including these maps, do so at their own risk.*%¢
131. Eversource asks that the Commission clarify that “no information would be
required to be made available before the conclusion of the first cluster study.”*"’

132. Dominion seeks clarification that, in an RTO/ISO context, the proposed
requirements to maintain a visual representation would apply to the RTO/ISO, and not
additionally to individual transmission owners.*%8

133. Several commenters request clarification on how the public information proposal
will be funded.*”® Some commenters assert that a user-pays model is the only appropriate

funding mechanism because not all interconnection customers will use the public

information tools, and the transmission provider or their customers should not be required

404 AECI Initial Comments at 5; AEE Initial Comments at 9; AEP Initial
Comments at 13; Ameren Initial Comment at 6; CAISO Initial Comments at 8; Duke
Southeast Utilities Initial Comments at 6-7; EEI Initial Comments at 12-13; National
Grid Initial Comments at 8-9; New York State Department Initial Comments at 8;
NYISO Initial Comments at 17; NYTOs Initial Comments at 9.

405 X cel Initial Comments at 22.

406 EET Initial Comments at 13.

407 Eversource Initial Comments at 11.
408 Dominion Initial Comments at 14.

49 National Grid Initial Comments at 8; PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 14; Tri-
State Initial Comments at 7-8.
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to pay for work that only benefits some.*!® Tri-State asserts that it might increase the
$5,000 application fee to cover the significant heatmap costs.*!!

134. AEP, Tesla, and ACORE ask the Commission to initiate a proceeding and hold a
technical conference to, among other things, identify useful information tools that could
be feasibly developed, establish uniform and transparent study assumptions, share best
practices, and help less sophisticated interconnection customers learn to use available

tools and information to lessen their own risk before entering an interconnection queue.*?

iii. Commission Determination

135.  We adopt, without modification, the NOPR proposal to revise pro forma LGIP
section 6.4, now section 6.1, to require transmission providers to publicly post available
information pertaining to generator interconnection (i.e., public interconnection
information or a heatmap). We require transmission providers to update the heatmap
within 30 calendar days after the completion of each cluster study and cluster restudy.
Such heatmaps must be calculated under N-1 conditions and studied based on the power
flow model of the transmission system with the transfer simulated from each point of
interconnection to the whole transmission provider’s footprint (to approximate NRIS),

and with the incremental capacity at each point of interconnection decremented by the

410 National Grid Initial Comments at 8; PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 14.
411 Tri-State Initial Comments at 8.

412 ACORE Reply Comments at 3, AEP Initial Comments at 13, 15; Tesla Initial
Comments at 6.
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existing and queued generation at that location (based on the existing or requested
interconnection service limit of such generation). We require transmission providers to
provide the following information as outputs at each point of interconnection: (1) the
distribution factor; (2) the MW impact (based on the proposed project size and the
distribution factor); (3) the percentage impact on each impacted transmission facility
(based on the MW values of the proposed project and the facility rating); (4) the
percentage of power flow on each impacted transmission facility before the proposed
project; and (5) the percentage power flow on each impacted transmission facility after
the injection of the proposed project.

136. We find that the benefit of providing further transparency to interconnection
customers about potential points of interconnection outweighs the added administrative
burden to transmission providers. Commenters generally support supplementing the
existing publicly available interconnection information and note their broad support for

the NOPR proposal.*'* Many commenters further assert that the heatmap will provide

413 ACE-NY Initial Comments at 11; AES Initial Comments at 3; Affected
Interconnection Customers Initial Comments at 30; APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 13;
CAISO Initial Comments at 7; CESA Initial Comments at 7; Clean Energy Associations
Initial Comments at 12; Clean Energy Buyers Initial Comments at 6-7; Colorado
Commission Initial Comments at 8; Consumers Energy Initial Comments at 3; CREA and
NewSun Initial Comments at 44-45; Duke Southeast Utilities Initial Comments at 6;
Environmental Defense Fund Initial Comments at 3; Environmental Defense Fund Reply
Comments at 2-3; ELCON Initial Comments at 4; ENGIE Initial Comments at 2;
Evergreen Action Initial Comments at 3; Fervo Energy Initial Comments at 2; Google
Initial Comments at 14; Google Reply Comments at 6; Illinois Commission Initial
Comments at 6; Interwest Initial Comments at 7; New Jersey Commission Initial
Comments at 11-12; Northwest and Intermountain Initial Comments at 9-10; NY
Commission and NYSERDA Initial Comments at 8; Orsted Initial Comments at 7;
Pattern Energy Initial Comments at 23; Pine Gate Initial Comments at 13; Public Interest
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valuable information to interconnection customers before they enter the interconnection
queue,*! and as SEIA explains, interconnection customers currently lack substantial
information prior to entering the interconnection queue, which is valuable in determining
whether to proceed with a proposed generating facility.*!® In particular, the information
that we require transmission providers to provide to prospective interconnection
customers will allow such interconnection customers to learn about available
interconnection capacity as well as other metrics that reflect the impact of the addition of
a proposed generating facility to the transmission provider’s transmission system at a
particular point of interconnection. Such information may allow a prospective

interconnection customer to estimate expected congestion,*'® and, in turn, to assess likely

Organizations Initial Comments at 18-19; R Street Initial Comments at 8, 10; R Street
Reply Comments at 2; Southern Initial Comments at 28; Tesla Initial Comments at 6-7;
Vistra Initial Comments at 1, 4.

414 Alliant Energy Initial Comments at 5; Clean Energy Associations Initial
Comments at 12; CREA and NewSun Initial Comments at 44-45; Duke Southeast
Utilities Initial Comments at 6; EEI Initial Comments at 12-13; ELCON Initial
Comments at 6; ENGIE Initial Comments at 2; Evergreen Action Initial Comments at 3;
Fervo Energy Initial Comments at 2-3; Google Initial Comments at 4; Illinois
Commission Initial Comments at 6; Indicated PJM TOs Initial Comments at 14; Indicated
PJM TOs Reply Comments 6; ISO-NE Initial Comments at 26-27; New Jersey
Commission Initial Comments at 12; NY Commission and NYSERDA Initial Comments
at 8; Ohio Commission Consumer Advocate Initial Comments at 7; Pacific Northwest
Utilities Initial Comments at 13; SEIA Initial Comments at 5.

415 SETA Initial Comments at 6.

416 Google Initial Comments at 14.
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network upgrades triggered by a proposed generating facility or the possibility of
curtailment of a proposed generating facility.

137. With access to this type of information, a prospective interconnection customer
will be able to better assess the viability of a proposed generating facility before it
submits an interconnection request and therefore may be able to submit fewer exploratory
and unviable interconnection requests. We believe that, by reducing the number of
speculative interconnection requests, this reform will reduce the delays caused by
restudies triggered by interconnection request withdrawals and overcrowded

417 We believe that this information is also beneficial in the

interconnection queues.
cluster study context, contrary to some commenters’ concerns regarding the availability
of information about the composition of the cluster and the effect of the other proposed
generating facilities in the cluster. In fact, interconnection customers will be able to
evaluate the viability of their proposed generating facility in the context of a cluster by
using the publicly posted information as a baseline and incorporating the cluster

information that transmission providers are required to post, during the customer

engagement window, per new pro forma LGIP section 3.4.5 (Customer Engagement

417 See CESA Initial Comments at 9; CESA Reply Comments at 3; Consumers
Energy Initial Comments at 3; CREA and NewSun Initial Comments at 44-45; Duke
Southeast Utilities Initial Comments at 6; Environmental Defense Fund Initial Comments
at 3; EEI Initial Comments at 12-13; ELCON Initial Comments at 6; Evergreen Action
Initial Comments at 3; Google Initial Comments at 14; Illinois Commission Initial
Comments at 6-7; New Jersey Commission Initial Comments at 12; NY Commission and
NYSERDA Initial Comments at 8; Pacific Northwest Utilities Initial Comments at 13;
SEIA Initial Comments at 5.
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Window). Further, the heatmap requirement will standardize the information available to
interconnection customers across regions and such standardization will provide
interconnection customers with consistency as they assess the viability of proposed
generating facilities, including where to site them, across regions.*'® Despite MISO’s
assertion that interconnection customers typically use their own tools to conduct analyses,
as opposed to MISO’s heatmap, several commenters identify MISO’s heatmap tool as an
example of a transmission provider posting generator interconnection information that is
useful for prospective interconnection customers.*'® Therefore, we continue to find that it
is important to make similar information available to prospective interconnection
customers across the country to ensure comparable access to information and the above

mentioned resultant benefits of such information for the interconnection process.

418 See, e.g., Alliant Energy Initial Comments at 5; Clean Energy Associations
Initial Comments at 12.

419 ACE-NY Initial Comments at 11; AES Initial Comments at 3; Affected
Interconnection Customers Initial Comments at 30; APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 13;
CAISO Initial Comments at 7; CESA Initial Comments at 7; Clean Energy Associations
Initial Comments at 12; Clean Energy Buyers Initial Comments at 6-7; Colorado
Commission Initial Comments at 8; Consumers Energy Initial Comments at 3; CREA and
NewSun Initial Comments at 44-45; Duke Southeast Utilities Initial Comments at 6;
Environmental Defense Fund Initial Comments at 3; ELCON Initial Comments at 4;
ENGIE Initial Comments at 2; Evergreen Action Initial Comments at 3; Fervo Energy
Initial Comments at 2; Google Initial Comments at 14; Google Reply Comments at 6;
[llinois Commission Initial Comments at 6; Interwest Initial Comments at 7; New Jersey
Commission Initial Comments at 11-12; Northwest and Intermountain Initial Comments
at 9-10; NY Commission and NYSERDA Initial Comments at 8; Orsted Initial
Comments at 7; Pattern Energy Initial Comments at 23; Pine Gate Initial Comments at
13; Public Interest Organizations Initial Comments at 18-19; R Street Initial Comments at
8, 10; Southern Initial Comments at 28; Tesla Initial Comments at 6-7; Vistra Initial
Comments at 1, 4.
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1420 in part because it

138. Some commenters assert that the NOPR proposal is not usefu
does not provide sufficient detail and may not correspond with future study conditions,**!
its usefulness depends on its implementation,**? and it is unlikely to address cost
uncertainty challenges.*?® In response to such objections, we find that the public
interconnection information requirements we adopt in this final rule will provide further
transparency of interconnection conditions, but, as we have acknowledged above, will
remain non-binding and therefore cannot provide cost certainty. We recognize that this
requirement does not provide real-time transmission system information, but we find that
this information is valuable to prospective interconnection customers before they enter
the interconnection queue.

139.  We disagree with commenters that assert that the NOPR proposal is overly

burdensome.*** By moving the pro forma LGIP from a serial to a cluster study process,

420 Dominion Initial Comments at 13; Idaho Power Initial Comments at 3; ISO-NE
Initial Comments at 17; NextEra Initial Comments at 12; New York State Department
Initial Comments at 8; NYISO Initial Comments at 17; Omaha Public Power Initial
Comments at 4; PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 14.

41 Dominion Initial Comments at 13; New York State Department Initial
Comments at 8; Omaha Public Power Initial Comments at 4.

422 Indicated PJM TOs Initial Comments at 14; New York State Department Initial
Comments at 8; NYTOs Initial Comments at 9; SPP Initial Comments at 4.

423 AEE Initial Comments at 9; Cypress Creek Initial Comments at 13.

424 Dominion Initial Comments at 13; National Grid Initial Comments at 8; New
York State Department Initial Comments at 8; NextEra Initial Comments at 12; Omaha
Public Power Initial Comments at 4; Pacific Northwest Utilities Initial Comments at 14;
PPL Initial Comments at 9; Tri-State Initial Comments at 4; WAPA Initial Comments at
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the reforms adopted in this final rule will reduce the number of studies and restudies
performed by transmission providers, therefore reducing the burden on both transmission
providers and their staff. In addition, as commenters assert, and we agree, the
information posting and interactive capability we require in this final rule could feasibly

be implemented with available industry system simulation tools.*?3

We also agree with
Clean Energy Associations that providing these data in a standardized format should be a
“relatively low-impact” requirement for transmission providers.**® This appears to be
consistent with comments from Dominion that suggests that the majority of the burden
associated with complying with this reform will be through an up-front financial
commitment in new software, rather than ongoing costs.**’” Having made such software
commitments, though, transmission providers should be able to automate much of the
heatmap development, without significant commitments of staff or resources. In doing

so, we expect the ongoing costs of maintaining such a heatmap to be relatively low.

Moreover, because transmission providers must use the most recent cluster study or

425 APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 13; Pennsylvania Commission Initial
Comments at 13, which explains that transmission providers are already implementing
these tools further illustrates the point: heatmaps will not likely cause further delay in
already-stressed queues.

426 Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 23-13; see also ACORE Reply
Comments at 3 (stating that collaboration to increase automation of interconnection
studies is a best practice that could be adopted elsewhere).

427 Dominion Initial Comments at 12.
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cluster restudy to populate the heatmap, they will not face the burden of individualized
analyses, which addresses the concern raised by some commenters.**

140. We adopt the requirement for transmission providers to update the heatmaps
within 30 calendar days after the completion of each cluster study and cluster restudy.
We recognize the need to balance the burden of a specific update frequency with the
value of ensuring uniform, up-to-date information that can inform prospective
interconnection customers evaluating whether to enter the next cluster. While some
commenters support the timeline proposed in the NOPR,** others argue that it is overly
burdensome or, given the division of their footprint into regions that have different
timelines, would trigger frequent updates. We find that the requirements we adopt here
establish an appropriate period of time because, as discussed above, once the necessary
software is in place, updating the heatmap after the completion of a study is expected to
be largely automated without significant commitments of staff or resources. As the
record demonstrates, such heatmaps can be implemented with available industry system

430

simulation tools*" and with a standardized format that causes the burden to be a

428 oo APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 13-14.

429 Environmental Defense Fund Initial Comments at 3; @rsted Initial Comments
at 6; Public Interest Organizations Initial Comments at 20.

430 APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 13-14; Pennsylvania Commission Initial
Comments at 13.
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“relatively low-impact” requirement for transmission providers,**! once transmission
providers have invested in new software.*

141. Inresponse to Eversource, which asks the Commission to clarify that the heatmap
would not be required to be made available before the first cluster study concludes,*** we
agree and further clarify that the heatmap would not be required to be made available
until after the transition period. In response to El Paso Electric’s comments regarding the

burden of a monthly update,**

we clarify that the heatmaps must be updated within 30
calendar days after the completion of each cluster study and cluster restudy, not on a
cycle of every 30 calendar days.

142. Inresponse to comments from PJM, Bonneville, and Tri-State requesting
flexibility for the posting of information for points of interconnection that have yet to be
studied,**® we clarify that transmission providers need to provide updates only for

anything that has changed in the most recent cluster study or restudy after the first cluster

study after the Commission-approved effective date of the transmission provider’s filing

431 Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 23-13; see also ACORE Reply
Comments at 3 (stating that collaboration to increase automation of interconnection
studies is a best practice that could be adopted elsewhere).

432 Dominion Initial Comments at 12.
433 Eversource Initial Comments at 11.
434 E] Paso Electric Initial Comments at 7.

435 Bonneville Initial Comments at 6; PJM Initial Comments at 48-49; Tri-State
Initial Comments at 8.
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in compliance with this final rule. Requiring transmission providers to study each
potential point of interconnection, rather than just those requested in each cluster, would
expand the scope of this requirement. In turn, requiring such expanded studies would be
inconsistent with ensuring that interconnection customers are able to interconnect in a
reliable, efficient, transparent, and timely manner. In response to PJM, which states that
transmission providers should be allowed to use prescreened datasets that capture a
majority of the feasible points of interconnection that remove existing generator buses on
the low side of the generator step-up unit, rather than using all buses to populate the
heatmap,*® we agree that the heatmap may not differ significantly between the existing
generating facility’s point of interconnection on the low voltage side of the generating
facility’s step-up unit and the high voltage side of the step-up unit. If that is the case, this
final rule provides transmission providers with the flexibility to populate the heatmap
with only the high side of the step-up unit.

143. Inresponse to comments arguing that the Commission has failed to demonstrate

437

that information already made available is inadequate,™’ we disagree. The heatmap

requirement is distinct from information that transmission providers are already required

436 PJM Initial Comments at 48-49.

437 APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 9; Duke Southeast Utilities Initial Comments
at 6-7; Idaho Power Initial Comments at 3; New York State Department Initial
Comments at 8; NV Energy Initial Comments at 10; NYISO Initial Comments at 17;
Ohio Commission Consumer Advocate Initial Comments at 6-7; PacifiCorp Initial
Comments at 14-15; PG&E Initial Comments at 9-10; SoCal Edison Initial Comments at
14.
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to provide. The existing pro forma LGIP requires transmission providers to post the
interconnection models and assumptions on OASIS or a password-protected website. But
the information that we require to be posted in compliance with this final rule is the
output of such models and assumptions. We believe that publicly posting such resulting
output is necessary to aid prospective interconnection customers in their decision-making
prior to entering the interconnection queue. While interconnection customers, on their
own or through the hiring of consultants, may be capable of performing studies with
information already published by transmission providers to arrive at information similar
to that required as part of this final rule, we believe that making high-level information
more easily accessible to all prospective interconnection customers is needed to remedy
unjust and unreasonable Commission-jurisdictional rates. While Order No. 845 and
FERC Form 715 do require certain, more detailed information to be filed with the

438 gccess to this

Commission and/or posted on OASIS or a password-protected website,
information has not addressed the problem of speculative interconnection requests that
we aim to remedy with several reforms adopted in this final rule.

144.  We recognize the need to balance security concerns with the benefits of additional
transparency. While some commenters express security-related concerns with the NOPR

1,439

proposal,®” as discussed below, we are not modifying the Commission’s CEII

438 Order No. 845, 163 FERC 4 61,043 at P 236.

439 Bonneville Initial Comments at 6; Indicated PJM TOs Initial Comments at 15;
LADWP Initial Comments at 3; NRECA Initial Comments at 16-17; PacifiCorp Initial
Comments at 16; PPL Initial Comments at 8; SoCal Edison Initial Comments at 13-14.
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procedures,** which we believe are sufficient to address security concerns raised in
comments. Some commenters state that publicly posting information that indicates areas
of transmission congestion or constraints is a risk as these areas are more vulnerable. We
are not persuaded by these concerns and note that location-specific congestion
information is already publicly available in RTO/ISO markets. Moreover, the
Commission’s regulations already provide that, upon request, transmission providers
must make available all data used to calculate available transfer capability, total transfer
capability, capacity benefit margin, and transmission reliability margin for any
constrained posted paths publicly available (including the limiting element(s) and the
cause of the limit (e.g., thermal, voltage, stability)).*! Additionally, we find these
concerns to be speculative, particularly in light of the fact that MISO already provides
similar information over a large area. Rather, we agree with those commenters that do
not believe that the NOPR proposal introduces additional security concerns.*?

145. In response to concerns from PPL and LADWP regarding the distribution factor
analysis being made public,*** we are not persuaded and find these concerns to be

speculative as well. MISO has long made distribution factors publicly available and

440 18 CFR 388.113 (2022), which govern “the procedures for submitting,
designating, handling, sharing, and disseminating [CEIl] submitted to or generated by the
Commission” (emphasis added).

4118 CFR 37.6(b)(2) (2022).
442 MISO Initial Comments at 27.

443 LADWP Initial Comments at 3; PPL Initial Comments at 8-9.
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states it is currently unaware of any security concerns associated with the proposal.*** As
such, there is no evidence in the record to suggest this posting has raised any concerns in
the past. Moreover, we observe that the distribution factor analyses informing the
heatmaps are the result of multi-year forward projections that inevitably diverge from
actual, real-time conditions, mitigating any potential concerns with publicly posting this
information.

146. We are similarly unpersuaded by potential data confidentiality concerns.**S As
with distribution factors, we find such concerns to be speculative and contrary to the
experience of MISO, which, for the last several years, has already provided this

446

information publicly,*® as well as contrary to the statements of commenters that support

the NOPR proposal and do not raise data confidentiality concerns.*’

444 MISO Initial Comments at 27.
45 Bonneville Initial Comments at 6; PPL Initial Comments at 9.

446 Rod Walton, MISO Introduces New Generation Interconnection Online Tool,
Power and Engineering (May 19, 2020), at https://www.power-eng.com/om/miso-
introduces-new-generation-interconnection-online-tool/#gref.

47 Affected Interconnection Customers Initial Comments at 30; AES Initial
Comments at 3; ACE-NY Initial Comments at 11; APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 13;
CAISO Initial Comments at 7; CESA Initial Comments at 7; Clean Energy Associations
Initial Comments at 12; Clean Energy Buyers Initial Comments at 7-8; Colorado
Commission Initial Comments at 8; Consumers Energy Initial Comments at 3; CREA and
NewSun Initial Comments at 44-45; Duke Southeast Utilities Initial Comments at 6;
Environmental Defense Fund Initial Comments at 3; ELCON Initial Comments at 4;
ENGIE Initial Comments at 2; Evergreen Action Initial Comments at 3; Fervo Energy
Initial Comments at 2; Google Initial Comments at 14; Google Reply Comments at 6;
Interwest Initial Comments at 7; Illinois Commission Initial Comments at 6; New Jersey
Commission Initial Comments at 11- 12; NY Commission and NYSERDA Initial
Comments at 8; Northwest and Intermountain Initial Comments at 9-10; Orsted Initial
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147.  We provide further clarification in response to comments regarding the scope of
analysis and assumptions which must provide the basis for the heatmaps. In response to
comments from Public Interest Organizations,**® we decline to specifically require the
heatmap to be studied at high load conditions. Instead, we reiterate that such heatmap
should be based on the power flow model of the cluster study or restudy. While such
cluster studies are often simulated at high load conditions, we understand that
transmission providers typically conduct interconnection studies by studying a variety of
situations. As such, we clarify that the information posted, for consistency and
actionability, must not only be based on the cluster studies, but also must reflect the most
limiting result of each of these situations studied.

148. We find that it is necessary for the heatmaps to reflect N-1 conditions because
transmission systems are operated to withstand N-1 contingencies. To the extent that
such information was not calculated under N-1 conditions, the results would not be useful
or sufficiently actionable to potential interconnection customers. As Eversource asserts,
point of interconnection level information would be too simplistic if it is based only on
N-0 conditions and would not provide prospective interconnection customers with the

information necessary to select viable points of interconnection.*** Similarly, we find

Comments at 7; Pine Gate Initial Comments at 13; Public Interest Organizations Initial
Comments at 18-19; R Street Initial Comments at 8, 10; Southern Initial Comments at 28;
Tesla Initial Comments at 6-7; Vistra Initial Comments at 1,4.

448 Public Interest Organizations Initial Comments at 20.

449 Bversource Initial Comments at 11.
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that it is necessary for such posted information to approximate NRIS because such level
of interconnection service is generally subject to more stringent requirements and
therefore, reflecting this type of service will cover both types of interconnection requests,
whether they are NRIS or ERIS.*" Similar to information calculated under only N-0
conditions, to the extent such a heatmap was not calculated to approximate NRIS, the
results would not be useful or sufficiently actionable to a significant portion of
interconnection customers.

149. 1In response to comments from AES,*! we decline to require the heatmaps to
include a five-year outlook of available interconnection capacity. The purpose of the
heatmaps is to provide potential interconnection customers an idea of the amount of
interconnection capacity available at the conclusion of each cluster study or restudy.
Because we are requiring transmission providers to consider pending generating facilities

when collating the information to make public, interconnection customers will be aware

430 Specifically, the pro forma LGIP defines NRIS service as “an Interconnection
Service that allows the Interconnection Customer to integrate its Large Generating Facility
with the Transmission Provider’s Transmission System (1) in a manner comparable to that
in which the Transmission Provider integrates its generating facilities to serve native load
customers; or (2) in an RTO or ISO with market-based congestion management, in the
same manner as Network Resources. Network Resource Interconnection Service in and of
itself does not convey transmission service.” Pro forma LGIP section 1. Whereas, the
pro forma LGIP defines ERIS as “an Interconnection Service that allows the
Interconnection Customer to connect its Generating Facility to the Transmission
Provider’s Transmission System to be eligible to deliver the Generating Facility’s electric
output using the existing firm or nonfirm capacity of the Transmission Provider’s
Transmission System on an as available basis. Energy Resource Interconnection Service
in and of itself does not convey transmission service.” Id. (emphasis added).

451 AES Initial Comments at 5-7.
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of some of the future conditions on the transmission system. Further, any requirement to
produce forecasts would place an additional burden on transmission providers that we
find would outweigh its usefulness to interconnection customers.

150. Inresponse to comments from Alliant Energy and Clean Energy Associations
arguing that the assumptions used to produce the heatmap should be made clear to
users,*3? we find that the assumptions used to produce the heatmap should be consistent
with those used in the interconnection cluster studies. As those assumptions are already
required to be publicly posted, along with the models themselves,*** the assumptions used
to produce the heatmap will be publicly posted via these preexisting requirements.

151. Tri-State describes difficulties associated with multiple transmission providers that
inhabit a single substation. In such situations, we clarify that transmission providers must
populate the required heatmaps using the results from their interconnection studies. In
response to the Illinois Commission, we clarify that the heatmaps must represent
potential congestion that might result after a generating facility interconnects, not present
congestion values. The heatmap must reflect the base case assumptions from the most
recent cluster study or cluster restudy. Such studies are not intended to analyze current

operational conditions.

432 Alliant Energy Initial Comments at 5; Clean Energy Associations Initial
Comments at 12-13.

453 Order No. 845, 163 FERC 9 61,043 at P 236; pro Forma LGIP section 2.3.
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152. We next respond to specific objections raised regarding the heatmaps’ required
level of granularity and scope, requested flexibilities regarding alternatives to the adopted
reform, and clarifications regarding which transmission providers are required to provide
heatmaps, whether heatmaps are non-binding, and how costs related to the heatmaps
requirement are to be recovered. We decline to alter the level of granularity of the
heatmaps from that proposed in the NOPR. As Ameren and MISO attest,** the five data
points proposed in the NOPR are reasonable and sufficient to provide a high-level
comparison between several points of interconnection, and therefore to satisfy the goals
of this reform.

153. Similarly, consistent with support from ENGIE and SEIA,*5 we adopt the scope
of the heatmap requirement proposed in the NOPR, which is the amount of point of
interconnection-level interconnection capacity available to be injected at each point of
interconnection. We decline to expand the scope of the reporting. We believe that the
scope of information that we require transmission providers to publicly post appropriately
balances the burdens on transmission providers associated with providing this
information with the benefits that might be realized by prospective interconnection
customers of having ready access to this information. In response to Dominion, which

argues that point of interconnection-level information may not necessarily be useful

454 Ameren Initial Comments at 5; Bonneville Initial Comments at 7; Clean
Energy Buyers Initial Comments at 7-8; MISO Initial Comments at 25.

455 ENGIE Initial Comments at 2-3; SEIA Initial Comments at 5.
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because, in a networked system, injection at one point of interconnection will affect the
capability at other points of interconnection,*>® we agree that injections at one location
affect capabilities at other locations. Because the information provided by the
transmission provider accounts for full transmission system conditions, interconnection
customers should have the information they need to approximate the impact of their
potential generating facility on the transmission system. For example, interconnection
customers will know if they are proposing to interconnect near constrained regions even
if those constraints are not necessarily at the proposed point of interconnection.

154. We decline to require transmission providers to provide additional interconnection

information metrics, as requested by some commenters.*5’

While we are supportive of
increased transparency, we are not persuaded that the benefits of such information would
outweigh the burden of tabulating and posting such information.

155. Inresponse to ISO-NE, we decline to require that the heatmap be qualitative

only.**® We find that providing information only qualitatively would not provide

interconnection customers information they could use to adequately mitigate risks such as

436 Dominion Reply Comments at 8-9.

457 AEP Initial Comments at 13; AES Initial Comments at 5-7; Bonneville Initial
Comments at 5; Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 12-13; CREA and
NewSun Initial Comments at 43-44; ENGIE Initial Comments at 3; Eversource Initial
Comments at 11; Google Initial Comments at 6, 14; Hannon Armstrong Initial Comments
at 2; Pattern Energy Initial Comments at 23; Pine Gate Initial Comments at 14; Public
Interest Organizations Reply Comments at 11-12; SEIA Initial Comments at 6; SoCal
Edison Initial Comments at 14-15; Tesla Initial Comments at 7.

458 BEversource Initial Comments at 11.
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obtaining site control and providing significant deposits to the transmission provider in
order to enter the interconnection queue. Thus, providing only qualitative information
would be insufficient to address the lack of information available to interconnection
customers prior to entering the interconnection queue, which leads to speculative
interconnection requests and the problems identified in the need for reform section above.
156. In response to requests for flexibility for transmission providers to identify and
post alternative heatmaps,*® we decline to grant such additional flexibility. In this final
rule, we establish a set of required information that transmission providers must publicly
provide. We believe that this level of information is what is needed to address the lack of
information available to interconnection customers prior to entering the interconnection
queue, and therefore remedy the unjust and unreasonable Commission-jurisdictional rates
discussed in Section II of this final rule. We therefore disagree that the proposal is overly
prescriptive,*®® as we believe that the required information is necessary to adequately
inform prospective interconnection customers. While we establish a set of required

information, in response to comments from Clean Energy Associations that the heatmap

43 Avangrid Initial Comments at 21-22; Bonneville Initial Comments at 6-8;
Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 12; Dominion Initial Comments at 14;
MISO Initial Comments at 27; NY Commission and NYSERDA Initial Comments at §;
NYTOs Initial Comments at 8; Pacific Northwest Utilities Initial Comments at 14; PJM
Initial Comments at 48; Puget Sound Initial Comments at 6; SEIA Initial Comments at 6;
Southern Initial Comments at 28; WAPA Initial Comments at 7-8.

460 Dominion Initial Comments at 13.
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may need to be tailored to the services offered by a particular transmission provider,*¢!
and comments from Bonneville that flexibility would allow transmission providers to
determine whether a different methodology would more clearly identify interconnection
capability for interconnection customers,** we note that if transmission providers find
value in providing additional or different information, they may propose such variations
on compliance.

157. While we acknowledge that, as a result of the relative interconnection queue sizes
and load levels, many transmission providers may have heatmaps that indicate negative
interconnection capacity and thereby would simply be “red,**® we agree with R Street
that providing a visual representation of available interconnection capacity is a best

464 Moreover, we find that there is value in

practice and should be required nationwide.
providing an all “red” heatmap, as such information will demonstrate to prospective
interconnection customers the potential and likely network upgrade-related consequences
associated with interconnecting. In other words, an all “red” heatmap sends a valuable

signal to interconnection customers regarding where proposed generating facilities may

be more or less economic to interconnect prior to entering the interconnection queue.

461 Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 12.
462 Bonneville Initial Comments at 7-8.
463 See PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 15.

464 Soe R Street Initial Comments at 10.
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158. Not only is there value in requiring this information from all transmission
providers, we are not persuaded that the burden is so great as to outweigh the benefits for
non-RTO/ISO transmission providers and for smaller transmission providers.*®S We
acknowledge that RTOs/ISOs are operationally different from their non-RTO/ISO
counterparts and that RTOs/ISOs are often more technologically advanced, but the
requirement is to reproduce interconnection studies and publish the results in a heatmap.
No commenter attests that existing interconnection studies in non-RTO/ISO regions fail
to evaluate point of interconnection-level interconnection injection capability. Moreover,
we find that by publicly reproducing the results of existing interconnection studies, the
heatmaps will address the need for additional interconnection information that exists in
both RTOs/ISOs and non-RTOs/ISOs. In other words, we find that there are unjust and
unreasonable Commission-jurisdictional rates stemming from the lack of this information
for prospective interconnection customers both within and outside of RTOs/ISOs and that
this problem must be remedied. Additionally, as Environmental Defense Fund
comments, at least one other relatively small transmission owner posts an interactive

capacity heatmap for its distribution system comparable to that required by this final

465 Dominion Initial Comments at 12; NRECA Initial Comments at 16; NV Energy
Initial Comments at 10; PPL Initial Comments at 9; Puget Sound Initial Comments at 5-
6; Tri-State Initial Comments at 7-8.
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rule.*6® Thus, contrary to comments from PPL,*’ we find that smaller transmission
providers are able to provide this information to prospective interconnection customers
and that the benefits outweigh the burdens.

159. Inresponse to comments from the NY Commission and NYSERDA asking for

468 e do not

flexibility to ensure that the information is accessible and understandable,
think that such flexibility is needed—we specifically require the information to be
contained within an interactive map and posted on transmission providers’ websites for
this purpose. Contrary to comments from NV Energy,*® we find that the interactive map
is necessary to ensure accessibility and understandability. Absent the map, potential
interconnection customers would need to separately map injection points of
interconnection to specific locations.

160. In response to comments from PJM and NV Energy requesting flexibility for
transmission providers, in lieu of the heatmap, to post congestion information and a link
to OASIS with interchange limits and schedules, we decline to grant such flexibility. We

find that there are meaningful differences between the results of planning studies, such as

those used in the interconnection process, and operational data, like congestion and

466 Environmental Defense Fund Reply Comments at 3-4 (citing Central Hudson
Gas & Electric Corp., Solar PV Hosting Capacity Map, https://www.cenhud.com/en/my-
energy/distributed-generation/solar-pv-hc-map/).

467 PPL Initial Comments at 9.
468 N'Y Commission and NYSERDA Initial Comments at 7.

49 NV Energy Initial Comments at 10.
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interchange schedules. Interconnection studies are generally conducted at a specific
high-stress point in time for injection at a specific point of interconnection to determine
flows across the whole transmission system, while operational data are simply the
accumulation of real-time and/or day-ahead results. Thus, posting such operational data
would only introduce timing differences and could not substitute for the deliverability
analyses conducted in the interconnection processes.

161. In response to NYTOs, we clarify that the information displayed in the heatmap

will be illustrative, non-binding, and subject to change.*”

We agree with Tri-State’s
statement that transmission providers must also caveat that the results do not account for
affected system impacts. As we have acknowledged, one primary driver of the available
interconnection capacity is the composition of the interconnection customer’s cluster, and
the heatmap cannot reflect those additional interconnection requests prior to the end of
the customer request window.

162. In response to requests to clarify the funding mechanism associated with the
heatmap requirement,*’! we clarify that transmission providers, not interconnection
customers, are responsible for paying for costs associated with posting the relevant

heatmaps required in pro forma LGIP section 6.1. However, we note that, to the extent

such costs are properly recoverable in transmission rates consistent with existing

470 NYTOs Initial Comments at 9.

471 National Grid Initial Comments at 8; PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 14; Tri-
State Initial Comments at 7-8.
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Commission accounting and ratemaking policy, such rate treatment is appropriate, and
this final rule does not preclude such treatment. We find that this reform will improve
overall interconnection queue efficiency to the benefit of transmission customers,
consistent with Commission policy.*"?

163. In response to Dominion, which requests clarification in the RTO/ISO context,*”?
we clarify that within an RTO/ISO, the heatmap requirement applies to the RTO/ISO,
rather than to an individual transmission owner in an RTO/ISO. Thus, transmission
owners in RTOs/ISOs are not required to separately post their own visual representations
and results.

164. Finally, in response to concerns from WAPA about federal power marketing
agencies having defined budgets and appropriations,*’* we note that transmission
providers may explain specific circumstances on compliance and justify why any
deviations are either “consistent with or superior to” the pro forma LGIP or merit an

independent entity variation in the context of RTOs/ISOs.

472 Order No. 845, 163 FERC 4 61,043 at P 37.
473 Dominion Initial Comments at 14.

474 WAPA Initial Comments at 7-8.



Exh. CJP-10
Page 143 of 1481
Docket No. RM22-14-000 - 141 -

Document Accession #: 20230728-3060 Filed Date: 07/28/2023

2. Cluster Study Process

a. Need for Reform and Interconnection Study Procedures

i NOPR Proposal

165. To remedy what may now be an unjust and unreasonable interconnection process,
the Commission proposed to eliminate the serial first-come, first-served study process in
the pro forma LGIP and instead require transmission providers to use a first-ready, first-
served cluster study process.*’> The Commission explained that under a first-ready, first-
served cluster study process, transmission providers would perform larger
interconnection studies encompassing numerous proposed generating facilities, rather
than separate studies for each individual interconnection request. Under the NOPR
proposal, transmission providers would perform a single cluster study and cluster restudy
each year, the particulars of which are further discussed below.

ii. Comments
166. Many commenters support the elimination of the serial study process and the use

of the proposed cluster study process.*’® Several commenters assert that the proposed

475 NOPR, 179 FERC 61,194 at P 64.

476 ACE-NY Initial Comments at 2; ACORE Initial Comments at 4; AEE Initial
Comments at 10; AEE Reply Comments at 8; AEP Reply Comments at 3-4; AES Initial
Comments at 9; Amazon Initial Comments at 2-3; Ameren Initial Comments at 6; APPA-
LPPC Initial Comments at 14; Apple Initial Comments at 1; APS Initial Comments at 6;
Avangrid Initial Comments at 10, 11; Avangrid Reply Comments at 4; Bonneville Initial
Comments at 3; CAISO Initial Comments at §; Clean Energy Associations Initial
Comments at 19; Clean Energy Buyers Initial Comments at 8; Clean Energy States Initial
Comments at 5; Colorado Commission Initial Comments at 8; Cypress Creek Initial
Comments at 12; Dominion Initial Comments at 14; Duke Southeast Utilities Initial
Comments at 1; Environmental Defense Fund Reply Comments at 6; EEI Initial
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cluster study process will increase efficiency in the interconnection process by
diminishing delays and backlogs in processing interconnection queues.*’” Several

commenters also believe that the proposed cluster study process will result in fewer

478

interconnection request withdrawals®’® and will discourage speculative interconnection

Comments at 2, 5; EEI Reply Comments at 4-5; El Paso Electric Initial Comments at 4;
NERC Initial Comments at 26; Enel Initial Comments at 11; EPSA Initial Comments at
5-6; Evergreen Action Initial Comments at 3; Eversource Initial Comments at 12; Fervo
Energy Initial Comments at 3; Fervo Energy Reply Comments at 3; Idaho Power Initial
Comments at 1, 4; Illinois Commission Initial Comments at 7; Indicated PJM TOs Initial
Comments at 10; lowa Commission Initial Comments at 3; ISO-NE Initial Comments at
19; MISO Initial Comments at 28; NARUC Initial Comments at 6; National Grid Initial
Comments at 3-4; Navajo Utility Initial Comments at 12; NESCOE Initial Comments at
9; NextEra Initial Comments at 13; Northwest and Intermountain Initial Comments at 2;
NV Energy Initial Comments at 4; NY Commission and NYSERDA Initial Comments at
5; NYISO Initial Comments at 10-11; NYTOs Initial Comments at 7; Ohio Commission
Consumer Advocate Initial Comments at 7; Omaha Public Power Initial Comments at 4;
OMS Initial Comments at 7; OPSI Initial Comments at 3-4; Orsted Initial Comments at 7;
OSPA Reply Comments at 15; Pacific Northwest Utilities Initial Comments at 1;
Pennsylvania Commission Initial Comments at 5-6; Pine Gate Initial Comments at 14;
PJM Initial Comments at 16; Public Interest Organizations Initial Comments at 25; Puget
Sound Initial Comments at 4, 5; R Street Initial Comments at 8; SDG&E Initial
Comments at 2; SEIA Initial Comments at 7; SoCal Edison Initial Comments at 3; State
Agencies Initial Comments at 2, 12; Tesla Initial Comments at 1; Tri-State Initial
Comments at 3; U.S. Chamber of Commerce Initial Comments at 6; UMPA Initial
Comments at 2; WAPA Initial Comments at 8; WIRES Initial Comments at 5.

477 AEP Initial Comments at 16; Amazon Initial Comments at 2-3; Apple Initial
Comments at 1; Consumers Energy Initial Comments at 4; Environmental Defense Fund
Initial Comments at 5; EEI Initial Comments at 2, 5; ELCON Initial Comments at 2, §;
EPSA Initial Comments at 6; Idaho Power Initial Comments at 4; Indicated PJM TOs
Initial Comments at 10; NV Energy Initial Comments at 4; Ohio Commission Consumer
Advocate Initial Comments at 8; Pennsylvania Commission Initial Comments at 5-6;
Pine Gate Initial Comments at 14; Public Interest Organizations Initial Comments at 25;
SEIA Initial Comments at 7; WIRES Initial Comments at 6.

478 AEP Initial Comments at 16; Dominion Initial Comments at 14; ELCON Initial
Comments at 9; EPSA Initial Comments at 7; Ohio Commission Consumer Advocate
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requests.*’”” Some commenters assert that, from the interconnection customer’s
perspective, the proposed cluster study process provides more certainty on timing and
cost.*8" Several commenters state that they have already implemented some of the
proposed cluster study process reforms. !

167. Dominion states that another benefit of moving to the proposed cluster study
process is that, if a proposed generating facility is not ready for its cluster study, it can
join the next cluster rather than losing its interconnection queue position as occurs in a
serial study process.*®?> Dominion asserts that, as a result, the proposed cluster study
process removes the incentive for an interconnection customer to “reserve a spot in line”
for a proposed generating facility is not yet viable. Ohio Commission Consumer
Advocate believes that larger interconnection studies encompassing numerous proposed
generating facilities would be especially beneficial for interconnection customers with

multiple proposed generating facilities in close geographical proximity.*** Avangrid

Initial Comments at 8; SEIA Initial Comments at 7.

47 Clean Energy States Initial Comments at 5; Colorado Commission Initial
Comments at 8; ELCON Initial Comments at 9; EPSA Initial Comments at 6; SoCal
Edison Initial Comments at 3-4.

480 Avangrid Initial Comments at 11; Dominion Initial Comments at 14.

481 APS Initial Comments at 6; Duke Southeast Ultilities Initial Comments at 2;
MISO Initial Comments at 28; PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 16; SPP Initial Comments
at 5.

482 Dominion Initial Comments at 15.

483 Ohio Commission Consumer Advocate Initial Comments at 8.
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believes that applying this concept to more regions will lead to a more guided and
proactive build-out of new generation and required transmission upgrades.*3

168. Several commenters argue that the proposed cluster study process will foster
renewable resource development and aid in meeting national and/or state clean energy
and carbon emissions reduction goals.*®> Puget Sound states that over the past year, it
has seen unprecedented numbers of interconnection requests in response to the resource
solicitation process and a demand for new renewable energy sources.**® Puget Sound
adds that it has experienced a backlogged interconnection queue, entry of speculative
interconnection requests, and uncertainty for interconnection customers relying on
higher-queued interconnection requests to complete the interconnection process for their
proposed generating facilities to be feasible. Clean Energy States assert that, because
wind and solar projects can be relatively small, clustering should help smaller projects
share the cost of interconnection studies and upgrades, thereby providing them a viable
path through the interconnection process.*%

169. Some commenters support the use of the proposed cluster study process, so long

as it is coupled with additional requirements, some of which the Commission proposed in

484 Avangrid Initial Comments at 11.

485 Apple Initial Comments at 1; Navajo Utility Initial Comments at 12; SoCal
Edison Initial Comments at 4; State Agencies Initial Comments at 12.

486 Puget Sound Initial Comments at 4-5.

487 Clean Energy States Initial Comments at 5.
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the NOPR.*® AEE recommends that the Commission consider further reforms to
harmonize study assumptions and more closely link generator interconnection and long-
term regional transmission planning processes.*®® R Street states that the Commission
should consider an interconnection study approach that uses transparent, realistic study
assumptions.**® Clean Energy Associations argue that certain conservative
assumptions—such as NERC standard TPL-001’s extreme contingency cases—can lead
to the identification of unreasonably large and costly upgrades.**! Clean Energy
Associations also assert that the Commission should make clear in its final rule whether
moving from a serial study process to a cluster study process should or should not be
accompanied by any change in the interconnection standards and assumptions used in
those studies.*?> Ameren generally supports the proposal to move to a first-ready, first-
served cluster study process, but argues that this move without other reforms is unlikely

to clear the interconnection queue backlog.*® NERC states that its support for cluster

488 AEP Initial Comments at 6, 16; Ameren Initial Comments at 6; Cypress Creek
Initial Comments at 12; CREA and NewSun Initial Comments at 10, attach. A; CREA
and NewSun Reply Comments at 8; Enel Initial Comments at 11; Eversource Initial
Comments at 13; Invenergy Initial Comments at ii; NRECA Initial Comments at 8, 18;
PPL Initial Comments at 10; SoCal Edison Initial Comments at 4.

489 AEE Initial Comments at 10.

0 R Street Reply Comments at 2.

¥1 Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 28.
9214 at 21,

493 Ameren Initial Comments at 6.



Exh. CJP-10

Document Accession #: 20230728-3060 Filed Date: 07/28/2023

Page 148 of 1481
Docket No. RM22-14-000 - 146 -

studies is predicated on parallel enhancements for model validation with actual installed
equipment and a true-up prior to interconnection.***

170. Other commenters express some concern with the move to the proposed cluster
study process. For example, Enel states that cluster studies increase interdependence
between interconnection requests, with a greater likelihood that multiple interconnection
customers are responsible for a single network upgrade, which creates a paradigm where
one interconnection customer’s actions, such as withdrawing from the interconnection
queue, can have drastic impacts on many other interconnection customers.** Enel also
asserts that, while the proposed cluster study process has some benefits, recent cluster
studies are resulting in significant regional transmission constraints with very high
associated network upgrade costs and long construction schedules. Enel contends that
the proposed cluster study process can still reduce interdependency and succeed if there
are much smaller, more local, regional groupings of interconnection requests in cluster
studies and lower minimum impact thresholds for determining network upgrades. Enel
says the Commission should adopt these two practices if it adopts the proposed cluster
study process.

171.  Some commenters note that, where the demand for generator interconnection
significantly exceeds the available supply of interconnection access, the NOPR’s

proposed cluster study process and interconnection queue management reforms alone

4994 NERC Initial Comments at 26.

495 Enel Initial Comments at 12-13.
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may be insufficient to address the backlog of interconnection requests.**® Other
commenters assert that under these circumstances, some form of interconnection request
prioritization may be needed to effectively allocate scarce interconnection access to the
lowest-cost or highest-value proposed generating facilities.**’

172. Several commenters state that, while they support the use of the proposed cluster
study process, the Commission should allow variation among transmission providers in
the makeup of the study process.*”® Some commenters argue that regional variations
should be permitted, especially where transmission providers have already implemented a
first-ready, first-served cluster study process.**® Environmental Defense Fund, on the
other hand, argues that the Commission should provide limited flexibility for

transmission providers to demonstrate in their compliance filing that a preexisting cluster

496 AEE Reply Comments at 8; Cypress Creek Initial Comments at 12.
¥TNARUC Initial Comments at 11-12; Western Regulators Initial Comments at 1.

498 AEP Initial Comments at 16; APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 14; Avangrid
Initial Comments at 10; Dominion Initial Comments at 14; EEI Initial Comments at 5;
Eversource Initial Comments at 13; NARUC Initial Comments at 6-7; NEPOOL Initial
Comments at 14; NRECA Initial Comments at 18-19; Omaha Public Power Initial
Comments at 4; OMS Initial Comments at 8.

499 AEP Initial Comments at 16; APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 14; Idaho
Power Initial Comments at 4; Indicated PJM TOs Initial Comments at 10-11, 16; MISO
Initial Comments at 31-32; NextEra Reply Comments at 7; NYISO Initial Comments at
10-11; Pacific Northwest Utilities Initial Comments at 2; SoCal Edison Initial Comments
at 4; U.S. Chamber of Commerce Initial Comments at 6-7; WIRES Initial Comments at
6-7.
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study process is substantially similar to the process established in the Commission’s final
rule.’"

173.  Pacific Northwest Utilities and CREA and NewSun urge the Commission to allow
flexibility for transmission providers to design the cluster study process to implement
either a single-phase or two-phase cluster study process.’*! Pacific Northwest Utilities
contend that requiring full commercial readiness in a single-phase study process, as
proposed in the NOPR, significantly restricts an interconnection customer’s ability to
enter the interconnection queue.>®? Pacific Northwest Utilities argue that a two-phase
approach provides greater accessibility to some interconnection customers by not
requiring commercial readiness for entry into the first phase. According to Pacific
Northwest Utilities, this is because all interconnection customers who have attained site
control will have information about the network upgrades needed to meet the
interconnection requirements of the cluster and the expected cost responsibility for each
interconnection customer in the cluster. Pacific Northwest Utilities aver that this
information reduces the potential for interconnection customers to withdraw from phase

two and, therefore, should reduce the need for additional restudies that might slow or stall

the interconnection process.

5% Environmental Defense Fund Reply Comments at 7.

501 CREA and NewSun Reply Comments at 12-13; Pacific Northwest Utilities
Initial Comments at 6, 8-9.

502 pacific Northwest Utilities Initial Comments at 7-8.
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174. Some commenters argue that it may not be appropriate to mandate the proposed
cluster study process for every transmission provider as cluster studies can be complex,
expensive, and not the most efficient or necessary approach for all proposed generating
facilities or circumstances.’*® Some commenters generally support the use of cluster
studies if transmission providers retain discretion to use the existing serial study
process.>® Vermont Electric and Vermont Transco notes that not all interconnection
requests need to be studied in a cluster format, and that this has frequently been the
situation in New England, where interconnection queue bottlenecks have historically
been locational and driven by state clean energy procurement efforts.’*> ISO-NE requests
that the Commission consider a more targeted approach for clusters triggered by
geographic or electric proximity among interconnection requests, rather than a blanket
clustering process for all interconnection requests.>*® Instead of mandating a clustering in
all regions, ISO-NE contends that the Commission consider the expanded use of

clustering in areas with larger concentrations of proposed generating facilities, while

503 SPP Initial Comments at 5.

504 AECI Initial Comments at 5; AEP Reply Comments at 4; Avangrid Reply
Comments at 4-5; CREA and NewSun Initial Comments at 44; ELCON Initial Comments
at 9; NextEra Initial Comments at 15; Southern Initial Comments at 6; Vermont Electric
and Vermont Transco Initial Comments at 2-3.

505 Vermont Electric and Vermont Transco Initial Comments at 2.

506 ISO-NE Initial Comments at 24.
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allowing use of serial studies for customers seeking to interconnect in areas with low
activity, where serial studies could proceed relatively quickly.

175. National Grid asks for clarification as to whether the proposed cluster study
process encompasses energy or capacity interconnection service requests, or both.>’
176. Some commenters contend that the Commission should encourage relevant state
entities to consider the efficient coordination of their state-jurisdictional interconnection
process with Commission-jurisdictional interconnection processes.’® Avangrid argues
that sizable distributed energy resources should be aggregated and included in the broader
cluster study of large and small Commission-jurisdictional generating facilities. Pine
Gate suggests the Commission require transmission providers, on compliance, to
“document how they will ensure that any serial processes for state-jurisdictional
interconnection agreements will interact with the required cluster study process” and
explain how the interconnection queue position of qualifying facilities (QFs) will not be
prejudiced by the transition to a cluster study process.>"

fii. Commission Determination

177.  We adopt the NOPR proposal to revise the pro forma LGIP and pro forma LGIA
to make cluster studies the required interconnection study method. We find that the

move from the serial study process in the pro forma LGIP to the proposed cluster study

507 National Grid Initial Comments at 16.
98 Avangrid Initial Comments at 12.

509 Pine Gate Initial Comments at 15.
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process, alongside the other reforms adopted in the final rule, will remedy the unjust and
unreasonable rates discussed in Section II of this final rule. Specifically, we believe that
this reform will help remedy the problems of the existing interconnection process for
large generating facilities in several ways. First, the cluster study process will increase
efficiency because transmission providers can perform larger interconnection studies
encompassing many proposed generating facilities, rather than separate studies for each
individual interconnection customer.’!® The cluster study process will provide greater
certainty to interconnection customers, regarding both the timing of studies and the
magnitude of network upgrade costs. Coupled with the increased financial commitments
and requirements to enter the interconnection queue, such as a demonstration of site
control, as discussed further below, the cluster study process will also disincentivize
interconnection customers from submitting interconnection requests for speculative

generating facilities and ensure that ready, more viable proposed generating facilities can

SI0NOPR, 179 FERC 9§ 61,194 at P 64; May Joint Task Force Tr. 46:15-19
(Clifford Rechtschaffen) (stating that CAISO’s cluster process has been helpful and
important for improving interconnection queue processing and that clustering “is a best
practice and should be promoted”); EEI Initial Comments at 2, 5; ELCON Initial
Comments at 2, 8; EPSA Initial Comments at 6; Idaho Power Initial Comments at 4;
Indicated PJM TOs Initial Comments at 10; Pennsylvania Commission Initial Comments
at 5-6; see also May Joint Task Force Tr. 43:25-44:4 (Riley Allen) (“Clustering helps the
regions identify what I’1l call the backbone or trunk facilities that provide efficiencies in
the system to the benefit ultimately of ratepayers. New England has been relying on
clustering and I’m told that that’s going very well.”); 42:3-9 (Gladys Brown Dutrieuille)
(explaining that clustering has two goals: minimizing the study time and minimizing the
first mover disadvantage by sharing costs among those resources that need the same
upgrades).
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proceed through the study process.>!!

We also expect that the cluster study process will
result in fewer withdrawals because conducting a single cluster study and cluster restudy
will minimize delays that arise from proposed generating facility interdependencies under
the existing serial study process, in which lower-queued interconnection customers can
strategically and monetarily benefit from network upgrades and associated costs borne
earlier in the interconnection process by higher-queued interconnection customers. We
further expect that the cluster study process will minimize the risk of cascading restudies
when an interconnection customer withdraws.>'?

178. We are not persuaded by Enel’s request that the Commission adopt smaller, more
local regional groupings of proposed generating facilities in interconnection studies and
lower minimum impact thresholds for determining upgrades.>'* We find the record
insufficient to support these additional requirements. We also decline requests to allow

transmission providers to either continue to use a serial study process or to create a

parallel serial study process®' because, as discussed further below, we find that

SILELCON Initial Comments at 9; EPSA Initial Comments at 6; NYTOs Initial
Comments at 7; Ohio Commission Consumer Advocate Initial Comments at 8; SoCal
Edison Initial Comments at 4; State Agencies Initial Comments at 12.

312 Cypress Creek Initial Comments at 12; Dominion Initial Comments at 14;
SEIA Initial Comments at 7.

513 Enel Initial Comments at 13.

514 AECI Initial Comments at 5; AEP Reply Comments at 4; Avangrid Reply
Comments at 4-5; CREA and NewSun Initial Comments at 44; ELCON Initial Comments
at 9; SPP Initial Comments at 5; Vermont Electric and Vermont Transco Initial
Comments at 2-3.
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establishing in the pro forma LGIP a separate interconnection process outside the cluster
study process could detract from transmission providers’ efforts to efficiently process
cluster studies, and would be insufficient to ensure that interconnection customers are
able to interconnect to the transmission system in a reliable, efficient, transparent, and
timely manner.

179. In response to requests to allow variation in how clusters are formed,*'> we
emphasize that the reforms to the pro forma LGIP adopted in this final rule do not
prescribe how transmission providers should form clusters.

180. In response to National Grid,?'® we decline to clarify whether the proposed cluster
study process encompasses energy or capacity interconnection service requests. “Energy
interconnection requests” and ‘“capacity interconnection requests” are not defined terms
in the pro forma LGIP, and we decline to define them here. We do not believe that such
detail is needed for transmission providers to implement the reforms adopted herein.

181. Inresponse to Avangrid,’'” we encourage relevant state entities to consider the
efficient coordination of their state-jurisdictional interconnection processes with

Commission-jurisdictional interconnection processes.

315 Clean Energy States Initial Comments at 10; CREA and NewSun Reply
Comments at 12-13; Pacific Northwest Utilities Initial Comments at 6-9; R Street Initial
Comments at 11.

516 National Grid Initial Comments at 16.

S17 Avangrid Initial Comments at 12.
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182. In response to requests to create some form of generating facility prioritization,>®
we are neither persuaded that such prioritization is needed, nor do we have an adequate
record to dictate how generating facility prioritization should be implemented in a just,
reasonable, and not unduly discriminatory or preferential manner.

183. Finally, we decline to adopt the following proposals advocated by some
commenters because they are outside the scope of this proceeding: (1) AEE’s request
that the Commission consider further reforms to more closely link generator
interconnection and long-term regional transmission planning process;*!® (2) Cypress
Creek’s request to require transmission providers to allow interconnection customers to
seek energy-only injection as a default and provide a subsequent process (needed to
address capacity-market constructs) by which an interconnection customer can add firm
rights;3?° (3) Pine Gate’s suggestion for the Commission to require transmission
providers to document on compliance how they will ensure that any serial study
processes for state-jurisdictional interconnection agreements will interact with the
required cluster study process and explain how the interconnection queue position of QFs

will not be prejudiced by the transition to a cluster study process;**! and (4) AEE’s and

318 AEE Reply Comments at 8; Cypress Creek Initial Comments at 12; NARUC
Initial Comments at 11-12; Western Regulators Initial Comments at 1.

319 AEE Initial Comments at 10.
520 Cypress Creek Initial Comments at 8-9.

521 Pine Gate Initial Comments at 15.
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Clean Energy Associations’ request that the Commission also harmonize study standards
and assumptions.’?> We find that these proposals are outside the scope of this proceeding
as the Commission did not propose specific reforms on these issues, and we find an
inadequate record to fully consider or adopt these requested changes.

b. Defined Terms in the Pro Forma 1. GIP and Pro Forma
LGIA

i NOPR Proposal

184. In the NOPR, the Commission proposed to add several new defined terms (such as
cluster, cluster study process, and cluster request window) and to revise several defined
terms (such as stand alone network upgrade and material modification) in section 1 of the
pro forma LGIP and article 1 of the pro forma LGIA.>*

ii. Comments
185. Starting with the proposed definition of stand alone network upgrade, a few
commenters support the Commission’s proposal.3?* Tri-State suggests adding to the
definition of stand alone network upgrade that a transmission provider’s interconnection
facilities may be shared by more than one generating facility in a given cluster study,

including a co-located resource.>?

322 AEE Initial Comments at 10; Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at
21, 28.

23 NOPR, 179 FERC 61,194 at P 65.
524 Ameren Initial Comments at 9; MISO Initial Comments at 32.

525 Tri-State Initial Comments at 25.
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186. Other commenters oppose the proposed revisions to the definition of stand alone
network upgrade. Clean Energy Associations argue that the proposal to modify the
definition of stand alone network upgrade to restrict it to those needed only for a single
interconnection customer is problematic and counterproductive.>*® Clean Energy
Associations contend that allowing interconnection customers the right to self-build
interconnection facilities and stand alone network upgrades since Order No. 845 has
served as a welcome relief valve to transmission providers’ lengthy construction
timelines, giving customers increased control of both the time and cost for building these
upgrades. As an alternative, Clean Energy Associations suggest an approach similar to
ISO-NE’s for network upgrades that are needed for multiple interconnections where an
independently developed elective network upgrade, if selected by all of the
interconnection customers in the cluster that require the network upgrade, can take the
place of the incumbent-built cluster enabling network upgrade.

187. Pine Gate states that in its experience, after Order No. 845, transmission providers
have taken a very narrow view of the facilities that constitute stand alone network
upgrades, and thus the potential for interconnection customers to exercise the option to
build has not been fully realized.”’ Pine Gate asserts that the proposed change would

further restrict the opportunity for interconnection customers to exercise the option to

526 Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 22-23.

327 Pine Gate Initial Comments at 63-64 (citing Comments of Pine Gate, Docket
No. RM21-17-000, at 9-10 (filed Oct. 12, 2021); Order No. 2003, 104 FERC § 61,103 at
PP 85, 353).
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build, exacerbate construction delays, and result in a lack of competition to construct
stand alone network upgrades, ultimately harming consumers. Pine Gate therefore
recommends that the Commission not modify the definition of stand alone network
upgrade as proposed and instead grant the interconnection customer with the largest
projected impact on a potential stand alone network upgrade facility the ability to elect
the option to build with priority falling to each interconnection customer based on the
next largest impact on the stand alone network upgrades.

188. Enel argues that the Commission should not adopt the proposed substantive
revisions to the definition of stand alone network upgrades and should instead expand the
definition of stand alone network upgrades to include upgrades to an existing
transmission facility which involves a transmission line or substation being entirely
rebuilt.’?® Enel offers suggestions for implementing a third-party option that would give
interconnection customers more control over the cost and schedule of larger network
upgrades, resolving a frequent barrier to bringing needed generating facilities online. To
that end, Enel states that pro forma LGIA article 5.1 could be modified to specify that the
option to build is only eligible for stand alone network upgrades funded by a single
interconnection customer, while the proposed third-party option could be used for all

stand alone network upgrades, including line and substation rebuilds.

528 Enel Initial Comments at 55-56.
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189. Moving to the proposed definition of material modification, some commenters
support the Commission’s proposal.’*® @rsted urges the Commission to ensure that under
the newly proposed definition of material modification, any changes to a proposed
generating facility that occur on the generating facility side of the point of
interconnection that do not result in changes to the electrical output at the point of
interconnection or the electrical characteristics of the generating facility’s
interconnection: (1) will not be deemed to be a material modification; and (2) will not
result in the termination of the interconnection customer’s queue position.>**

190. Ameren suggests that the Commission consider clarifying the proposed definition
of material modification, so that cost and timing are factors to be considered in addition
to when the transmission provider determines changes to the point of interconnection are
otherwise material (e.g., from an electrical standpoint).>*' Ameren states that the
Commission may want to consider whether the change should only be triggered by a
change to the point of interconnection or whether a change to the inverters or other pieces
of equipment in the interconnecting generating facility, which could require other

upgrades, should also result in the determination of a material modification.

529 Ameren Initial Comments at 9; MISO Initial Comments at 32.
530 @rsted Initial Comments at 8.

531 Ameren Initial Comments at 9.
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191. EPSA asks the Commission to be clearer in determining a standard definition of a
material modification.®*?> EPSA argues that, at minimum, the Commission should direct
each RTO/ISO or each NERC region to establish clear criteria for the evaluation of
material modifications.

iii. Commission Determination

192.  We adopt the proposed revisions to section 1 of the pro forma LGIP and article 1
of the pro forma LGIA to revise and add several defined terms. Specifically, we adopt
the proposed revisions to the definition of stand alone network upgrade to clarify that, for
a network upgrade to be eligible for treatment as a stand alone network upgrade, the
network upgrade must be required for only one interconnection customer and must meet
the other existing requirements in the definition of stand alone network upgrade. We
address further modifications to the definition of stand alone network upgrade below
where discussing network upgrade cost allocation (Section III.A.4.c of this final rule).
We also adopt the proposed revisions to the definition of material modification, which
account for the equal interconnection queue position of proposed generating facilities that
are part of the same cluster. We also modify the NOPR proposal to define
interconnection facilities study report.

193. With respect to the definition of stand alone network upgrade, in response to Clean
Energy Associations’ concerns, we note that we do not remove the right to self-build

interconnection facilities and stand alone network upgrades established in Order No. 845.

532 EPSA Initial Comments at 13.
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Rather, we are explicitly maintaining the status quo, which is to say that, under the
existing pro forma LGIP, there is no potential for a stand alone network upgrade to be
shared by more than one interconnection customer. With the revision proposed in the
NOPR and adopted here, we are ensuring that within the structure of a cluster study
process adopted in this final rule, stand alone network upgrades continue to be defined as
only those required for a single interconnection customer, and therefore the option to
build is only available for a single interconnection customer. Were we to not adopt this
revision, multiple interconnection customers could potentially attempt to construct the
same stand alone network upgrades, leading to confusion and potentially lengthy
negotiations and/or disputes regarding which interconnection customer had the right to
construct the stand alone network upgrade. Additionally, with regard to Clean Energy
Associations’ request that the Commission consider an approach similar to ISO-NE’s for
certain upgrades that are needed for multiple interconnections, we decline to adopt this
approach because it is outside the scope of this proceeding. We are not proposing in this
proceeding to modify the pro forma LGIP to address the cost responsibility and division
of work between interconnection customers that may share cost allocation for stand alone
network upgrades.

194. Similarly, Tri-State, Pine Gate, and Enel argue that the Commission should
expand the definition of stand alone network upgrade, thereby expanding the right of
interconnection customers to build certain network upgrades. These requests are outside
the scope of this proceeding, which is not proposing to modify the scope of

interconnection customers’ option to build certain stand alone network upgrades but
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rather is only revising definitions insofar as is necessary to implement reforms adopted
elsewhere in this final rule. For the same reason, we decline to expand the definition of
{533

material modification, as OQrsted, Ameren, and EPSA reques

C. Definitive Point of Interconnection

i NOPR Proposal

195. In the NOPR, the Commission proposed to add new section 3.1.2 to the pro forma
LGIP and therein to require interconnection customers to select a definitive point of
interconnection to be studied no later than the execution of the cluster study agreement.
The Commission also proposed that, upon mutual agreement, the transmission provider
may make reasonable changes to the requested point of interconnection to facilitate
efficient generator interconnection of clustered interconnection requests at common
points of interconnection.>**

ii. Comments
196. MISO supports the Commission requiring the selection of a definitive point of
interconnection when executing the cluster study agreement; however, MISO encourages
the Commission to require the selection of a definitive point of interconnection even

t 535

earlier, as part of the interconnection reques MISO notes that requiring an earlier

533 See Ameren Initial Comments at 9; EPSA Initial Comments at 13; @rsted
Initial Comments at 8.

33 NOPR, 179 FERC 9 61,194 at P 66.

535 MISO Initial Comments at 33-34.
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selection of the definitive point of interconnection will assist in interconnection queue
processing, as a transmission provider would not be able to begin modeling work if the
interconnection customer is permitted to wait until a later point in time to select its
definitive point of interconnection. MISO further argues that the definitive point of
interconnection (even if subject to change) should be selected prior to any scoping
meeting. MISO also supports the proposed language that limits the ability of the
interconnection customer to change its point of interconnection after the submission of
interconnection request.

197. Other commenters do not support the Commission’s proposal to require a
definitive point of interconnection when executing the cluster study agreement.33
ACE-NY supports making the demonstration of a feasible point of interconnection a
requirement for a generating facility to move into the facilities study phase of the
generator interconnection process.>’

198. Pine Gate and CREA and NewSun assert that the Commission should modify its
proposal to permit interconnection customers to request alternative points of

interconnection.™*® Pine Gate argues that the Commission should permit interconnection

customers to request a study of a primary and secondary point of interconnection within

536 ACE-NY Initial Comments at 3; CREA and NewSun Initial Comments at 47;
Pine Gate Initial Comments at 15.

537 ACE-NY Initial Comments at 3-4.

538 CREA and NewSun Initial Comments at 47-48; Pine Gate Initial Comments at
15-16.
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one or two electrical buses, then select a point of interconnection restudy after receiving
initial cluster study results.>* Similarly, CREA and NewSun assert that the Commission
should permit alternative points of interconnection, and collective points of
interconnection for proposed generating facilities in a cluster (e.g., those that could
connect to a single substation), to be proposed and studied, at least through the system
impact study in order to obtain more complete cost information.3*’

199. Enel suggests that, in the second paragraph of proposed section 3.1.2 of the

pro forma LGIP, the Commission should change the word “make” to “propose” in the
following quoted language: “For purposes of clustering Interconnection Requests,
Transmission Provider may make reasonable changes to the requested Point of
Interconnection.”*! Enel explains that this would clarify that any such changes can only
be made with the consent of the interconnection customer, as specified in the proposed
new final sentence to that paragraph.

iii. Commission Determination

200. We adopt the proposed section 3.1.2 of the pro forma LGIP insofar as it requires
an interconnection customer to select a definitive point of interconnection to be studied

when executing the cluster study agreement, with one modification discussed below.

539 Pine Gate Initial Comments at 15-16.

540 CREA and NewSun Initial Comments at 47-48.

541 Enel Initial Comments at 82.
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201. Requiring interconnection customers to select a definitive point of interconnection
when executing the cluster study agreement allows the interconnection customer to
submit its interconnection request with a proposed point of interconnection, participate in
the scoping meeting during the customer engagement window, and receive feedback on
its proposed point of interconnection. We believe that this strikes the right balance
between allowing for flexibility and potential adjustments to the point of interconnection,
based on discussion with the transmission provider and the transmission provider’s
detailed knowledge of its transmission system, and providing transmission providers with
the information necessary to conduct the cluster study, thus reducing the potential for
restudies that would be required if interconnection customers could change their points of
interconnection later in the process.

202. We decline to: (1) require that the definitive point of interconnection be selected
earlier (e.g., as part of the interconnection request);>** (2) only require that the definitive
point of interconnection be selected later (e.g., at the facilities study phase);**® or (3)
permit interconnection customers to submit multiple alternative points of interconnection
for study in a single interconnection request.>** We believe that requiring the selection of

a definitive point of interconnection earlier in the cluster study process, as suggested by

542 See MISO Initial Comments at 33.
543 See ACE-NY Initial Comments at 3-4.

544 See CREA and NewSun Initial Comments at 47-48; Pine Gate Initial
Comments at 15-16.
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MISO, would deprive interconnection customers of information that could aid in their
selection. Similarly, we believe that requiring the selection of a definitive point of
interconnection after the cluster study, as suggested by ACE-NY, or allowing multiple
points of interconnection to be studied before the interconnection customer is required to
select the definitive point of interconnection, as suggested by Pine Gate and CREA and
NewSun, fails to take into account the fact that, if an interconnection customer changes
the definitive point of interconnection after the cluster study, it will likely impact the
study results of the other interconnection customers in the cluster and could lead to
restudies and delays. We do not believe that the alternatives suggested by commenters
would remedy the unjust and unreasonable status quo described in Section II of this final
rule.

203. Finally, we agree with Enel’s suggestion to change the word “make” to “propose”
in pro forma LGIP section 3.1.2. We modify that section to state: “For purposes of
clustering Interconnection Requests, Transmission Provider may propose reasonable
changes to the requested Point of Interconnection.”>*> We agree that this clarifies that

any such changes can only be made with the consent of the interconnection customer.

545 Enel Initial Comments at 82.
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d. Cluster Request Window and Customer Engagement
Window

i NOPR Proposal

204. Inthe NOPR, the Commission proposed to add new section 3.4.1 (Cluster Request
Window) to the pro forma LGIP to require interconnection customers to submit an
interconnection request during the cluster request window—a 45-calendar day period
with the start date to be determined by each transmission provider (with the annual start
date for the transmission provider’s cluster request window included in its LGIP).>*¢ The
transmission provider would consider all interconnection requests accepted during this
period to have equal queue priority for purposes of the cluster study. The Commission
also proposed to add in pro forma LGIP section 3.1.1 (Initial Study Deposit) a non-
refundable application fee of $5,000 to be submitted with the interconnection request.
The Commission further proposed that interconnection customers must cure deficient
interconnection requests within 10 business days after receipt of notice from the
transmission provider, but no later than the close of the cluster request window.

205. The Commission also proposed to add new pro forma LGIP section 3.4.5
(Customer Engagement Window), which provides that, following the close of the cluster
request window, the transmission provider begins a 30-calendar day customer

engagement window.>’ New pro forma LGIP section 3.4.5 also requires the

346 NOPR, 179 FERC § 61,194 at P 67.

547 Id.
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transmission provider to post within the first 10 business days following the close of the
cluster request window a list of interconnection requests for that cluster.

ii. Comments
206. Clean Energy Associations support the proposal to require interconnection
customers to submit interconnection requests during the cluster request window.>*8
MISO supports the Commission requiring a definitive application deadline as part of the
implementation of cluster studies, and equal interconnection queue priority for all
interconnection requests submitted prior to that deadline, but does not see an intrinsic

value in a defined application start time.>*’

MISO supports granting interconnection
customers flexibility to submit an interconnection request earlier than the beginning of a
cluster request window. Noting that, under proposed pro forma LGIP section 3.4.5,
interconnection requests that are deemed valid during the customer engagement window
are placed into the cluster study, Southern proposes that if an interconnection request is

not deemed valid, the interconnection request should be withdrawn from the

interconnection queue.>*

548 Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 19.

549 MISO Initial Comments at 35 (noting that, under the MISO tariff, all
interconnection requests received after the application deadline “shall be applied towards
the following Definitive Planning Phase cycle”) (citing MISO, FERC Electric Tariff,
attach. X, § 3.3.1 (158.0.0)).

550 Southern Initial Comments at 37.
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207. MISO expresses concern that the timelines listed in the customer engagement
window for posting information are impractical.>> MISO asserts that the Commission
should not require a posting so near to the close of the cluster request window because
the transmission provider must devote its resources to reviewing the interconnection

requests for deficiencies.>>?

MISO contends that this information would only be useful at
this time to interconnection customers with speculative interconnection requests that may
be trying to determine if their proposed generating facility is economically viable and that
may be trying to identify a point of interconnection change to increase the viability of
their interconnection requests.

208. MISO argues that the Commission should not require any informational posting
pertaining to an interconnection request prior to the interconnection customer’s
finalization of the interconnection request because a definitive point of interconnection
has not yet been selected.™ MISO highlights that the proposed pro forma LGIP section
3.4.5 requires the transmission provider’s OASIS posting to include “(3) the station or

transmission line where the interconnection will be made.”>>* However, MISO notes that

an interconnection customer is not required to select a definitive point of interconnection

551 MISO Initial Comments at 36.

552 Id. (stating that a majority of its interconnection requests are submitted on the
last day of the application window, or two days prior at most).

33 Id. at 36-37.

554 1d. at 37.
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until the end of the customer engagement window. As such, MISO contends that the
posting requirement is impossible if the transmission provider is required to post the
point of interconnection. MISO argues that the Commission should not require any
posting until a reasonable period after the interconnection customer is required to select
its definitive point of interconnection and the information is complete, such as when the
customer engagement window is completed and cluster studies are about to begin.

209. Regarding the makeup of the cluster, Clean Energy States assert that the cluster
study process should allow for changes in the makeup of the cluster, and that the study
process may identify ways to improve a cluster to provide better performance for the
transmission system, such as by adding or subtracting certain interconnection requests
from the cluster.®® Clean Energy States assert that a transmission provider should be
able to modify the cluster in response to interconnection customer changes or study
findings without threatening the interconnection customer’s queue priority or paying
penalties.

210. EPSA argues that the final rule should specify that transmission providers are
required to work with interconnection customers during the customer engagement
window and study agreement negotiation in a manner that is fair and equitable regarding

the study models to be used, data verification, and stakeholder engagement—regardless

335 Clean Energy States Initial Comments at 8-9.
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of the planning or procurement method used by the prospective interconnection
customer.>®

211. Enel recommends that the Commission consolidate the interconnection request
and cluster and facilities study agreements into a single study agreement to be submitted
at the time of application.™’ Enel also recommends that the Commission include
language in the pro forma LGIP that provides that transmission providers will not post
information about interconnection requests proceeding through or withdrawing from the
interconnection queue until all interconnection requests submitted within a cluster request
window successfully meet their milestone requirements to proceed, withdraw, or fail to
cure their breach within the specific cure period.>*

212. Regarding the length of the cluster request window, some commenters support the
proposed 45-calendar day time frame for the cluster request window.> Although it

supports the 45-calendar day time frame, Eversource suggests the Commission add more

structure to this element of its proposal by establishing rules that enable potential

556 EPSA Initial Comments at 7.
557 Enel Initial Comments at 13.
558 14 at 48.

33 Eversource Initial Comments at 13; Clean Energy Associations Initial
Comments at 19.
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interconnection customers to be informed of when the request windows will be open and
how to prepare to apply.5*

213. Other commenters argue that the proposed 45-calendar day time frame for the
cluster request window is too short and should be increased to 60 calendar days.3¢! ISO-
NE states that, based on its experience implementing its forward capacity market process,
each of the cluster study windows proposed in the NOPR should be extended to help
ensure an efficient cluster study process.’® Pine Gate also argues that a longer cluster
request window would reduce the burden on transmission providers by providing more
time to administer their deficiency notice processes.’® Pine Gate explains that, for larger
interconnection customers that may be developing numerous interconnection requests for
multiple transmission providers, overlapping cluster request windows are likely.

Additionally, Pine Gate contends that, as contemplated by the NOPR, it is likely that

increased requirements and additional information for interconnection customers will be

560 Eversource Initial Comments at 13.

561 ISO-NE Initial Comments at 22-23; Pine Gate Initial Comments at 16; PJM
Initial Comments at 19-20.

362 [SO-NE Initial Comments at 22. ISO-NE requests that the Commission
consider the following windows for the cluster study process: (i) cluster request window
— 60 calendar days; (ii) customer engagement window — 90 calendar days; (iii) cluster
study — 270 to 365 calendar days (depending on the size of a given cluster); (iv) cluster
restudy — 150 calendar days; and (v) facilities study — 90 to 180 calendar days. Id. at 23.

563 Pine Gate Initial Comments at 16.
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due at the time of interconnection queue entry (e.g., the complex modeling required to be
submitted) and burdensome to accommodate in the proposed time frame.

214. On the other hand, some commenters argue that a shorter cluster request window
is appropriate. CAISO argues that longer cluster request windows result in low quality
requests because interconnection customers have more time within the window to fix
their submissions.>®* CAISO contends that its use of a shorter 15-day interconnection
request completeness window followed by a longer validation and scoping meeting
window have significantly improved interconnection request quality and the speed with
which CAISO processes requests.>® Similarly, Tri-State recommends that the cluster
request window be shortened because, based on its experience, most interconnection
requests submitted in the cluster request window are received the last two days of the
request window. 36

215. Regarding the requirement for correcting deficiencies in the proposed pro forma

LGIP section 3.4.4 (Deficiencies in Interconnection Request), Tri-State argues that

requiring interconnection customers to provide any requested information within

564 CAISO Initial Comments at 9.

395 Id. (citing CAISO, CAISO Tariff, app. DD, §§ 3.5.1, 3.5.2.2 (16.0.0); id. §
6.1.2 (21.0.0)).

396 Tri-State states that during its 2022 definitive interconnection system impact
study request window, 75% of the interconnection requests were received during the last
two days of the request window, and 50% of the interconnection requests were received
in the last two days of the 2021 definitive interconnection system impact study request
window. /d. at 10.



Exh. CJP-10

Document Accession #: 20230728-3060 Filed Date: 07/28/2023

Page 175 of 1481
Docket No. RM22-14-000 -173 -

10 business days after receiving notice of deficiencies in the interconnection request, but
no later than the close of the cluster request window, does not take into account that most
requests are not submitted until the last day of the cluster request window.>¢’

216. Regarding the number of cluster request windows opened each year, a couple of
commenters argue that there should be more than one cluster request window per year.3%
Clean Energy States assert that, because presumably there will be fewer generator
interconnection studies to be done, transmission providers should provide opportunities
more frequently (e.g., quarterly) for interconnection customers to submit interconnection
requests.’®® Environmental Defense Fund argues that the Commission should require that
the cluster request windows occur bi-annually, rather than once a year, to reduce the
delay caused by missing a cluster request window while still covering a large enough
time period that a number of interconnection requests will be included in each cluster.’”
217. Southern generally agrees with the Commission that a cluster study process,
including the individual facilities study, should be completed within a year, but
recommends eliminating unnecessary delays, such as multiple, overlapping clusters, by

only permitting one cluster study at a time (i.e., that a new cluster should not commence

567 Tri-State Initial Comments at 27.

568 Clean Energy States Initial Comments at 9; Environmental Defense Fund Initial
Comments at 4.

3% Clean Energy States Initial Comments at 9.

570 Environmental Defense Fund Initial Comments at 4.
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until the previous cluster has been completed).’”! According to Southern, under this
format, an annual cluster study can be performed because the previous cluster study
process has been completed. Southern asserts that overlapping cluster study processes
will not help end interconnection queue backlogs and uncertainty, but rather add to them.
218. Regarding the length of the customer engagement window, Clean Energy
Associations support the proposed 30-calendar day time frame for the customer
engagement window as a baseline.””> A number of commenters argue that the proposed
30-calendar day customer engagement window is too short and recommend a longer
window.3”® Duke Southeast Utilities argue that, based on experience with Duke
Carolinas Utilities’ cluster study process, which includes a 60-calendar day customer
engagement window, the proposed 30-calendar day customer engagement window may
not provide sufficient time to facilitate robust engagement.>”* Duke Southeast Utilities
therefore urge the Commission to adopt a 60-calendar day customer engagement window.

Xcel describes PSCo’s recent interconnection queue reform, which extended the

571 Southern Initial Comments at 23-24.

372 Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 19.

573 APS Initial Comments at 10-11; CAISO Initial Comments at 8, 10-11; Duke
Southeast Utilities Initial Comments at 8; ISO-NE Initial Comments at 23; Tri-State
Initial Comments at 9-10; PJM Initial Comments at 20.

574 Duke Southeast Utilities Initial Comments at 8.
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customer engagement window to 95 calendar days to allow interconnection customers
additional time to reevaluate their readiness in a way that includes other customers.>”
219. ISO-NE suggests a 90-calendar day customer engagement window.5’® In addition,
ISO-NE suggests that the Commission clarify that transmission providers may withdraw
interconnection requests for which the models and data do not meet the requirements
following the customer engagement window in order to improve efficiency. ISO-NE
further asks that the Commission recognize the role of the participating transmission
owners in performance of interconnection studies and build time into the cluster study
time frames that accounts for this coordination.

220. Indicated PJM TOs argue that there should be a 30-calendar day window after the
date that the cluster request window closes, and between the time the transmission
provider posts the interconnection cases for the cluster study and the cluster study
commences, during which interconnection customers qualified to receive CEII
information have the opportunity to conduct their own studies with the transmission
provider’s base case and the new interconnection service requests. Indicated PJM TOs
assert that during this time, interconnection customers should be able to withdraw their

interconnection request with minimal financial impact.>”’

375 Xcel Initial Comments at 21 (citing Pub. Serv. Co. of Colo., Docket No. ER22-
2087-000 (Aug. 9, 2022) (delegated order)).

576 ISO-NE Initial Comments at 23.

77 Indicated PJM TOs Reply Comments at 6-7.
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221. APS states that multiple customers requesting individual scoping meetings could
place a significant burden on the transmission provider to schedule several meetings
under a condensed time frame if the customer engagement window remains 30 calendar
days.’™® For example, APS states that, assuming all notifications of valid interconnection
requests are made by the time the customer engagement window starts, the
interconnection customer has 15 business days to request an individual meeting and, if an
interconnection customer uses all 15 business days, that is a minimum 21 calendar days
out of the total 30 calendar days of the overall customer engagement window. APS
contends that this leaves nine calendar days at most (i.e., no more than seven business
days) to schedule an individual customer meeting, which could be less if there are
holidays occurring within the customer engagement window.

222. Similarly, Tri-State argues that the proposed 30-day customer engagement
window is not sufficient to meet the purpose of the customer engagement window and
recommends it be extended to allow adequate time to cure deficiencies and hold
individual scoping meetings.>”® Tri-State argues that a 75-day customer engagement
window would give interconnection customers an opportunity to: (1) assess the viability

of their proposed generating facilities before committing to the interconnection process

578 APS Initial Comments at 10.

57 Tri-State Initial Comments at 9, 10.
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and subjecting themselves to a withdrawal penalty; and (2) cure deficiencies in their

interconnection requests.>®

fii. Commission Determination

223.  We adopt the proposed new pro forma LGIP section 3.4.1 (Cluster Request
Window), which provides that interconnection customers must submit an interconnection
request during a specified period—the cluster request window—a 45-calendar day period
with the start date to be determined by each transmission provider. We also adopt the
non-refundable $5,000 application fee required to be submitted with the interconnection

request.>®!

We also adopt the requirement that interconnection customers provide
requested information within 10 business days of receiving an interconnection request
deficiency notice but no later than the close of the cluster request window, as proposed
and adopted in new pro forma LGIP section 3.4.4 (Deficiencies in Interconnection
Request), but we modify that section to clarify the timeline for curing deficiencies. We
modify the proposed new pro forma LGIP section 3.4.5 (Customer Engagement
Window) and extend the customer engagement window from 30 days to 60 calendar
days.

224. To ensure clarity for both interconnection customers and transmission providers,

based on the record, we believe that 45 calendar days is a sufficient window to

580 1d. at 9.

381 We note that the application fee is separate from the initial study deposit,
commercial readiness deposit, and deposit in lieu of site control.
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adequately notify prospective interconnection customers of the formation of a new cluster
but not so long as to delay the processing of the interconnection queue.

225. Contrary to commenters’ assertions, we are not persuaded to extend the cluster
request window. We do not believe that more time is needed for transmission providers
to work with interconnection customers that submitted invalid interconnection requests to
cure deficiencies, particularly given the limit we adopt on the time for such additional
information to be submitted by interconnection customers, and because the start date of
the cluster request window will be included in the transmission provider’s LGIP for
prospective interconnection customers. We similarly do not believe that shortening the
cluster request window would result in fewer “low quality” interconnection requests, as
CAISO argues. Given the package of reforms adopted in this final rule, we expect fewer
speculative interconnection requests and that interconnection customers will be more
likely as a result of this final rule to submit interconnection requests for proposed
generating facilities that they believe are viable and ready to move forward in the
interconnection process.

226. As for Tri-State’s concern about the requirement for correcting deficiencies in new

pro forma LGIP section 3.4.4 (Deficiencies in Interconnection Request),>*2

we clarify
that the 10-business day window is the maximum time allowed to submit a response.

This means that an interconnection customer that submits its interconnection request

more than 10 business days before the close of the cluster request window will have a full

582 Tri-State Initial Comments at 27.
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10 business days to submit a response, whereas an interconnection customer that does not
submit its interconnection request until less than 10 business days before the close of the
cluster request window will have however many days remain in the cluster request
window to respond to any deficiencies. Accordingly, we modify pro forma LGIP section
3.4.4 to provide that if the interconnection customer does not respond before the
deadline: (1) the interconnection request is immediately deemed withdrawn (without the
cure period provided under pro forma LGIP section 3.7); (2) the application fee is
forfeited to the transmission provider; and (3) because the cluster study has not
commenced, the study deposit and commercial readiness deposit are returned to the
interconnection customer.

227. We decline to adopt revisions to the pro forma LGIP to require biannual or
quarterly cluster study windows, as suggested by Clean Energy States and Environmental
Defense Fund. Based on the record, we are not convinced that mandating multiple
cluster request windows per year will result in a more efficient cluster study process,
especially considering the various sizes of transmission provider footprints and
interconnection queues. As we adopt an annual cluster study process, an annual cluster
request window will allow transmission providers to dedicate resources to the cluster
request window only once per year, dedicating their resources to the remainder of the
cluster study process for the rest of the year. We also are not convinced by
Environmental Defense Fund’s concern with interconnection customers missing a cluster
request window, as the date of the start of the cluster request window will be in each

transmission provider’s LGIP, providing sufficient notice for prospective interconnection
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customers to prepare required application materials accordingly. We do not believe that
additional rules are needed to govern how transmission providers will inform
interconnection customers about the cluster request window.

228. We disagree with Southern’s suggestion that the cluster study process should only
permit transmission providers to conduct one cluster study at a time (i.e., eliminating the
possibility of conducting multiple cluster studies at any time). Prohibiting the
transmission provider from conducting overlapping cluster studies, in the instance where
it is necessary to process cluster subgroups or to process delayed studies, would delay the
interconnection process for interconnection customers. We therefore find that this
suggestion would contribute to more backlogs and uncertainty, as delays to any cluster
study would significantly delay cluster studies for all remaining interconnection requests
in an interconnection queue and would be insufficient to ensure that interconnection
customers are able to interconnect to the transmission system in a reliable, efficient,
transparent, and timely manner. Transmission providers with the capacity to conduct
multiple cluster studies at a given time should be permitted to do so to facilitate more
effective and efficient interconnection processes.

229. Inresponse to MISO’s concern about posting requirements close to the conclusion
of the cluster request window, we reiterate that we are extending the length of the
customer engagement window from the proposed 30 calendar days to 60 calendar days,
which will allow transmission providers a total of 60 calendar days from the close of the

cluster request window to post the list of interconnection requests for that cluster.
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230. MISO argues that the Commission should not require any OASIS posting prior to
the interconnection customer’s finalization of the interconnection request because a
definitive point of interconnection would have not yet been selected.®®® While we
recognize MISQO’s concern about transmission providers posting interconnection request
information on OASIS that may later change, we find that providing as much information
as possible to interconnection customers early in the customer engagement window
provides important transparency to improve interconnection queue processing. Providing
information about other interconnection requests that may be studied within the same
cluster to interconnection customers considering whether to execute a cluster study
agreement and to continue with the cluster, may help them determine the viability of their
proposed generating facilities, making it less likely that interconnection customers will
withdraw later in the cluster study process, triggering delays and restudies and the
associated problems discussed in Section II of this final rule.

231. We disagree with Clean Energy States’ assertion that a cluster should be able to be
modified in response to interconnection customer changes or study findings without
threatening the interconnection customer’s relative queue priority or paying penalties.>*
Any interconnection customer that submits a valid interconnection request during the
customer request window will become part of the cluster, if the interconnection customer

chooses to execute a cluster study agreement by the end of the customer engagement

583 MISO Initial Comments at 36-37.

384 Clean Energy States Initial Comments at 9.
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window. The transmission provider may not modify the makeup of the cluster or pick
and choose which interconnection customers to keep in the cluster in the way Clean
Energy States describes. We also note that interconnection customers can request a
modification assessment pursuant to section 4.4 of the pro forma LGIP.

232. Regarding the customer engagement window, we adopt the NOPR proposal to add
a new section 3.4.5 (Customer Engagement Window) to the pro forma LGIP, which
provides that, following the close of the cluster request window, the transmission provider
begins a customer engagement window. Additionally, we modify the proposal to extend
the customer engagement window from 30 calendar days, as proposed, to 60 calendar
days. Under this provision, the transmission provider must post new cluster information
on OASIS with details of each interconnection request for that cluster, including
information on the amount of interconnection service and the location of the proposed
generating facility, within the first 10 business days of the customer engagement window.
While we extend the customer engagement window from 30 calendar to 60 calendar days,
we retain the proposed 10 business day deadline by which the transmission provider

must post new cluster information on OASIS. We find that it is more beneficial for
interconnection customers to have this information as early as possible, such that they are
able to assess the composition of the cluster and make informed choices moving forward
with their interconnection requests earlier rather than later in the customer engagement
window. Further, during the customer engagement window, an interconnection customer

may withdraw its interconnection request without penalty.
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233. We extend the customer engagement window to 60 calendar days in response to
numerous commenters’ arguments that 30 calendar days is insufficient to adequately
engage with interconnection customers in a cluster, including based on experience
implementing a similar cluster study process to that we require as part of this final rule.’%
By extending the customer engagement window, we provide transmission providers with
additional time to conduct individual meetings with interconnection customers that
submitted interconnection requests within the cluster request window, lessening the
burden on transmission providers, particularly larger transmission providers such as
RTOs/ISOs.8¢ At the same time, we provide interconnection customers with more time
to consider information collected during this period of engagement with the transmission
provider—including the makeup of the cluster—and assess the continued viability of
their proposed generating facilities before withdrawal of the interconnection request will
incur a penalty. For example, the interconnection customer can assess the expected costs
of potential network upgrades and the impact of those costs on the viability of its
proposed generating facility in the context of the size and location of other
interconnection requests in the cluster. Interconnection customers will have 46 calendar

days to consider the posted information (which must be posted within 10 business days

after the start of the customer engagement window). Not only will this longer time

585 Duke Southeast Utilities Initial Comments at 8; PJM Initial Comments at 20;
Xcel Initial Comments at 21 (citing Pub. Serv. Co. of Colo., Docket No. ER22-2087-000
(Aug. 9, 2022) (delegated order)).

586 PJM Initial Comments at 20; ISO-NE Initial Comments at 23.
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period for interconnection customers to consider whether to withdraw their
interconnection requests prior to the start of the cluster study save interconnection
customers’ resources by avoiding future penalties, but it will also result in more efficient
interconnection queue processing with fewer withdrawals later in the cluster study
process—withdrawals that can trigger restudies and cause the problems discussed in
Section II of this final rule.

234. We reject Southern’s suggestion that if an interconnection request is not deemed
valid,?’ the interconnection request should be withdrawn from the interconnection queue.
Under new section 3.4.5 of the pro forma LGIP, any interconnection requests not deemed
valid at the close of the customer engagement window will not be included in the cluster.
This provision is designed to ensure that interconnection customers and transmission
providers have sufficient time to conduct scoping meetings and to discuss and
comprehensively evaluate whether interconnection requests are fully valid during the
customer engagement window. We find that forced withdrawals prior to the close of the
customer engagement window could result in potentially valid interconnection requests
being rejected prior to allowing for interconnection customers and transmission providers
to discuss alternative interconnection options, exchange information that could impact
such options, and conduct due diligence informed by information discussed during the
customer engagement window per the provisions set forth in new pro forma LGIP section

3.4.6 detailing scoping meetings.

587 Southern Initial Comments at 37.
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235. Inresponse to EPSA,3® we note that transmission providers and interconnection
customers should always work in a manner that is fair and nondiscriminatory, including
during the customer engagement window and study agreement negotiation.

236. We decline to adopt MISO’s suggestion that transmission providers allow
interconnection customers to submit an interconnection request prior to the beginning of
the cluster request window. We note that the cluster request window is specifically
designed to structure when transmission providers should expect interconnection
customers to submit interconnection requests for assessment. We find that allowing
interconnection request submission prior to the cluster request window may be
burdensome to transmission providers, who would have to dedicate staff and resources
towards assessing the viability of interconnection requests before the designated request
window opening, instead of concentrating their resources towards the prior stage of the
interconnection process.

237. We agree with Enel’s recommendation that the Commission include language in
the pro forma LGIP that, in the cluster study process, the transmission provider will not
post detailed information about interconnection requests proceeding or withdrawing until
all interconnection requests successfully meet their milestone requirements to proceed,
withdraw, or fail to cure their breach within the specific cure period. We note that
transmission providers are required to post this information at the conclusion of the

cluster request window, at which point interconnection customers must provide

588 EPSA Initial Comments at 7.
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significant requirements to proceed. We find that maintaining confidentiality early in the
customer engagement window stage is appropriate to reduce opportunities for developers
to gain competitive advantage over others before interconnection requests have been
finalized and accepted by the transmission provider. We therefore adopt the following
modification to section 3.4.5 of the pro forma LGIP (addition in italics): “Within

ten (10) Business Days after the close of the Cluster Request Window, Transmission
Provider shall post on its OASIS site a list of Interconnection Requests for that Cluster.
The list shall identify, for each anonymized Interconnection Request[s]: (1) the requested
amount of Interconnection Service; (2) the location by county and state; (3) the station or
transmission line or lines where the interconnection will be made; (4) the projected In-
Service Date; (5) the type of Interconnection Service requested; and (6) the type of
Generating Facility or Facilities to be constructed, including fuel types, such as wind,
natural gas, coal, or solar. The transmission provider must ensure that project
information is anonymized and does not reveal the identity or commercial information of
interconnection customers with submitted requests.” Further, as discussed below, we
modify section 3.4.6 of the pro forma LGIP to require that transmission providers
exercise the use of non-disclosure agreements to maintain confidentiality of identifying
or commercially sensitive information for all other interconnection customers in a group

scoping meeting.
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e. Scoping Meeting

i NOPR Proposal

238. In the NOPR, the Commission proposed to renumber and revise section 3.4.4 of
the pro forma LGIP as section 3.4.6 to provide that, during the proposed customer
engagement window, transmission providers must hold a scoping meeting with all
interconnection customers whose valid interconnection requests were received in that
cluster request window.*® Revised section 3.4.6 of the pro forma LGIP would also
require transmission providers to hold individual customer-specific scoping meetings, at
the interconnection customer’s request, which must be requested by no later than 15
business days after the close of the cluster request window.

ii. Comments
239. MISO supports the Commission requiring individual customer-specific scoping
meetings only when requested by interconnection customers.™’ APS agrees that a single
scoping meeting with all interconnection customers in the cluster during the customer
engagement window is beneficial to transmission providers and eases the burden of
scheduling individual meetings with all parties. However, APS has concerns about
security and confidentiality.®*! APS notes that, currently, each interconnection customer

in the interconnection queue is provided a queue number that becomes the only

89 NOPR, 179 FERC 61,194 at P 68.
590 MISO Initial Comments at 35-36.

591 APS Initial Comments at 10.
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identifying information posted publicly. APS requests that the Commission provide
clarity on whether the requirements to treat additional information as confidential no
longer apply or if there is a form of good utility practice as it pertains to holding a single
scoping meeting without revealing the identities of the other interconnection customers
involved and some examples thereof.

240. MISO expresses concern that the timelines listed in the customer engagement
window for posting information are impractical. MISO asserts that the Commission
should not require a posting so near the close of the request window because the
transmission provider must devote its resources to reviewing the interconnection requests
for deficiencies.™?

241. Enel and AEE argue that the Commission should also require transmission
providers and transmission owners to hold individual, customer-specific scoping
meetings at the request of the interconnection customer before the customer commits to
entering the cluster.>® Enel states that an individual pre-interconnection queue scoping
meeting would be an opportunity for the interconnection customer to ask basic questions
that can help inform economically significant decisions an interconnection customer
faces in deciding to enter the interconnection queue.™* As an alternative to requiring a

pre-interconnection queue meeting, Enel suggests that the Commission could require

32 MISO Initial Comments at 36.
593 AEE Initial Comments at 10; Enel Initial Comments at 10.

594 Enel Initial Comments at 10.
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transmission providers to maintain an electronic inbox where prospective interconnection
customers could submit interconnection-related questions and be guaranteed a response
in time to inform decisions on entering the interconnection queue.

242. PJM believes that “grouping kick off meetings” will reduce the burden on
transmission owners and providers of scheduling and participating in hundreds of
meetings, and the burden on interconnection customers of waiting for their meeting to be
scheduled.®® PJM requests clarification that a transmission provider may group requests
for this customer engagement window unless an interconnection customer requests
otherwise.

243. Tri-State asks the Commission to consider providing only one week to schedule
the requested individual customer-specific scoping meeting if the interconnection
customer does not request a scoping meeting until the fifteenth business day.>*

244. Noting the difficulty of coordinating in-person scoping meetings, SEIA requests
that the Commission clarify that both generating facility-specific and cluster scoping
meetings must provide the option for interconnection customers to attend via
teleconference, which is currently not available in all regions.*®’ Enel suggests that, for
all scoping meetings, the Commission should require transmission owners, not just

interconnection customers and transmission providers, to attend; otherwise, Enel

595 PJM Initial Comments at 20-21.
596 Tri-State Initial Comments at 27.

597 SEIA Initial Comments at 8.
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continues, there could be crucial questions that the transmission provider may not be able
to answer.>®

fii. Commission Determination

245. We adopt, in part, the proposed revisions to section 3.4.6 of the pro forma LGIP,
and therefore require that, during the customer engagement window, transmission
providers hold a scoping meeting with all interconnection customers whose
interconnection requests were received in that cluster request window. We decline to
adopt the NOPR proposal to require transmission providers to hold individual customer-
specific scoping meetings at the interconnection customer’s request.

246. These revisions to the pro forma LGIP align the timing and purpose of scoping
meetings between transmission providers and interconnection customers with the
adoption of the cluster study process in this final rule. We do not believe that providing
the option for interconnection customers to request an individual customer-specific
scoping meeting is necessary to ensure that interconnection customer-specific questions
are answered as interconnection customers consider whether to remain in the
interconnection queue for the cluster study or to withdraw their interconnection request.
We find that this requirement would be comparatively inefficient and burdensome for
transmission providers, leading to potentially significant interconnection delays. We thus
find that this requirement would be inconsistent with the goal to ensure that

interconnection customers are able to interconnect to the transmission system in a

598 Enel Initial Comments at 11.
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reliable, efficient, transparent, and timely manner. We find that the cluster-wide scoping
meeting is an appropriate forum in which all interconnection customers can direct
questions to transmission providers in an efficient manner without delaying the cluster
process with unnecessarily time-consuming individual scoping meetings.

247. We agree with APS’ concerns pertaining to good utility practices®® for security
and confidentiality regarding the disclosure of potentially sensitive commercial
information during the cluster scoping meeting that will include numerous
interconnection customers in the cluster.®*® We therefore modify section 3.4.6 of the

pro forma LGIP to require that transmission providers use non-disclosure agreements to
maintain confidentiality of identifying or commercially sensitive information for all other
interconnection customers in a group scoping meeting until the close of the customer
engagement window.

248. Inresponse to Enel and AEE,*"! we will not modify the pro forma LGIP to require

transmission providers to hold individual interconnection customer-specific scoping

39 Good utility practice means “any of the practices, methods and acts engaged in
or approved by a significant portion of the electric industry during the relevant time
period, or any of the practices, methods and acts which, in the exercise of reasonable
judgment in light of the facts known at the time the decision was made, could have been
expected to accomplish the desired result at a reasonable cost consistent with good
business practices, reliability, safety and expedition. Good utility practice is not intended
to be limited to the optimum practice, method, or act to the exclusion of all others, but
rather to be acceptable practices, methods, or acts generally accepted in the region.” See
pro forma LGIP section 1 (Definitions).

600 APS Tnitial Comments at 10.

801 AEE Initial Comments at 10; Enel Initial Comments at 10.
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meetings at the request of the interconnection customer before the interconnection
customer commits to entering the cluster. As discussed above, we decline to adopt a
requirement that transmission providers conduct individual interconnection customer
scoping meetings. Additionally, as discussed above,%? we adopt the heatmap
requirement, which will assist interconnection customers prior to entering the
interconnection queue in evaluating the viability of their proposed generating facilities,
and we are also permitting interconnection customers to withdraw from the
interconnection queue without penalty prior to the close of the customer engagement
window. With these reforms, we do not believe that pre-interconnection queue scoping
meetings should be required to ensure just and reasonable rates.

249. In response to MISO’s concern about posting requirements close to the conclusion
of the cluster request window,%* we find that allowing transmission providers a total of
10 business days from the close of the cluster request window to post the required list of
interconnection requests for that cluster is a reasonable amount of time.

250. Inresponse to SEIA,*™ we decline to modify the pro forma LGIP to require
transmission providers to include an option for interconnection customers to attend via

teleconference for cluster-wide scoping meetings. We do not believe that such level of

802 See supra Section II1.A.1.c.
603 MISO Initial Comments at 36.

604 SETA Initial Comments at 8.
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logistical specification governing how transmission providers choose to conduct scoping
meetings with interconnection customers is needed in the pro forma LGIP.

251. Inresponse to Enel, %

we decline to modify the pro forma LGIP to require
transmission owners, not just interconnection customers and transmission providers, to
attend scoping meetings. The pro forma LGIP contemplates that the transmission owner
and transmission provider may be the same entity, except in the case of an RTO/ISO, in
which case the transmission owner does not have operational control of the facilities and
does not perform cluster studies. In the case of an RTO/ISO, only the entity that

independently administers the cluster study is required to attend the scoping meeting.

f. Posting of Metrics for Cluster Study Processing Time and
Restudy Processing Time

i NOPR Proposal

252. In the NOPR, the Commission proposed to revise the requirements included in
section 3.5.2 of the pro forma LGIP to post metrics for interconnection feasibility study
processing time and system impact study processing time, to instead require transmission
providers to post metrics for cluster study processing time and cluster restudy processing
time.®*® The Commission also proposed to require transmission providers to post the
time from when the transmission provider received a valid interconnection request to the

completion of the cluster study, cluster restudy, and facilities study.

605 Enel Initial Comments at 11.

606 NOPR, 179 FERC 961,194 at P 69.
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253. Specifically, in section 3.5.2.1 of the pro forma LGIP, the Commission proposed
requiring that transmission providers must post the number of interconnection requests
that had cluster studies completed within the transmission provider’s coordinated region
during the reporting quarter that were completed more than 150 calendar days after the
close of the customer engagement window. Similarly, in section 3.5.2.2 of the pro forma
LGIP, the Commission proposed requiring that transmission providers must post the
number of interconnection requests that had cluster restudies completed within the
transmission provider’s coordinated region during the reporting quarter that were
completed more than 150 calendar days after the transmission provider’s receipt of the
interconnection customer’s executed cluster restudy agreement.
254. In section 6.4 of the pro forma LGIP, the Commission proposed that transmission
providers publicly post new metrics requirements on their websites pertaining to various
technical specifications for, and impacts of, potential generating facilities on the
transmission provider’s transmission system, requiring that these metrics must be updated
on the transmission provider’s website “within 30 days after the completion of each
Cluster Study and Cluster Restudy period.”%"

ii. Comments
255. Clean Energy Associations support the proposal to require the posting of metrics

for cluster study processing time and cluster restudy processing time, starting from when

897 Proposed pro forma LGIP section 6.4.
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the transmission provider received a valid interconnection request.®®® Clean Energy
Associations further argue that these reports should also identify the level of accuracy of
these studies relative to final costs.

256. While supportive of the use of metrics that reflect cluster study and cluster restudy
processing time, some commenters do not support measuring these metrics from the date
that the transmission provider received the interconnection request.®”® APS argues that
this seems contradictory to the NOPR proposal that the 150-day timeline to process
cluster study requests begins at the end of the customer engagement window.*'* MISO
asserts that for study metrics to be a useful measurement of whether a transmission
provider is meeting its tariff deadlines, the start date used in the metrics must reflect

611

when studies actually commence.®”” MISO notes that an interconnection customer may

choose to submit its interconnection request weeks ahead of the cluster request window
deadline and that the time between that deadline and study commencement is variable.®2
MISO urges the Commission to allow RTOs/ISOs flexibility to maintain metrics that

reflect their tariff deadlines, especially where the RTO/ISO already has a Commission-

approved cluster study process.

698 Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 20-21.

609 APS Initial Comments at 9; MISO Initial Comments at 37.
610 APS Initial Comments at 9.

811 MISO Initial Comments at 38.

812 1d. (submitting MISO’s tariff as an example).
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257. Ameren contends that if the Commission retains the proposal to require the
posting of the time from when the transmission provider received a valid interconnection
request to the completion of the cluster study, cluster restudy, and facilities study, it
should clarify that in the context of an RTO/ISO, “complete” refers to the final sign-off
by the RTO/ISO.%!* Ameren asserts that transmission owners within an RTO/ISO may
act on behalf of the RTO/ISO transmission provider for purposes of certain studies;
however, it is the RTO/ISO and not the transmission owner that decides when a study is
complete.

258. In section 6.4 of the pro forma LGIP, regarding the proposed requirement that
“[t]hese metrics must be updated within 30 days after the completion of each Cluster
Study and Cluster Re-study period[,]” Enel recommends that the word “period” should be
deleted. Enel argues that the trigger should be the completion of the studies
themselves.®!

fii. Commission Determination

259. We adopt the proposed revisions to section 3.5.2 of the pro forma LGIP to require
transmission providers to post metrics for cluster study processing time and cluster
restudy processing time, including the number of cluster studies completed within

150 calendar days of the close of the customer engagement window. We modify

section 3.5.2.2 of the pro forma LGIP as proposed in the NOPR to be consistent with the

613 Ameren Initial Comments at 10-11.

614 Enel Initial Comments at 83.
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new requirement adopted in section 7.5 of the pro forma LGIP that cluster restudies
should be completed within 150 calendar days of the transmission provider notifying
interconnection customers in the cluster and that a cluster restudy is required. The
requirement to post these metrics replaces the existing requirement to post metrics for
interconnection feasibility study processing time and system impact study processing
time, which were relevant for the serial study process but are no longer relevant for the
cluster study process required by this final rule. We therefore believe that these revisions
are necessary to implement the change from a serial study process to the cluster study
process.

260. As for the point at which to begin measuring the metrics, several commenters
argue against using the date on which the transmission provider received the
interconnection requests. We clarify that sections 3.5.2.1 and 3.5.2.2 of the pro forma
LGIP adopted in this final rule establish that these metrics must be measured from the
close of the customer engagement window for the cluster study processing time metric
and from when transmission provider notifies interconnection customers in the cluster
that a cluster restudy is needed for the cluster restudy processing time metric. We find
that these are appropriate start dates from which to calculate the metrics because they

615

reflect when the respective studies are to actually commence.”> We decline to grant

615 APS Initial Comments at 9; MISO Initial Comments at 37-38.



Exh. CJP-10

Document Accession #: 20230728-3060 Filed Date: 07/28/2023

Page 200 of 1481
Docket No. RM22-14-000 - 198 -

additional flexibility to maintain metrics and associated timelines for those metrics, as
urged by MISO. 616
261. Regarding Clean Energy Associations’ suggestion that the metrics also identify the

617 we decline to adopt this suggestion.

level of accuracy of studies relative to final costs,
For one, it is unclear to what final costs Clean Energy Associations is referring to.
Additionally, the metrics that we require transmission providers to post as part of this
final rule focus on the timing of interconnection studies and not on the accuracy of cost
estimates. The metrics are intended, as described in Order No. 845, to provide needed
transparency “to allow interconnection customers to develop informed expectations about
how long the interconnection study portion of the process actually takes.”%!®

262. We decline to adopt Ameren’s suggestion to base the 150-calendar day cluster
study deadline on the RTO/ISO’s completion of the cluster study rather than the
transmission owner’s completion because the deadlines are applicable to the transmission
provider and such a clarification is unnecessary to be added to the pro forma LGIP.

263. We agree with Enel’s suggestion to modify proposed pro forma LGIP section 6.4

—now pro forma LGIP section 6.1 — by deleting “period” because, as Enel explains, this

616 MISO Initial Comments at 38.
817 Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 21.

818 Order No. 845, 163 FERC Y 61,043 at P 307.
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would more concisely convey that the metrics should be updated following the
completion of the studies themselves.*"”

g. Interconnection Request Evaluation Process

i NOPR Proposal

264. Inthe NOPR, the Commission proposed several changes to pro forma LGIP
section 4, renamed “interconnection request evaluation process” from “queue position.”
First, the Commission proposed to rename and revise section 4.1 of the pro forma LGIP
as “queue position” and added two new proposed sections: (1) section 4.1.1 (Assignment
of Queue Position), which provides that queue position will be based on the time and date
that the transmission provider receives all items required under section 3.4 (Valid
Interconnection Request) and that there is no queue priority for interconnection
customers that opted for informational interconnection studies; and (2) section 4.1.2
(Higher Queue Position), which provides that all interconnection requests studied in a
single cluster shall be considered to have equal queue priority, but clusters initiated
earlier in time shall be considered to have a higher queue position than clusters initiated
later in time. 2

265. The Commission also proposed to remove from section 4.2 of the pro forma LGIP
the provisions allowing transmission providers to study interconnection requests serially

and the requirement for transmission providers to provide 180 calendar days’ advance

19 Enel Initial Comments at 83.

620 NOPR, 179 FERC 61,194 at P 70.
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notice before opening a cluster window.®*! The Commission also proposed to rename
section 4.2 of the pro forma LGIP “general study process,” and revise it to require
transmission providers to perform interconnection studies within the cluster study
process.

266. Inthe NOPR, the Commission also proposed changes to the material modification
provisions in section 4.4 (Modification) of the pro forma LGIP to provide that moving a
point of interconnection shall result in a loss of interconnection queue position if it is
deemed a material modification by the transmission provider. Additionally, proposed
additions to pro forma LGIP section 4.4 require that any identified changes to a planned
interconnection, proposed by an interconnection customer or the transmission provider,
must be acceptable to any impacted interconnection customer in the same cluster, and
such acceptance is not to be unreasonably withheld.®*? The Commission noted that the
interconnection customer may decide to forego the requested change that constitutes a
material modification and retain its existing queue position.®?

267. Further, the Commission proposed to revise section 4.4.1 of the pro forma LGIP to
make clear that: (1) the modifications previously permitted prior to return of the
executed system impact study agreement are now permitted to be made prior to return of

the executed cluster study agreement; and (2) for generating plant increases, the

21 14 P 72.
622 proposed pro forma LGIP section 4.4,

623 NOPR, 179 FERC § 61,194 at P 71.
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incremental increase will be studied with the next cluster study for purposes of cost
allocation and study analysis.®** Pro forma LGIP section 4.4.1 also explicitly permits
specific modifications prior to the interconnection customer’s return of the executed
cluster study agreement to the transmission provider, including: (a) a decrease of up to
60 percent of electrical output (MW) of the proposed project, through either a decrease in
plant size or a decrease in interconnection service level; (b) modifying the technical
parameters associated with the generating facility technology or step up transformer; and
(c) modifying the interconnection configuration.

ii. Comments
268. With regards to the proposed changes to section 4.1 (Queue Position), Tri-State
questions whether the proposed definition of queue position includes surplus
interconnection requests.>> Xcel argues, and EEI agrees, that the Commission should
modify the proposal to clarify that queue position or queue priority is based on
interconnection request readiness and not on the date and time the interconnection request
is submitted.®*¢
269. CAISO asserts that it is unclear what losing a queue position means in a cluster-
based study (e.g., being withdrawn from the interconnection queue or moving to a lower

interconnection queue position), but also contends that no specification or reform is

624 14 P 73.
625 Tri-State Initial Comments at 25.

626 EEI Reply Comments at 5; Xcel Initial Comments at 9 n.12.
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necessary because interconnection customers will simply withdraw the modification
every time if it is found to be material.®?” CAISO argues that the Commission should
either remove the “option” to lose an interconnection queue position when a proposed
modification is found to be material, or clarify what replaces the interconnection queue
position when it is lost.

270. Clean Energy States argue that, in addition to the “signs of commercial progress”
proposed by the Commission, clusters should be prioritized for study based on a number
of other transparent and quantifiable factors, such as alignment with state policy (e.g.,
participation in procurement actions), and benefits to low-income, environmentally
impacted, and “energy communities” as defined under the Inflation Reduction Act, state
policies, and the Justice40 Initiative.®® Clean Energy States assert that clusters could
further be prioritized for development by how well the combined cluster meets
transmission system needs, with preference for interconnection agreements given to those
that result in the lowest cost upgrades, have the most attractive operational profile, or
deliver the best reliability improvements.

271. Regarding the proposed changes to pro forma LGIP section 4.4 (Modifications),
Enel argues that the Commission should remove the proposed language requiring the

acceptance of “any impacted Interconnection Customer in the same Cluster” to modify an

627 CAISO Initial Comments at 11-12.

628 Clean Energy States Initial Comments at 8.
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interconnection request.®”” Enel asserts that this requirement not only will be challenging
to facilitate (especially in large clusters) but is also a redundant and unnecessary hurdle
that could result in anticompetitive behavior. If the Commission keeps this language, to
avoid uncertainty regarding the application of this provision, Enel proposes to replace
this language with “any Interconnection Customer in the same Cluster whose
interconnection would be delayed or whose interconnection-related costs would be
increased as a result of the identified changes.”%*"

272. A few commenters argue that the Commission should consider changes to the
material modification process such that only certain modifications trigger a restudy.®!
Clean Energy Associations recommend that the Commission modify the current material
modification definition to clearly state that certain changes are presumptively immaterial,
such as changing solar modules or turbines, adding storage capacity, or making minor
adjustments to inverter performance. Clean Energy Associations argue that this
presumption should be in place so long as planned export and import capacity remains

the same.®*? Clean Energy Associations also support the concept of expedited, limited

studies for project modifications, provided that: (1) an expedited approach does not

29 Enel Initial Comments at 19-20.

630 1d. at 83.

631 AEP Initial Comments at 18; Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at
42; Pattern Energy Initial Comments at 17; PPL Initial Comments at 11.

632 Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 42.
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change the level of interconnection service; (2) there is no impact on cost or timing of an
interconnection request that is lower- or equally queued; and (3) it does not cause any
reliability concern. Additionally, Pattern Energy asserts that, in its experience,
transmission providers apply widely disparate standards where even de minimis
impacts—timing or financial—can be determined to be material, which Pattern Energy
believes is unreasonable and unduly discriminatory in light of the dynamic nature of the
generator interconnection processes.*® Pattern Energy argues that, absent severe delay,
timing delay should not be factored into materiality. Pattern Energy suggests instead that
materiality be tied to financial impact on a proposed generating facility (or group of
proposed generating facilities).

273. With regard to modifications under proposed pro forma LGIP section 4.4.1, MISO
supports the proposed revisions to avoid proposed project service level increasing®* and
other changes disrupting cluster studies that are in progress or delaying the negotiation
and execution timelines for the LGIA.%*

274. Enel recommends that the Commission modify the proposed pro forma LGIP
section 4.4.1 language to give interconnection customers flexibility in the initial stages of

interconnection studies, otherwise, it argues that, interconnection customers are more

633 Pattern Energy Initial Comments at 16-17.

634 We understand MISO to be referring to the NOPR proposal that clarified that
for plant increases, the incremental increase will be studied with the next cluster study for
purposes of cost allocation and study analysis.

635 MISO Initial Comments at 39.
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likely to work around the rules by submitting multiple smaller interconnection requests to
retain size flexibility after seeing their initial results, which is more administratively
burdensome for transmission providers and leads to its own form of inefficiency as size
reductions come in the form of withdrawals at any point in the process rather than being
limited to partial reductions prior to entering the cluster restudy.®*

275. CREA and NewSun argue that the Commission should explicitly permit
interconnection customers to modify their interconnection requests to reduce or eliminate
the assignment of network upgrade or stand alone network upgrade costs associated with
a proposed generating facility after receipt of the first cluster-level interconnection
study.®” CREA and NewSun argue that interconnection customers should be permitted
to modify their proposed generating facilities to avoid impacts on the transmission system
that trigger network upgrades by, for example, reducing their capacity or installing
devices that will limit their output during critical periods.®*® CREA and NewSun state
that the existing pro forma LGIP allows an interconnection customer to downsize its

interconnection capacity up to 60% upon receipt of the first interconnection study (i.e.,

the feasibility study) and before progressing to the second study (i.e., the system impact

636 Enel Initial Comments at 16-17 (proposing the section be revised to read:
“Prior to the deadline to return the milestones listed in Section 7.5 of this LGIP to
proceed into the initial Cluster Re-study, modifications permitted . . . .”).

637 CREA and NewSun Initial Comments at 45-47.

638 Id. at 46.
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study).®** CREA and NewSun state that, in contrast, the NOPR proposes to only allow
downsizing to occur before receipt of the first cluster system impact study and, as a
result, the opportunity to downsize the interconnection request to tailor the facility to the
available capacity identified in the first useful interconnection study would be lost.
Therefore, CREA and NewSun argue that the Commission should revise the NOPR
proposal to ensure that a reasonable amount of downsizing (e.g., 60%) is permitted after
640

receipt of the first cluster-level interconnection study.

fii. Commission Determination

276. We adopt the proposed revisions to pro forma LGIP section 4.1 (Queue Position),
section 4.2 (General Study Process), and section 4.4.1, and we modify the proposed
definition of queue position and the proposed revisions to the material modification
provisions in section 4.4 (Modification). These are discussed below.

277. First, we adopt the proposed revisions to section 4.1 of the pro forma LGIP
(Queue Position), which reflect the impact of the adoption of the proposed cluster study
process in this final rule on queue position assignments. These revisions provide that
transmission providers must assign queue positions based on the date and time of receipt
of a valid interconnection request, but all interconnection customers that submit

interconnection requests within a cluster request window must be considered equally

639 Jd. (citing NOPR, 179 FERC q 61,194 at app. B (proposed pro forma LGIP
section 4.4.1)).

640 1d. at 47.
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queued. Clusters initiated earlier in time must have a higher queue position than clusters
initiated later in time. Under the existing serial study process in the pro forma LGIP,
queue position had a greater effect on an interconnection customer, for instance, in the
allocation of network upgrade costs. By contrast, network upgrade costs within a cluster
will not be allocated by queue position; rather, as discussed below, network upgrade costs
within a cluster must be allocated generally through a proportional impact method among
the interconnection customers in the cluster. Given the nature of the cluster study
process, including the nature of the cost allocation for network upgrades, it is appropriate
for all interconnection customers in a cluster to be considered equally queued.

278. Second, we adopt the proposal to remove from section 4.2 of the pro forma LGIP
the provisions allowing transmission providers to study interconnection requests serially
and the requirement for transmission providers to provide 180 days’ advance notice
before opening a cluster window. We also adopt the proposal to rename section 4.2 of
the pro forma LGIP “General Study Process” and revise it to require transmission
providers to perform interconnection studies within the cluster study process. These
revisions are necessary to implement the cluster study process required by this final rule.
279. As requested by Tri-State, we clarify that the definition of queue position is not
relevant to surplus interconnection requests, which are processed outside of the normal
interconnection queue, as further discussed in Section I1I.A.2.n below.

280. We also maintain the language in the pro forma LGIP that moving a point of
interconnection in a way that is deemed a material modification will impact an

interconnection customer’s queue position, but we clarify the meaning of this in the



Exh. CJP-10

Document Accession #: 20230728-3060 Filed Date: 07/28/2023

Page 210 of 1481
Docket No. RM22-14-000 -208 -

context of the cluster study process. Specifically, if moving a point of interconnection is
deemed by the transmission provider to be a material modification to the interconnection
request, and the interconnection customer chooses to proceed with the proposed
modification, the interconnection request will be deemed withdrawn and the
interconnection customer must re-enter the interconnection queue with a new
interconnection request, if it desires to proceed to interconnect. To avoid being deemed
withdrawn, the interconnection customer may choose not to move its point of
interconnection and to instead remain in the same cluster with the original
interconnection request, and, thus, in the same queue position.

281. Inresponse to CREA and NewSun, we do not opine on whether moving a point of
interconnection within a cluster will be a material modification. Instead, we leave the
determination as to whether it is deemed a material modification to the transmission
provider, as in the existing process for determining whether a proposed modification is
material.

282. We decline to adopt Clean Energy States’ suggestion that, in addition to the “signs
of commercial progress” proposed by the Commission, clusters should be prioritized for
study based on other transparent and quantifiable factors.®*! Clean Energy States neither
provides sufficient rationale or detail regarding such factors by which clusters would be
prioritized by transmission providers, nor explains how such prioritization criteria would

be determined. We note that the Commission did not propose alternative factors for

641 Clean Energy States Initial Comments at 8.
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consideration. Additionally, we note that the record lacks adequate discussion in favor of
such prioritization mechanisms or such “factors” for the Commission to consider
adopting in this final rule.

283. Third, we modify the proposed definition of queue position in the pro forma LGIP
and LGIA to provide that queue position is established pursuant to section 4.1 of the pro
forma LGIP. Fourth, we modify the proposed revisions to the material modification
provisions in section 4.4 (Modification) of the pro forma LGIP. We adopt the language
that provides that moving a point of interconnection shall result in a loss of queue
position if it is deemed a material modification by the transmission provider, for the
reasons discussed above. At the same time, we modify the proposed revisions to remove
the requirement to obtain the approval of “any impacted Interconnection Customer in the
same Cluster.”%> We are persuaded by Enel’s argument that this proposed language in
pro forma LGIP section 4.4 should be struck for two reasons. First, we find this language
unnecessary because the point of interconnection could be changed only if the
transmission provider had deemed it to not be a material modification to the
interconnection request. Through this requirement, the transmission provider’s analysis
ensures that the change will not have a material impact on the cost or timing of another
interconnection request in the cluster. Second, although the proposal included the
language ““such acceptance not to be unreasonably withheld,” we are still concerned

about the potential for anticompetitive behavior to the extent that other interconnection

842 Proposed pro forma LGIP section 4.4.
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customers in the cluster could refuse to accept the point of interconnection change to
limit competition. The interconnection customers within a cluster will be competitors in
the wholesale markets in many, if not all, respects. To ensure competitive market
outcomes, they should not be provided an undue opportunity to affect the advancement or
the costs for a proposed generating facility of one of their competitors.

284. A number of commenters argue that the Commission should consider changes to
the material modification process such that only certain modifications trigger a restudy.®*3
We decline to adopt any of the suggested revisions to the material modification
provisions and restudy triggers in the pro forma LGIP. We did not propose changes
suggested by commenters and do not find the need to adopt such changes to the material
modification provisions to ensure just and reasonable rates. We believe that the list of
permitted modifications in section 4.4 of the pro forma LGIP is appropriate because they
allow interconnection customers a degree of flexibility with respect to generating facility
size, interconnection service level, and specific generating facility technology that
appropriately balances the high burden to enter the interconnection queue and the lengthy
duration of the interconnection queue, during which external factors may change,

including the introduction of new technology that interconnection customers may wish to

incorporate into their generating facility design.

643 AEP Initial Comments at 18; Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at
42; Pattern Energy Initial Comments at 17; PPL Initial Comments at 11.
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285. Finally, we adopt the proposed revisions to section 4.4.1 of the pro forma LGIP to
make clear that: (1) the modifications previously permitted prior to the return of the
executed system impact study agreement are now permitted to be made prior to return of
the executed cluster study agreement; and (2) for plant increases, the incremental increase
will be studied with the next cluster study for purposes of cost allocation and study
analysis. We believe that these revisions are needed to implement the cluster study
process adopted to ensure that interconnection customers are able to interconnect to the
transmission system in a reliable, efficient, transparent, and timely manner. Notably, we
believe that prior to the return of the executed cluster study agreement is the appropriate
time to permit the modifications previously permitted prior to the return of the executed
system impact study agreement because these represent approximately the same point of
the interconnection process in a serial study process versus a cluster study process. For
plant increases, we find that it is appropriate to exclude increases to proposed generating
facility size from the cluster study that is ongoing as any increase to size may create the
need for restudies. By moving the increase to the subsequent cluster, the interconnection
customer can still pursue its requested addition, albeit on a delayed schedule.

286. We decline to adopt Enel’s alternative proposed language that would allow the
same modifications permitted to be made prior to the executed cluster study agreement to
also be permitted before a cluster restudy. This would not only represent a significant
change from the existing modification language in pro forma LGIP section 4.4.1, but
allowing such modifications at the cluster restudy stage could negatively affect the

integrity of the cluster and cause further restudies, which would not ensure that
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interconnection customers are able to interconnect to the transmission system in a
reliable, efficient, transparent, and timely manner.

287. We also decline to adopt the revisions suggested by CREA and NewSun that
would explicitly permit interconnection customers to modify their interconnection
requests to reduce or eliminate the assignment of network upgrade or stand alone network
upgrade costs associated with a proposed generating facility after receipt of the first
cluster-level interconnection study. The “loss” of the opportunity for interconnection
customers to downsize the interconnection request to tailor the facility to the available

644 reflects the nature of

capacity identified in the first useful interconnection study
moving from a serial study process, with an initial, high-level feasibility study, to a
cluster study process, with the benefit of a customer engagement window, potential for
shared cost allocation, and lower likelihood of cascading restudies. Moreover, providing
interconnection customers an opportunity to reduce the size of their proposed generating
facilities after the cluster study would undercut the increased certainty and efficiency that
are key benefits of the shift to a cluster study process. With the adoption of clusters, a
reduction in size that may eliminate one interconnection customer’s cost responsibility
for a network upgrade could affect other interconnection customers in the cluster, either
by increasing their costs or requiring a different network upgrade. This type of

uncertainty could lead to further reductions, withdrawals, and restudies, and would be

insufficient to ensure that interconnection customers are able to interconnect to the

644 CREA and NewSun Initial Comments at 46.
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transmission system in a reliable, efficient, transparent, and timely manner. We note,
however, that interconnection customers may request a material modification assessment
under section 4.4 of the pro forma LGIP for reductions and that if those reductions are
found to not be material, the interconnection customer may proceed with them without a
loss of queue position.

h. Fewer than Three Year Extension to Commercial
Operation Date

i NOPR Proposal

288. Currently, if an interconnection customer’s generating facility is delayed by fewer
than three years, the pro forma LGIP states that such extensions are not material and shall
be handled through construction sequencing. However, the pro forma LGIP does not
state the starting point for this fewer than three-year period. In the NOPR, the
Commission proposed to revise section 4.4.5 of the pro forma LGIP, which currently
allows an extension of less than three cumulative years of the generating facility’s
commercial operation date, to require that the commercial operation date reflected in the
initial interconnection request be used in calculating the permissible fewer than three-
year extension.®*

ii. Comments
289. Several commenters contend that the commercial operation dates set out in the

executed LGIA, rather than the date in the initial interconnection request, are generally

845 NOPR, 179 FERC § 61,194 at P 71.
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846 and provide more certainty when established at the end of the

more accurate
interconnection study process as they would include the schedule estimates for network
upgrades,®"’ and the interconnection customer may have greater control over pursuing its
development timeline.*43

290. Invenergy argues that, because assigned upgrades necessary for interconnection
can require more than three years for construction, it would be reasonable to permit a
greater extension right of five years from the date set out in the LGIA.®** Enel also
argues that the Commission should grant a longer extension of time if the transmission
provider’s studies are delayed or if more time is required to build network upgrades
because these circumstances are beyond the interconnection customer’s control.®>* Enel
also recommends requiring the transmission provider to grant a day-for-day delay to the
originally requested commercial operation date for any delays in the study process

relative to the LGIP deadlines as well as due consideration for network upgrades that

require more than 18 months to design, procure, and construct.

646 Invenergy Initial Comments at 34; @rsted Initial Comments at 8; Pine Gate
Initial Comments at 65.

647 @rsted Initial Comments at 8.
648 Invenergy Initial Comments at 34.
649 1d.

50 Enel Initial Comments at 18-19.
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291. Ameren and PPL assert that continuing to provide a three-year extension of the
commercial operation date would allow projects to move forward when they are not

ready or viable.®! APS believes that limiting the ability to suspend interconnection
requests or extend the commercial operation date to instances of force majeure, including
where a customer demonstrates specific timeline obstructions such as permit issuance or
supply chain delays, is more in line with the proposals in the NOPR.%5?

292. NV Energy seeks clarification on how long an interconnection customer may extend
its commercial operation date because the pro forma LGIP allows seven to 10 years from
the initial interconnection request to construct.®>> NV Energy requests clarification on how
the three-year suspension clause in the pro forma LGIA plays into the timeline for the
commercial operation date. Pine Gate argues that any extension period from the
commercial operation date be subject to the overall seven-year time period for achieving
commercial operation.®** Invenergy argues that the Commission should also make clear

that the limits on the initial proposed in-service date that can be specified in an

851 Ameren Initial Comments at 10; PPL Initial Comments at 11.

852 APS Initial Comments at 7-8 (citing Midcontinent Indep. Transmission Sys.
Operator, Inc., 120 FERC 9 61,293, at PP 23, 27 (2007)).

653 NV Energy Initial Comments at 5-6. NV Energy states that it currently has
several customers that requested to move well beyond the three-year time frame and that
most of its interconnection customers use the full seven to 10-year window. Id. at 6.

654 Pine Gate Initial Comments at 65. Pine Gate also reiterates its comments on
the ANOPR, stating that the Commission should expand the interconnection customer’s
option to build. /d. at 63 (citing Comments of Pine Gate, Docket No. RM21-17-000, at
9-10 (filed Oct. 12, 2021) (citing Order No. 2003, 104 FERC 9 61,103 at PP 85, 353)).
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interconnection request to no more than seven years beyond the interconnection request
date, does not limit the ability to take advantage of commercial operation date extensions
that are otherwise provided under the pro forma LGIP or an LGIA.* For example, some
transmission owners have taken the position that, when exercising a suspension right, if the
suspension would result in an in-service date greater than seven years after the date
specified in the interconnection request, the interconnection customer cannot use its full
suspension period. Invenergy asserts that the Commission has already clarified that the
interconnection request limitation on proposed in-service dates is applicable only for the
purpose of limiting the date requested at the application stage, and does not limit in-service
dates that extend beyond that period as a result of other factors, which would include
transmission owner delay, exercise of suspension, and here, additional commercial
operation date extensions.®>® Invenergy also states that the Commission should clarify that
its revisions to pro forma LGIP section 4.4.5 are in addition to, and do not limit, an
interconnection customer’s suspension rights under its interconnection agreement. %’

fii. Commission Determination

293.  We adopt the proposed revisions to section 4.4.5 of the pro forma LGIP that

require that interconnection customers receive an extension of fewer than three

655 Invenergy Initial Comments at 35 (citing pro forma LGIP section 3.4.1 and
pro forma LGIA art. 5.16).

856 Jd. (citing Midcontinent Indep. Sys. Operator, Inc., 150 FERC 9 61,180, at P 23
(2015)).

657 Id. at 34.
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cumulative years of the generating facility’s commercial operation date without requiring
them to request such an extension from the transmission provider. In response to
commenters’ concerns, however, we modify our proposal to clarify that the commercial
operation date reflected in the initial interconnection request shall be used in calculating
the permissible fewer than three-year extension until the interconnection customer
executes, or requests the unexecuted filing of, an LGIA. Once the interconnection
customer has executed an LGIA or requested that the LGIA be filed unexecuted, the
commercial operation date established in the LGIA shall be the date from which the up to
three cumulative years is calculated.

294. At the time the pro forma LGIP was adopted, the interconnection process was
considerably shorter than it is now; the delays and sizeable interconnection queues facing
transmission providers create a situation where many interconnection customers use this
up to three-year period to ensure that their proposed generating facilities reach
commercial operation. Furthermore, the length of the interconnection queues is such that
at the time an interconnection customer enters the queue, it may have little idea of how
long it will spend in the interconnection queue before commencement of the construction
of its generating facility and required interconnection facilities and network upgrades.
Thus, we agree with Invenergy, Orsted, and Pine Gate, and we modify our proposal to
require the up to three-year period to commence from the commercial operation date
established in the interconnection customer’s LGIA once the LGIA is executed or the

interconnection customer has requested that it be filed unexecuted with the Commission.
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295. We decline commenters’ requests to revise the actual length of the permissible
extension of a proposed generating facility’s commercial operation date. The Commission
did not propose to change the length of the permissible extension in the NOPR, and we
lack an adequate record that the existing up to three-year extension is unjust and
unreasonable.

658 of how the changes to pro forma LGIP

296. Commenters request clarification
section 4.4.5 adopted in this final rule affect other provisions such as pro forma LGIP
section 3.4.2 and pro forma LGIA article 5.16, which provide for extensions of the in-

659 We reiterate that the revisions to section

service date or suspension of construction.
4.4.5 of the pro forma LGIP adopted in this final rule establish only the starting point for
the less than three-year extension to the commercial operation date. The Commission did
not propose in the NOPR, and we do not adopt in this final rule, changes to the extension

of in-service date provisions in pro forma LGIP section 3.4.2, or to the suspension

provision in pro forma LGIA article 5.16.

638 Invenergy Initial Comments at 35; NV Energy Initial Comments at 5-6.

859 Specifically, pro forma LGIP section 3.4.2 (previously pro forma LGIP section
3.4.1) provides that the expected in-service date of the new generating facility or increase
in capacity of the existing generating facility shall not exceed seven years, but may be
extended up to 10 years upon mutual agreement of the transmission provider and
interconnection customer. Pro forma LGIA article 5.16 provides the interconnection
customer the right to suspend work by the transmission provider associated with the
construction and installation of transmission provider’s interconnection facilities and/or
network upgrades for up to three years, at which time the LGIA would be deemed
terminated.
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i. Cluster Study Provisions (Pro Forma L.GIP Sections 6., 7)

i NOPR Proposal

297. As part of the proposed revisions to the pro forma LGIP, the NOPR proposed to
replace section 6 (Interconnection Feasibility Study) with the new requirements to
publicly post interconnection information, i.e., the “heatmap” as discussed above in
Section III. A.1.c, thereby removing the entirety of the feasibility study from the pro
forma LGIP.* Furthermore, in the NOPR, the Commission proposed to rename pro
forma LGIP section 7 from “interconnection system impact study” to “cluster study.””*6!
The Commission proposed revisions to pro forma LGIP section 7.1 (Cluster Study
Agreement) to state that the transmission provider must tender to each interconnection
customer that submitted a valid interconnection request a cluster study agreement no later
than five business days after the close of the cluster request window.%? The Commission
proposed revisions to pro forma LGIP section 7.2 (Execution of Cluster Study
Agreement) to state that if the interconnection customer does not provide technical data
when it delivers the cluster study agreement, the transmission provider must notify the

interconnection customer of the deficiency within five business days, and the

interconnection customer must cure the deficiency within 10 business days of receipt of

860 Proposed pro forma LGIP section 6.
661 NOPR, 179 FERC 61,194 at P 74.

662 proposed pro forma LGIP section 7.1.
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the notice.%®* The Commission proposed revisions to pro forma LGIP section 7.3 (Scope
of Cluster Study Agreement) to make clear that the stability analysis, power flow
analysis, and short circuit analysis previously conducted under the feasibility and system
impact studies would be conducted on a clustered basis.®** The Commission also
proposed changes to pro forma LGIP section 7.3 to make clear that, for purposes of
determining necessary interconnection facilities and network upgrades, the cluster study
shall use the level of interconnection service requested by interconnection customers in
the cluster, except where the transmission provider otherwise determines that it must
study the full generating facility capacity due to safety or reliability concerns. The
Commission proposed revisions to pro forma LGIP section 7.4 (Cluster Study
Procedures) to state that, within 10 business days of simultaneously furnishing a cluster
study report and a draft facilities study agreement to each interconnection customer
within the cluster and posting such report on OASIS, the transmission provider shall
convene an open meeting to discuss the study results and shall, upon request, make itself
available to meet with individual interconnection customers after the report is
provided.®® Pro forma LGIP section 7.4 also states that the transmission provider must
complete the cluster study within 150 calendar days. The Commission proposed

revisions to pro forma LGIP section 7.5 (Cluster Study Restudies) to state that the

663 Jd. at section 7.2.
664 14. at section 7.3.

665 Id. at section 7.4.



Exh. CJP-10

Document Accession #: 20230728-3060 Filed Date: 07/28/2023

Page 223 of 1481
Docket No. RM22-14-000 -221 -

interconnection customer must provide, within 20 calendar days after the cluster study
report meeting, a study deposit, demonstration of site control, and a commercial readiness
demonstration. Pro forma LGIP section 7.5 also states that the transmission provider
must complete the cluster restudy within 150 calendar days and delineates the steps the
transmission provider must take when a restudy is required or not required.%6

ii. Comments
298. MISO supports the deletion of section 6 of the pro forma LGIP and the removal of
the feasibility study from the pro forma LGIP.%’
299. In reference to the proposed revisions to section 7.1 (Cluster Study Agreement) of
the pro forma LGIP, Tri-State stresses that five business days is a tight time frame to
tender a valid cluster study agreement to each interconnection customer that submitted a
valid interconnection request and argues that this timeline is not feasible for transmission
providers with greater than 50 interconnection requests submitted in a cluster request
window. %68

300. In reference to the proposed revisions to section 7.2 of the pro forma LGIP, Tri-

State asserts that the Commission needs to confirm or reiterate that the interconnection

666 Jd. at section 7.5.
667 MISO Initial Comments at 40.

668 Tri-State Initial Comments at 31.
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request is considered withdrawn if the interconnection customer does not cure a deficiency
identified by the transmission provider.*®

301. Inreference to the proposed revisions to section 7.3 (Scope of Cluster Study) of
the pro forma LGIP, Tri-State asks the Commission to add language to address situations
with studies pending completion of higher-queued project cluster studies.%”

302. Enel proposes an alternative method for performing the cluster study and restudy
to the NOPR proposal.®”! Enel states that if the Commission wants to retain the full
scope of analyses in the cluster study, the Commission could require draft power flow
analyses to be provided to interconnection customers part way through the cluster study.
Enel explains that interconnection customers could be granted the right to reduce
interconnection service amounts and make other changes pursuant to pro forma LGIP
section 4.4.1 following receipt of these results. Enel states that the transmission provider
would repeat the power flow analyses until the queue stabilized, with the motivation for
interconnection customers to make changes in a timely way being driven by knowledge
that once the latter portion of the studies started, the interconnection customer would lose

this flexibility.

669 Id
670[d.

671 Enel Initial Comments at 17.
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303. In the list of requirements to proceed to the cluster restudy in proposed revisions to
section 7.5 of the pro forma LGIP, Enel proposes to add “(d) election of project changes
as permitted by LGIP section 4.4.1.7¢7

304. In the proposed revisions to section 7.5 of the pro forma LGIP, Enel suggests
removing item (2), which states that if there are no changes to the composition of the
cluster, a cluster restudy is not required, because it claims that the cluster restudy would
always be required, at least in part, to add short circuit and stability analyses.

305. With regard to the 150-day cluster study deadline, some commenters generally
support the proposed 150-day deadline to complete the cluster study.®”* Enel
recommends a reduction in the scope and schedule of the cluster study to only include
power flow analysis and a short circuit ratio test (to test grid strength and flag potential
inverter instability issues) and suggests that this initial cluster study be completed in 90
days instead of 150 days.”* Enel contends that, the availability of some information
from this first study, interconnection customers retain more flexibility up to the point of
committing to the initial cluster restudy, which allows interconnection customers to
optimize the characteristics of their proposed generating facilities, most notably the

amount of ERIS and NRIS interconnection service requested, in response to the results of

672 Id.

673 AEE Initial Comments at 33; Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at
20-21; Consumers Energy Initial Comments at 4.

74 Enel Initial Comments at 15-16.
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the study. Enel argues that early flexibility for optimization of proposed generating
facilities is better than forcing interconnection customers to withdraw and re-enter the
interconnection queue, is less disruptive, and does not add a year of delay to an
interconnection customer completing the interconnection process.

306. A number of commenters argue that the proposed 150-day deadline to complete
the initial cluster study may be, or is, too short and recommend a longer study window.%”
A few commenters also argue that the study timelines are too short, given the proposal to
eliminate the reasonable efforts standard and impose penalties on transmission providers
that miss those deadlines.®’® National Grid asserts that the proposed 150-day deadline
may be “unreasonably condensed” and could result in a decline in the quality of the
studies, which could lead to delays.%”” Specifically, National Grid claims that rushing the
issuance of the cluster study could lead to later amendments or corrections to certain
engineering requirements or cost estimates, that in turn may lead to later-stage
interconnection request withdrawals.

307. Tri-State notes that it currently implements a 270-day system impact study period,
specifically 150 days for phase 1 (power flow, short circuit, reactive capability) and

120 days for phase 2 (short circuit, transient stability), and has yet to miss a study

675 APS Initial Comments at 8; AES Initial Comments at 9; ISO-NE Initial
Comments at 23; National Grid Initial Comments at 13-14; Tri-State Initial Comments at
10.

676 Dominion Initial Comments at 18; Tri-State Initial Comments at 4.

677 National Grid Initial Comments at 13-14.
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deadline.®’® Tri-State argues that this time frame allows for a thorough study process,
including coordination with neighboring systems and the correction of errors found in
interconnection customers’ modeling data.

308. AES contends that cluster study timelines should be tailored to the types of studies
being completed at each stage of the respective cluster.®”” For example, AES states that
steady state analysis takes less time to complete than dynamic analysis, meaning that a
longer time frame should be afforded for dynamic analysis in the cluster study process.
Accordingly, AES recommends that the Commission adopt a 150-day general study
timeline for cluster studies and restudies (system impact study-steady state, and short-
circuit analysis performed) and a 200-day timeline for facilities studies (dynamic analysis
performed).

309. APS requests that the Commission extend the initial study time frame to 180 days
to provide meaningful studies identifying feasible proposed generating facilities,
explaining that the APS transmission system is situated in such a way that many
interconnections are at jointly owned facilities that require reviews and sign-off from
multiple owners, including non-jurisdictional entities.®®® APS argues that 180 days is
more prudent for initial studies, with the exception of specific criteria such as jointly

owned facilities, Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) rated paths, and

678 Tri-State Initial Comments at 10.
679 AES Initial Comments at 9.

680 APS Initial Comments at 8-9.
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federally owned and Tribal lands, for which studies take significantly longer despite good
faith efforts.

310. NYTOs and National Grid argue that the proposal is not clear on which specific
steps would be included in the 150-day time frame for the initial cluster study and argue
that certain additional special studies that a transmission provider may need to perform
should not be subject to a 150-day time frame.®®! NYTOs state that it is unclear when the
clock starts for the proposed 150-day cluster study deadline and how the scope of the
work can be reasonably limited to comply with the 150-day deadline.%®? NYTOs argue
that transmission providers and transmission owners should be afforded the flexibility to
provide clarifications and supporting details on compliance.

311. Similarly, National Grid notes that certain RTO/ISO interconnection processes
require special supplemental studies in addition to general system impact studies and that,
while the NOPR recognizes that these studies may be required to ensure reliable
interconnection of new generating facilities, it does not address whether such studies
must be conducted within the proposed 150-day cluster study window or could be
conducted outside of this window.®** National Grid argues that the time to complete such
special studies should not be included in the NOPR’s proposed 150-day cluster study

window and that the final rule should allow regions to adjust their overall interconnection

881 National Grid Initial Comments at 15; NYTOs Initial Comments at 15.
82 NYTOs Initial Comments at 15.

83 National Grid Initial Comments at 15.
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timelines to accommodate such region-specific studies and take into consideration the
time required to develop system models. Finally, National Grid states that the NOPR
does not address whether the 150-day cluster study window includes the time required to
develop system models and base case data for the cluster study.

312. Several commenters recommend that the Commission provide transmission
providers with flexibility to specify study timelines.5%*

313. Regarding the 150-day cluster restudy deadline, several commenters agree that the
150-day deadline is reasonable for a cluster restudy.®®> Other commenters oppose the
150-day deadline. Bonneville argues that the proposed requirement to conduct a cluster
restudy within 150 days is unworkable because the complexity of the cluster restudy
would vary and directly impact the completion timeline.®*® Therefore, Bonneville seeks a

longer time frame.

84 AEP Initial Comments at 17-18; APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 21;
Avangrid Initial Comments at 13; Bonneville Initial Comments at 16; CAISO Initial
Comments at 11; Dominion Initial Comments at 16-17; Indicated PJM TOs Reply
Comments at 39; ISO-NE Initial Comments at 35-37; NYISO Initial Comments at 29, 33;
NY Commission and NYSERDA Initial Comments at 5; NYTOs Initial Comments at 14;
SEIA Reply Comments at 6.

85 AES Initial Comment at 11; APS Initial Comments at 8; ISO-NE Initial
Comments at 23.

%86 Bonneville Initial Comments at 9.
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314. On the other hand, several commenters argue that the deadline to conduct a cluster
restudy should be shorter.®” AES recommends that the Commission instead require
transmission providers to include restudies and model rebuilds between cluster study
phases, and to require that the timeline for such model rebuilds and restudies cannot be
greater than 90 days.®®® Enel similarly asserts that if the Commission leaves the cluster
study timeline at 150 days and does not change the study scope, the timeline for cluster
restudies should be 90 days.5%

315. A few commenters argue that a 30-day window per restudy is more reasonable
because network models are already built, and therefore substantially fewer staff
resources should be required than for the initial study.®*® Cypress Creek adds that a
shorter restudy window will also help avoid potential delays in a cluster study process in
which multiple restudies are required.®”' AEE also recommends that the Commission
limit interconnection restudy timelines to 30 days, arguing that this will encourage
transmission providers to treat customers in interconnection restudy with the same

urgency as customers in the initial interconnection study, eliminating the possibility of

887 AEE Initial Comments at 33; Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at
42; Cypress Creek Initial Comments at 18.

688 AES Initial Comments at 11.
89 Enel Initial Comments at 83.

690 AEE Reply Comments at 11-12; Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments
at 42; Cypress Creek Initial Comments at 18; SEIA Initial Comments at 8.

891 Cypress Creek Initial Comments at 18.
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asymmetric treatment of interconnection customers and alleviating interconnection queue
congestion by moving those interconnection customers that have been in the
interconnection queue the longest to study completion.®

fii. Commission Determination

316. We adopt the proposed deletion of the feasibility study as effectuated by the
replacement of the current section 6 (Interconnection Feasibility Study) of the pro forma
LGIP with the new heatmap requirements, as discussed in Section III.A.1.c. The move
from a serial interconnection process to the new cluster study process, coupled with the
Commission’s heatmap requirements, render the feasibility study redundant at best and
an unnecessary burden on transmission provider resources. As discussed in Section
III.A.1.c, above, we find that the publicly available information required by this final rule
will provide the appropriate level of pre-interconnection queue information for
interconnection customers to make informed choices.

317. We also adopt, with one modification, the proposed revisions to section 7 of the
pro forma LGIP that rename it “cluster study” instead of “interconnection system impact
study,” which set out the requirements and scope of the cluster study agreement, as well
as the cluster study and restudy procedures. These revisions reflect the adoption of the
cluster study process set forth in this final rule by making clear that the interconnection
studies that transmission providers previously performed as part of the serial system

impact studies (i.e., stability analysis, power flow analysis, and short circuit analysis)

092 AEE Initial Comments at 33.
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must now be conducted on a clustered basis. As discussed further in Section II1I.A.6 of
this final rule, pro forma LGIP section 7.5 is modified to remove the requirement to
provide an initial study deposit that would have been applied towards the cost of the
cluster study process.

318. We are not persuaded by Tri-State’s concern that five business days after the close
of the cluster request window is too short a time frame for a transmission provider to
tender a cluster study agreement to each interconnection customer. Transmission
providers may start to prepare cluster study agreements before the close of the cluster
request window, as the overall terms and conditions of the cluster study agreement are
standardized so that a transmission provider need not engage in rewriting each agreement
before tendering a draft to the interconnection customer.

319. Inresponse to Tri-State’s comments concerning section 7.2 of the pro forma
LGIP, we confirm that an interconnection request is considered withdrawn if the
interconnection customer does not cure deficiencies identified by the transmission
provider. We note that under new section 3.4.4 of the pro forma LGIP, if a transmission
provider identifies that an interconnection customer’s technical data are incomplete or
contain errors, both parties must “work expeditiously and in good faith to remedy such
issues,” but the failure by the interconnection customer to provide the missing data or
correct data errors will be treated as a withdrawal and dealt with under pro forma LGIP
section 3.7 (Withdrawal).

320. Inreference to Tri-State’s comments on the proposed revisions to section 7.3 of

the pro forma LGIP, we decline to add language to address situations with studies
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pending completion of higher-queued project cluster studies because Tri-State’s
comments are unclear as to what additional language may be needed.

321. We decline to adopt the alternative methods to perform cluster studies and
restudies suggested by Enel. The current pro forma LGIP does not prescribe particular
study methods and instead provides discretion to transmission providers to determine the
particular methods of study appropriate for their transmission systems. We do not, based
on the record in this proceeding, find a basis to determine that existing study methods are
unjust, unreasonable, and unduly discriminatory or preferential. We also decline to add
Enel’s suggested section (d) to section 7.5 of the pro forma LGIP. Pro forma LGIP
section 4.4.1 contains the modifications permitted to an interconnection request prior to
the return of an executed cluster study agreement, which predates any potential cluster
restudy. We further note that the record does not support Enel’s modification request.
322. We decline to adopt the provision requiring transmission providers to hold cluster
study report meetings with individual customers as proposed in section 7.4 of the pro
forma LGIP. We find that the individual meetings would be unnecessary, and that
individual customers should utilize the group cluster study report meeting as a more
efficient forum in which to address any questions or concerns pertaining to the cluster
study report. We also find that requiring transmission providers to conduct individual
meetings would impose unnecessarily burdensome additional requirements on
transmission providers and would be insufficient to ensure that interconnection customers
are able to interconnect to the transmission system in a reliable, efficient, transparent, and

timely manner.
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323. Also, we decline to remove proposed section 7.5(2) of the pro forma LGIP, as
suggested by Enel. Contrary to Enel’s claim, pro forma LGIP section 7.3 establishes that
the cluster study will consist of short circuit and stability analyses; therefore, we disagree
with Enel that a cluster restudy will be needed in all cases to perform the short circuit and
stability analyses. Section 7.5(2) states that if there are no changes to the composition of
the cluster, a cluster restudy is not required. We find that this is appropriate as it prevents
the transmission provider from performing an unnecessary restudy if no conditions have
changed after the first cluster study. This will increase efficiency, free up the
transmission provider’s resources to perform other studies, and increase the speed of
interconnection, ensuring that interconnection customers are able to interconnect to the
transmission system in a reliable, efficient, transparent, and timely manner.

324. Based on the record, we find that a 150-calendar day cluster study deadline
provides a sufficient time to allow transmission providers to perform the stability
analyses, power flow analyses, and short circuit analyses required in the cluster study
process for complex clusters consisting of numerous interconnection requests. We find
that the 150-calendar day time frame balances providing transmission providers with
sufficient time to perform these technical cluster studies while providing certainty about
the timeline for the interconnection process and ensuring that cluster studies progress in a
timely manner. We note that depending on the cluster size, cluster studies may not
always consume the entire 150 calendar days, and if a cluster study is complete prior to
this deadline, transmission providers have flexibility to provide the cluster study report at

that time prior to the deadline indicated in its LGIP and commence any necessary
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restudies or move to the facilities study phase. We also note that if a transmission
provider progresses to the next study phase prior to the deadline indicated in its LGIP, the
transmission provider must post any changes on its website or OASIS.

325. We disagree with Enel’s suggestion to reduce the scope and schedule of the cluster
study in the proposed pro forma LGIP. The cluster study represents the first time the
interconnection customer will obtain information about its potential interconnection
costs. At this point, interconnection customers will have to make significant financial
decisions about whether to remain in the interconnection queue. The information
provided in the cluster study report will likely dictate that decision, and we find that the
scope of the study is appropriate to allow interconnection customers to make these types
of decisions and evaluate whether they will face significant risk. Given that we decline to
reduce the scope of the study, we find Enel’s request to reduce the timeline overly
restrictive. Enel’s proposal would create significant burden on transmission providers to
perform complex studies in an even shorter timeline, and we therefore decline to adopt it.
326. We also disagree with commenters that argue that the 150-calendar day time frame
to complete the cluster study is too short. As discussed above, numerous commenters
agree with the Commission’s conclusion that the significant interconnection queue
backlogs create uncertainty and risk in bringing new generating facilities online, rendering
Commission-jurisdictional rates unjust and unreasonable. While we have extended the
timeline from that provided in the individual serial study process, we believe that 150
calendar days is a reasonable extension to account for the more complex study. We also

note that transmission providers will be conducting only one interconnection study, or at
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most a small number of interconnection studies, at a time, allowing them to devote more
resources to completing the studies in a timely manner. Thus, on balance, we believe that
150 calendar days represents an appropriate and reasonable timeline on which
transmission providers must complete initial cluster studies.

327. We disagree with NYTOs that it is not clear as to when the clock starts for the
proposed 150-calendar day cluster study deadline, as proposed pro forma LGIP section
7.3 contains this information (150 calendar days from the close of the customer
engagement window). We also disagree with NYTOs’ statement that it is not clear how
the scope of the work can be reasonably limited to comply with the 150-calendar day
deadline, as we are not proposing to limit the scope of work necessary to effectively run a
cluster study. As discussed above, we find that the 150-calendar day cluster study
deadline, combined with the fewer necessary studies, provides a reasonable amount of
time to allow transmission providers to perform the required studies.

328. Inresponse to National Grid’s concern that some RTO/ISO interconnection
processes require supplemental studies and that these studies should not be required to be
conducted within the 150-calendar day cluster study window, we decline to modify the
pro forma LGIP to provide for more time for such studies. We also clarify for National
Grid that the 150-calendar day deadline includes the time required to develop system
models and base case data for the cluster study.

329. Regarding the 150-calendar day cluster restudy deadline, we agree with
commenters that the proposed 150-calendar day deadline is reasonable for a cluster

restudy. We acknowledge that some commenters argue that 150 calendar days is too



Exh. CJP-10

Document Accession #: 20230728-3060 Filed Date: 07/28/2023

Page 237 of 1481
Docket No. RM22-14-000 -235 -

short, while others argue that it is too long. On balance, we find that 150 calendar days is
a just and reasonable time frame for purposes of the pro forma LGIP that allows
transmission providers to conduct potentially complex restudies for instances in which
larger clusters experience multiple withdrawals and/or modifications.

330. Inresponse to commenters’ arguments that a 150-calendar day restudy deadline is
too long, we note that if transmission providers complete the cluster restudy prior to the
full 150-calendar day period elapsing, transmission providers may move to the facilities
study stage at that time. As such, the adopted 150-calendar day cluster restudy time
frame accommodates more complex instances of cluster restudies while still allowing
flexibility for transmission providers to move forward without waiting for the deadline to
pass if the restudy does not take the full 150 calendar days.

331. Additionally, we decline to adopt suggestions to allow transmission providers
flexibility to set their own study deadlines,*** which would undermine the purpose of
ensuring that transmission providers complete interconnection studies by standard
deadlines prescribed by their tariffs and would thus be insufficient to ensure that
interconnection customers are able to interconnect to the transmission system in a

reliable, efficient, transparent, and timely manner.

093 AEP Initial Comments at 17-18; APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 21;
Avangrid Initial Comments at 13; Bonneville Initial Comments at 16; CAISO Initial
Comments at 11; Dominion Initial Comments at 16-17; Indicated PJM TOs Reply
Comments at 39; ISO-NE Initial Comments at 35-37; NYISO Initial Comments at 29, 33;
NY Commission and NYSERDA at 5; NYTOs Initial Comments at 14; SEIA Reply
Comments at 6.
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je Restudies Triggered by Higher- or Equally Queued
Generating Facility

i NOPR Proposal

332. Inthe NOPR, the Commission proposed to revise section 8.5 ( Restudy) of the pro
forma LGIP to make clear that restudies can be triggered by a higher- or equally queued
interconnection request withdrawing from the interconnection queue or modification of a
higher- or equally queued interconnection request pursuant to section 4.4 (Modifications)
of the pro forma LGIP.%**

ii. Comments
333. Shell argues the withdrawal of an interconnection request should not automatically
trigger a cluster restudy, and instead the Commission should consider a process and cost
allocation method that creates a “secondary market” to replace a proposed generating
facility that withdraws with another generating facility in the same location or nearby.%*
CREA and NewSun agree with Shell’s suggestion to allow interconnection customers to
step in and assume the rights of any interconnection customer that withdraws its

interconnection request.®*® Similarly, R Street argues that the cluster study process

should not impede the transfer of interconnection request “ownership,” as, according to R

6% NOPR, 179 FERC 61,194 at P 75.
695 Shell Initial Comments, app. A at i.

896 CREA and NewSun Reply Comments at 10.
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Street, allowing parties to trade will help ensure an efficient balance between generation
additions and transmission interconnection costs.®’

334. MISO seeks clarification on the trigger for restudies. MISO states that its
understanding is that any modification during its study process that is found to be
material would not be allowed.®® Further, MISO contends that allowing a material
modification to impact an equally queued interconnection customer seems to be
inconsistent with the Commission’s proposal to modify the definition of material
modification.®® Therefore, MISO argues that there should not be a need for a restudy
due to such modification. MISO asserts that the Commission should not allow
modifications during the study process that materially impact other interconnection

customers and may require restudies.

fii. Commission Determination

335. We adopt the proposed revisions to section 8.5 of the pro forma LGIP to make
clear that restudies can be triggered by a withdrawal or modification by a higher- or
equally queued interconnection request. First, we clarify that the “modification” we refer
to in this section must be explicitly permitted under pro forma LGIP section 4.4. Any
other modification that triggered a restudy would be found to be material and would not

be allowed, as it would affect the cost and/or timing of the other customers in the

97 R Street Initial Comments at 11.
698 MISO Initial Comments at 40.

9 Jd. (referencing NOPR, 179 FERC 4 61,194 at P 65).
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interconnection queue by necessitating a restudy. Next, we find that restudies may be
triggered if there is either a withdrawal or a modification explicitly permitted under pro
forma LGIP section 4.4. Changes to the composition of the cluster often require the
transmission provider to restudy the entire cluster to ensure that all network upgrades and
the associated costs are still needed. Finally, we find that stating that restudy may be
required due to the withdrawal or modification of a higher- or equally queued
interconnection request, rather than requiring that a restudy must occur, provides the
transmission provider with flexibility to assess whether the restudy is necessary. If the
transmission provider is able to move forward without performing a full restudy, that is a
preferable outcome in terms of interconnection queue efficiency, as the transmission
provider can maintain the study milestones already achieved and maintain progress
towards completion and operation for generating facilities in the cluster, as opposed to
dedicating significant additional time required to restart and conduct the study process
over again when it may not be necessary or beneficial to do so.

336. Inresponse to Shell, CREA and NewSun, and R Street, we decline to consider
modifications to the pro forma LGIP to create a “secondary market” process that would
allow one generating facility to replace a similarly situated one that withdraws from the
interconnection queue, where that withdrawal would otherwise trigger a restudy. The
Commission did not propose such a process in the NOPR, and we do not have a sufficient
record to consider adopting such a process in this final rule.

337. Inresponse to MISO, we clarify that material modifications are defined in section

1 of the pro forma LGIP as modifications that have a material impact on the cost or
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timing of any interconnection request with an equal or later queue position. Under
section 4.4.3 of the pro forma LGIP, if an interconnection customer chooses to move
forward with the modification that has been deemed material by the transmission
provider, the interconnection customer will lose its queue position and must proceed with
a new interconnection request if desired. However, we note that certain modifications as
listed in pro forma LGIP sections 4.4.1, 4.4.2, and 4.4.5 are permitted regardless of their
impact on other interconnection customers.

k. Timing of LGIA Tender, Execution, and Filing

i NOPR Proposal

338. Inthe NOPR, the Commission proposed to revise sections 11.1 (Tender) and 11.3
(Execution and Filing) of the pro forma LGIP, which include provisions related to the
tender, execution, and filing of the LGIA, to incorporate a 60 calendar-day negotiation
period and to incorporate the site control demonstrations and LGIA deposit provisions
included in proposed section 3 of the pro forma LGIP.”"

ii. Comments
339. Enel states that many transmission providers and interconnection customers are
confused as to how to interpret pro forma LGIP sections 11.1 and 11.2 in relation to each

other, and Enel thus recommends that the Commission revise and simplify sections 11.1

and 11.2 of the pro forma LGIP to provide more clarity.”®! Enel argues that additional

"0 NOPR, 179 FERC 61,194 at P 76.

701 Enel Initial Comments at 13-14.
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changes are needed to address common delays in completion of the final facilities study
report; delays in a transmission provider issuing the draft LGIA; and delays in the
transmission provider executing the LGIA after receiving the interconnection customer’s
signature and milestones, and subsequently proposes targeted revisions to pro forma
LGIP sections 11.1 and 11.2 to provide additional time for interconnection customers to
review and negotiate LGIAs.”"

340. Tri-State notes that section 11.3 of the pro forma LGIP is unclear when it states
that the “Transmission Provider must not suspend the LGIA” until the interconnection
customer meets the tariff requirements because it is the interconnection customer that has
the ability to suspend a proposed generating facility.”®

341. APS requests that the Commission be more prescriptive on what is considered
reasonable evidence of achieving development milestones when executing an LGIA in
the same manner that the Commission defines commercial readiness milestones in order
to avoid subjectivity and potential disagreements regarding what is considered
“reasonable.””™ APS also asserts that the reference to simultaneous submission of the
interconnection customer-executed LGIA and the continued demonstration of site control

is duplicative and unnecessary if an interconnection customer demonstrates site control at

the time an interconnection request is made.

702 14 at 14-15.
703 Tri-State Initial Comments at 32.

704 ASP Initial Comments at 7.
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342. Hydropower Commenters contend that the Commission should provide additional
time for payment of interconnection costs after the interconnection process is
complete.”® Hydropower Commenters assert that once a transmission provider delivers
the interconnection agreement and construction agreement to the interconnection
customer, the interconnection customer has only 60 days to execute the agreements and
15 business days after receipt of the signed agreements to demonstrate site control or post
a non-refundable additional security deposit to cover the interconnection costs.
Hydropower Commenters argue that, because the end of the study process may occur
long before a proposed generating facility is fully funded, and the interconnection
customer risks losing its queue position if it does not execute the agreements, the
Commission should extend this period to at least one year so the interconnection
customer has time to secure funding and avoids having to restart the interconnection
process.

343. NV Energy similarly suggests changes to the NOPR proposal to allow
interconnection customers that request a transmission provider to file an unexecuted
LGIA to satisfy these requirements within 15 days of the Commission issuing an order.
NV Energy states that the proposed extra time between receiving a draft LGIA and
having to satisfy these requirements creates an undue preferential advantage for those

interconnection customers that request unexecuted LGIAs to be filed at the Commission

5 Hydropower Commenters Initial Comments at 18.
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and could delay the interconnection process for others.”®® To address this issue, NV
Energy suggests that interconnection customers who choose to have their unexecuted
LGIAs filed with the Commission should be required to submit their data to the
transmission provider by the day after the filing of the LGIA.

fii. Commission Determination

344. We adopt, in part, and modify, in part, the proposal to revise sections 11.1 and
11.3 of the pro forma LGIP, regarding the tendering, execution, and filing of the LGIA,
to incorporate a 60-calendar day negotiation period and to incorporate the site control
demonstrations and LGIA deposit provisions included in proposed section 3 of the pro
forma LGIP. We find that the revisions to section 11.1 of the pro forma LGIP that we
adopt herein clarify the process of tendering an LGIA and the revisions to section 11.3 of
the pro forma LGIP that we adopt herein incorporate the site control and LGIA deposit
provisions adopted elsewhere in this final rule.

345. We do not adopt the proposed revisions to pro forma LGIP section 11.3 that
reference the commercial readiness demonstration provisions of proposed section 8.1 of
the pro forma LGIP because we are not adopting those provisions, as discussed below in
Section II1.A.6.

346. We modify the proposed revisions to pro forma LGIP section 11.3, as requested
by Tri-State, because we agree that the proposal was unclear when it stated that

“Transmission Provider must not suspend the LGIA under LGIA article 5.16” until the

796 NV Energy Initial Comments at 20.
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interconnection customer meets certain tariff requirements. We modify pro forma LGIP
section 11.3 to instead state: “Interconnection Customer may not request to suspend its
LGIA under LGIA Article 5.16 until Interconnection Customer” meets certain tariff
requirements. This reflects the fact that it is the interconnection customer, not the
transmission provider, that has the right to suspend the LGIA.

347. We also modify proposed section 11.3 of the pro forma LGIP in response to

NV Energy’s concerns about favoring interconnection customers that request a
transmission provider to file an unexecuted LGIA. We agree that the proposal has the
potential to encourage more filings of unexecuted LGIAs simply to delay the due date for
submission of deposits, evidence of site control, and milestone progress data. We
therefore modify the proposal such that interconnection customers that request a
transmission provider to file an unexecuted LGIA must satisfy these submission
requirements within 10 business days after the date of the filing of the unexecuted LGIA
with the Commission.

348. We decline to make further modifications to the proposal beyond those discussed
above. Enel has neither explained why pro forma LGIP sections 11.1, as revised by this
final rule, and 11.2, cause an unjust and unreasonable result for interconnection
customers, nor has it explained why changes to the negotiation process between
transmission providers and interconnection customers are needed at this time.

349. Similarly, we decline APS’ request that the Commission be “more prescriptive” on
what is considered reasonable evidence of achieving development milestones when

executing an LGIA. We believe that the requirement that interconnection customers
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provide reasonable evidence is sufficient to ensure just and reasonable rates without
imposing detailed requirements surrounding the meaning of “reasonable.” There is
inadequate record to demonstrate a more prescriptive approach is needed. For example,
development milestones generally involve the execution of contracts or applications for
permits.

350. We also decline to adopt Hydropower Commenters’ request to modify the pro
forma LGIP to provide additional time for payment of interconnection costs after the
conclusion of the interconnection study process. The pro forma LGIP, as modified by
this final rule, requires transmission providers to give interconnection customers ample
notice of costs and the timing that costs are due as part of the interconnection process so
that interconnection customers can secure funding for a proposed generating facility. We
are unpersuaded that interconnection customers should have additional time beyond that
already provided, especially given the number of generating facilities that have been
developed using the existing process and the added transparency that we adopt in this
final rule that will only serve to improve the ability of interconnection customers to
secure financing.

L. Cluster Subgroups

i NOPR Proposal

351. Inthe NOPR, the Commission sought comment on whether to require
transmission providers to conduct cluster studies on subgroups of interconnection

customers based on areas of geographic and electric relevance, and, if so, whether to



Exh. CJP-10

Document Accession #: 20230728-3060 Filed Date: 07/28/2023

Page 247 of 1481
Docket No. RM22-14-000 - 245 -

adopt provisions governing how cluster areas should be formed to ensure that cluster
areas are formed in a transparent and not unduly discriminatory manner.”"’

ii. Comments
352. A number of commenters support permitting transmission providers to study
clusters in subgroups based on geographic or electrical relevance,’®® but some argue that
clustering projects in subgroups should not be required.”®
353. Several entities argue that clustering around subgroups of geographic or electrical
relevance is a reasonable approach, particularly for transmission providers with a large or
fragmented footprint.”'® Some commenters argue that creating sub-clusters may not
make sense for transmission providers with small footprints.”"! Several commenters
argue that transmission providers should have flexibility in deciding whether to form

subgroups of interconnection customers because geographic and electric relevance will

vary with each cluster study.”* Similarly, some commenters contend that the

7 NOPR, 179 FERC § 61,194 at P 77.

708 APS Initial Comments at 9; ClearPath Initial Comments at 7; NARUC Initial
Comments at 6; NextEra Initial Comments at 14-15; Qrsted Initial Comments at §;
PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 17; Pennsylvania Commission Initial Comments at 8.

709 APS Initial Comments at 9; Indicated PJM TOs Initial Comments at 18;
NextEra Initial Comments at 15; PJM Initial Comments at 22.

10 I1linois Commission Initial Comments at 5; NextEra Initial Comments at 14-15;
PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 18; Pennsylvania Commission Initial Comments at 8.

"I NRECA Initial Comments at 19; Tri-State Initial Comments at 11.

12 Bonneville Initial Comments at 8-9; ClearPath Initial Comments at 8; ENGIE
Reply Comments at 2; Fervo Energy Reply Comment at 4; Indicated PJM TOs Initial
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Commission should not mandate studying subgroups based on geographic and electric
relevance, and that the efficacy of this approach should instead first be evaluated through
experience.”!?

354. PacifiCorp notes that using cluster study areas allows it to assess and more
efficiently allocate the costs of network upgrades to requesters triggering the
improvements and protect interconnection customers in different clusters from bearing
the cost of network upgrades triggered by interconnection customers in different parts of
PacifiCorp’s system, thereby facilitating more expedient processing of all the cluster
studies.”" PacifiCorp asserts that its ability to create cluster areas where appropriate is a
critical feature of its cluster study process, adding that cluster areas can facilitate
expedient processing of interconnection requests that might otherwise be delayed due to
restudies or other study complications.”!s

355.  On the other hand, Pattern Energy asserts that designating subregions may result
in separate geographic regions bearing a disproportionate share of network upgrade costs
that provide regional benefits and should be subject to regional cost allocations.”*®

Pattern Energy notes that it is also important for the transmission provider to review

Comments at 18; SEIA Reply Comments at 6.
13 AES Initial Comments at 10; PJM Initial Comments at 22.
14 PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 18-19.

5 1d at 17.

716 Pattern Energy Initial Comments at 16.
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subregional cluster study results and determine whether inter-cluster network upgrades
would better serve the needs of the subregional clusters during each planning cycle.
Illinois Commission asserts that interconnection requests that are near one another might
have a greater impact on each other, and subgroups could ease the study process, but any
subgroup process should not compromise cost or timing efficiency gains that the
clustering process is meant to address.”’”” OPSI argues that to reduce the “first mover
disadvantage” most effectively, the Commission should continue to analyze and further
explain in any final rule whether a region-wide, annual cluster in a large region like PJM
could benefit from better defined subclusters.”*® OPSI asserts that the Commission
should further evaluate methods to ensure that clusters facilitate identification of shared
network upgrades by grouping generating facilities based on areas of geographic and
electrical relevance.

356. Avangrid contends that the open call cluster request window should have
geographic distinctions, but that if the open call results in only one interconnection
request in a particular area of the system electrically, this interconnection should be able
to undergo a process reminiscent of current serial study processes in a parallel track if it

will influence, or be influenced by, the broader cluster study process.”"’

17 T]linois Commission Initial Comments at 5.
718 OPSI Initial Comments at 4.

9 Avangrid Initial Comments at 12.
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357. Some commenters argue that the Commission should set forth specific mandates
to transmission providers on how cluster areas should be formed.””® CREA and NewSun
argue that clear mandates would prevent transmission providers from subgrouping as a
means to engage in anti-competitive conduct (e.g., assigning the utility’s own generation
to subgroups with lower congestion or network upgrade costs).””! Similarly, Fervo
Energy contends that the Commission should adopt provisions governing how cluster
areas should be formed to ensure that clusters are formed in a transparent and not unduly
discriminatory manner.”*?

358. Other commenters argue that the Commission should provide flexibility by
creating a general framework for defining cluster study subgroups appropriate for their
own regions, rather than a specific set of requirements.”” Some commenters further

contend that transmission providers have extensive knowledge of their own transmission

720 CREA and NewSun Initial Comments at 48-49; Environmental Defense Fund
Reply Comments at 7-8; Fervo Energy Initial Comments at 3.

21 CREA and NewSun Initial Comments at 48-49.
22 Fervo Energy Initial Comments at 3.

723 APS Initial Comments at 9; Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 20);
ClearPath Initial Comments at 8; EEI Initial Comments at 5; Eversource Initial
Comments at 13-14; LADWP Initial Comments at 3; Longroad Energy Initial Comments
at 10; MISO Initial Comments at 41-42; New York State Department Initial Comments at
5-6; Pattern Energy Initial Comments at 15; PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 18; PPL
Initial Comments at 10; R Street Initial Comments at 11; Tri-State Initial Comments at
11; U.S. Chamber of Commerce Initial Comments at 7; Xcel Initial Comments at 23.
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systems,”** and the particular interconnection requests that should and should not be
included within a cluster based on their system’s geography, electric configuration, or
other relevant factors.””® A number of commenters suggest that transmission providers
develop subgroup criteria with stakeholder input.”?®

359. Other commenters argue that the Commission should allow variation in how
transmission providers form clusters. For example, R Street argues that the Commission
should refrain from being too prescriptive regarding how cluster areas are defined, and
instead require that transmission providers publish their cluster definitions well in
advance of the request window for interconnection requests.””” Clean Energy States
believe that allowing interconnection customers to create their own clusters would result
in an internal vetting of proposed generating facilities in the cluster and negotiation about
how costs and penalties will be managed.”® Regarding how clusters should be defined,

several commenters provide suggestions for subgroup criteria beyond geographic

proximity or electrical relevance.” PPL suggests cluster formation be based on

724 Shell Initial Comments, app. A at i; Tri-State Initial Comments at 11.
725 U.S. Chamber of Commerce Initial Comments at 7.

726 Interwest Initial Comments at 14; MISO Initial Comments at 42; Northwest
and Intermountain Initial Comments at 7; Pattern Energy Initial Comments at 15-16;
PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 18 (citing PacifiCorp, Transmission OATT and Service
Agmts, Part IV.42.4(a) (5.0.0)); Shell Initial Comments, app. A at i.

727 R Street Initial Comments at 11.
28 Clean Energy States Initial Comments at 10.

™ Id. at 5; Fervo Energy Initial Comments at 3; Interwest Initial Comments at 13-



Exh. CJP-10

Document Accession #: 20230728-3060 Filed Date: 07/28/2023

Page 252 of 1481
Docket No. RM22-14-000 - 250 -

geographic or electrical proximity only and that interconnection customers should not be
separated based on fuel type.”*® Energy Keepers asserts that, when utilities are
considering cluster studies on subgroups of interconnection customers, those clusters
should be based on location.”! Clean Energy Associations, Vistra, and ENGIE assert
that cluster studies should evaluate subgroups of projects based on electric proximity to
one another.”*?> Further, ENGIE agrees that distribution factors should not be the sole
indicator of electrical proximity as there are other factors around which subgroups might
appropriately be grouped.”?

360. Xcel argues that it is not necessary to create “separate” clusters for electrically
distinct regions, noting that PSCo separates interconnection requests into “study pockets”
based on geographic/electrical separation but studies all the interconnection requests in a
single cluster.”*

361. Clean Energy Associations assert that the Commission should make clear whether

a cluster study must identify the upgrades required in order to interconnect every

14; Longroad Energy Initial Comments at 10; Pattern Energy Initial Comments at 15-16;
Pennsylvania Commission Initial Comments at 6.

730 PPL Initial Comments at 10.
31 Energy Keepers Initial Comments at 4.

732 Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 20; ENGIE Reply Comments at
2; Vistra Initial Comments at 2.

733 ENGIE Reply Comments at 2.

734 Xcel Initial Comments at 23.
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interconnection request in whole, or whether it might identify upgrades that would be
sufficient for only a subset of the interconnection requests; if the latter, Clean Energy
Associations continue, the Commission should establish a pro forma process for
determining which requests might proceed with those initial upgrades.”® Clean Energy
Associations claim that transmission development is a “lumpy” process, and in some
cases there can be “breakpoints” where adding one more generating facility can result in
a significant per-unit cost increase compared to the interconnection costs that could have
been achieved for a subset of the interconnection requests up to that point. Clean Energy
Associations state that, in the current ISO-NE cluster study process, ISO-NE attempts to
identify such breakpoints and fills each cluster up to that level, with remaining requests
able to either withdraw or proceed into the next cluster study. Some commenters contend
that studies should include or consider including breakpoints, which can provide helpful
information to inform interconnection customers’ next steps.’>

362. Finally, several commenters encourage transparency and request that any
subgrouping criteria be publicly posted or filed by transmission providers or

RTOs/ISOs.”7

735 Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 26.
736 Id. at 26-27; SEIA Reply Comments at 6.

37 ENGIE Reply Comments at 2; Fervo Energy Initial Comments at 3; Fervo
Energy Reply Comments at 4; Orsted Initial Comments at 8; R Street Initial Comments at
11; Tri-State Initial Comments at 11.
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fii. Commission Determination

363. We will neither require transmission providers to conduct cluster studies on
subgroups of interconnection customers based on areas of geographic and electric
relevance, nor adopt provisions governing how cluster subgroup areas should be formed.
However, we adopt revisions to section 7.4 of the pro forma LGIP to permit transmission
providers to use subgroups in their cluster study process if they so choose. To the extent
a transmission provider chooses to use subgroups, it must include provisions in its pro
forma LGIP in its tariff that state that it will use subgroups. We further modify section
7.4 of the pro forma LGIP to require that the criteria used to define subgroups be publicly
posted on a publicly accessible website. We believe that publicly sharing these criteria is
important to ensure adequate transparency and to safeguard against the potential for
undue discrimination in the design and implementation of cluster subgroups.

364. We agree with commenters that support permitting transmission providers to study
clusters in subgroups based on geographic or electrical relevance but argue that clustering
projects in subgroups should not be required. We believe that there may be benefits to
studying clusters in subgroups in certain circumstances, and therefore we do not want to
preclude transmission providers from proposing such a process on compliance. At the
same time, based on the record, we do not believe that requiring subgroups for all
transmission providers is appropriate. In some instances, the administrative burden of
defining and separately studying subgroups may not outweigh the benefits.

365. Consistent with our decision to not require transmission providers to conduct

cluster studies on subgroups of interconnection customers, we decline to adopt provisions
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governing how clusters should be formed. Rather, we believe it more appropriate to
allow transmission providers to determine how to define subclusters appropriate for their
regions, taking into consideration their system geography, electrical configuration, and
other relevant factors.”®

366. Regarding concerns raised by Pattern Energy and others about the use of
subgroups resulting in a disproportionate allocation of network upgrade costs, we note
that if a transmission provider opts to study in subgroups, it cannot change how it
allocates network upgrade costs. That is, it must follow the requirement adopted in this
final rule to use a proportional impact method to allocate system network upgrade costs
among all interconnection customers in the cluster regardless of subgroup, as discussed
further below. Because transmission providers will be using a proportional impact
method to allocate system network upgrade costs, regardless of whether interconnection
customers are studied in subgroups , we believe subgroups would not change an
interconnection customer’s potential cost allocation. An interconnection customer with
an impact on a network upgrade would be allocated its portion of the cost of that network
upgrade regardless of whether its request was studied in a subgroup with another

interconnection customer allocated a different portion of that network upgrade.

738 Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 20; ClearPath Initial Comments
at 8; EEI Initial Comments at 5; Eversource Initial Comments at 13-14; LADWP Initial
Comments at 3; Longroad Energy Initial Comments at 10; MISO Initial Comments at 41-
42; New York State Department Initial Comments at 5-6; PacifiCorp Initial Comments at
18; Pattern Energy Initial Comments at 15; PPL Initial Comments at 10; Shell Initial
Comments, app. A at i; Tri-State Initial Comments at 11; U.S. Chamber of Commerce
Initial Comments at 7.
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m. Restudy

i NOPR Proposal

367. Inthe NOPR, the Commission sought comment on whether to specify in the pro
forma LGIP how cluster studies must be rerun after restudy is triggered or whether there
are provisions the Commission could adopt to improve the efficacy of the restudy
process, such as preventing excessive restudy by limiting the transmission provider to
two restudies per month within the 150-calendar day cluster restudy period.”’

ii. Comments
368. Eversource recommends that the Commission adopt detailed restudy rules.”*" Pine
Gate suggests that the Commission provide guidance on when the need for a restudy is
triggered, as even minimal changes can trigger long and costly restudies.”*! Pine Gate
recommends that the Commission: (1) furnish criteria to be used by transmission
providers in determining whether a restudy is required; (2) require transmission providers
to limit the scope of restudies if only a local impact is anticipated; (3) require
transmission providers to publish restudy criteria, determinations, and scoping as
resources for interconnection customers; (4) permit interconnection customers to send

engineering analyses applying the transmission provider’s published criteria, which could

be used by the transmission provider to help decide whether to conduct a restudy, thereby

3 NOPR, 179 FERC § 61,194 at P 78.
740 Eversource Initial Comments at 14.

741 Pine Gate Initial Comments at 62-63.
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reducing the transmission providers’ burden; and (5) not require every cluster participant
to submit additional study deposits until the transmission provider determines the need
for and scope of any restudy and affected cluster participants are notified. Pattern Energy
believes that transmission providers should be required to develop expedited modeling
processes to evaluate whether the withdrawal of an interconnection request or other
allowed modification may cause a full restudy.”*? Pattern Energy argues that such a
requirement would allow interconnection customers to make better informed decisions
about withdrawing or modifying interconnection requests.

369. Conversely, a number of commenters recommend that the Commission provide
flexibility to transmission providers and not adopt overly prescriptive requirements
specifying how cluster studies must be rerun after a restudy is triggered.”** MISO
encourages the Commission to grant maximum flexibility to transmission providers
regarding the necessity of restudies and the scope of restudies as the situations that give
rise to restudies are varied and unique.”** PJM states that it finds acceptable the NOPR’s
proposal requiring transmission providers to specify in their tariffs how cluster studies

must be rerun, but suggests the Commission avoid being overly prescriptive regarding

742 Pattern Energy Initial Comments at 17.

743 Bonneville Initial Comments at 9; EEI Initial Comments at 5; Idaho Power
Initial Comments at 4; MISO Initial Comments at 43; NYISO Initial Comments at 12;
PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 19; PJM Initial Comments at 22-23; Xcel Initial
Comments at 24.

744 MISO Initial Comments at 43.
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restudies.”*® Xcel recommends that the Commission not propose additional prescriptive
requirements on how restudies must be performed, but suggests that if there are multiple
clusters impacted, where each cluster only has “ready” projects, the transmission provider
may combine the clusters into a single cluster for a single restudy instead of restudying
multiple clusters.”#¢

370. Some commenters support limiting the number of restudies a transmission
provider may perform within a restudy period.”*’ Ameren states that limiting the number
of restudies to two within the 150-day cluster restudy period seems reasonable, given the
size of the many interconnection queues and the reported uncertainty of interconnection
customers in the queue.”*® Ohio Commission Consumer Advocate concurs that
conducting a single cluster study and cluster restudy annually may reduce the risk of
cascading restudies occurring if an interconnection customer withdraws from the
interconnection queue.’*

371. A few commenters argue that the Commission should address the lack of any limit

on restudy requests, stating that this issue is a known shortcoming that results in

745 PJM Initial Comments at 22-23.
746 X cel Initial Comments at 24.

47 Ameren Initial Comments at 8; Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at
42; Cypress Creek Initial Comments at 18; Ohio Commission Consumer Advocate Initial
Comments at 8; Southern Initial Comments at 24.

748 Ameren Initial Comments at 8.

749 Ohio Commission Consumer Advocate Initial Comments at 8.
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essentially unlimited time and resource obligations for interconnection customers.”"
Southern expresses concern that the proposed pro forma LGIP language allows for
multiple restudies, which would interfere with a one-year timeline maximum.”!

372. A number of commenters do not support a set limit on the number of restudies a
transmission provider may perform.”>> Bonneville asserts that efforts to prevent
excessive restudies (e.g., limit of two per month) could be overly prescriptive.”
Bonneville argues that transmission providers should be afforded the flexibility to
determine and publish the timing of any restudy, and limits thereto, on their OASIS sites
to help to facilitate transparency and ensure timelines are attainable. NextEra states that
experience has shown that having a defined and limited number of restudies, such as in
MISO’s three-phase process, can help limit the duration of the study process.”>*
However, NextEra contends that it would be too restrictive for the Commission to dictate
exactly how transmission providers should limit the number of restudies, and argues that

the final rule should instead require that each transmission provider propose to the

30 Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 42; Cypress Creek Initial
Comments at 18 (citing PJM Manual 14A at 26).

751 Southern Initial Comments at 24.

752 Bonneville Initial Comments at 9; MISO Initial Comments at 42, 43; NextEra
Initial Comments at 15; PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 20; PJM Initial Comments at 23;
Tri-State Initial Comments at 11.

753 Bonneville Initial Comments at 9.

754 NextEra Initial Comments at 15.
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Commission on compliance what rules or processes it will use to ensure there is not an
undefined and unpredictable number of restudies, e.g., whether it will have a fixed
number of scheduled restudies or some other method to limit the number of restudies and
associated potential delays. PacifiCorp notes that, because restudies are typically
triggered through a withdrawal or modification of an interconnection request, the
transmission provider is responding to changes, typically outside of its control, that
warrant a restudy and undertaking efforts to complete the restudy as efficiently as
possible.”

373. Idaho Power requests clarification surrounding the single cluster and cluster
restudy process and the suggested limitation of allowing only two restudies per month
within the 150-day cluster restudy period.”® Idaho Power states, for example, an entity
may have three cluster areas requiring three cluster studies, and withdrawals from those
studies may require more than two simultaneous cluster restudies in the same month to

prevent delay of any one cluster restudy.

fii. Commission Determination

374. We decline to modify the pro forma LGIP to specify how a transmission provider
conducts cluster restudies and when it must conduct a cluster restudy. We find
persuasive the arguments of several commenters that the Commission allow transmission

providers flexibility on how and whether to conduct a restudy and the scope and

755 PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 19.

756 Tdaho Power Initial Comments at 4.
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frequency of any restudies. The transmission provider is best positioned to determine
when and how to conduct a restudy, including the scope and frequency of restudies,
because it determines the need for the restudies to maintain the reliability of the
transmission system.”>’ We agree with commenters like MISO and Xcel that different
events can trigger restudies, and transmission providers are in the best position to
determine whether an event warrants a restudy, and if so, what the scope of that restudy
should be (for example, whether a new study is required, or whether only a modification
as to certain model data and a reanalysis is required).”®

375. As to frequency of restudies, we also agree with PacifiCorp that because restudies
are typically triggered through a withdrawal of an interconnection request, the
transmission provider is responding to changes, typically outside of its control, that
warrant a restudy, and thus limiting the number of restudies could hinder the ability of a
transmission provider to undertake efforts to complete a restudy as efficiently as
possible.”®® Because we are not modifying the pro forma LGIP to specify how cluster
studies must be rerun after restudy is triggered, we will also not limit the transmission
provider to two restudies per month within the 150-calendar day cluster restudy period.

We agree with commenters like Bonneville, NextEra, and PacifiCorp that it would be too

757 National Glossary of Terms Used in NERC Reliability Standards,
https://www.nerc.com/pa/Stand/Glossary%200f%20Terms/Glossary of Terms.pdf

758 MISO Initial Comments at 43; Xcel Initial Comments at 24.

7 PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 19.
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restrictive for the Commission to dictate exactly how transmission providers should limit
the number of restudies.”®

376. Regarding Idaho Power’s request for clarification on the suggested limitation of
allowing only two restudies per month within the 150-calendar day cluster restudy
period,’®! because we are not adopting a limit of two restudies per month within the
restudy period, Idaho Power’s clarification request is moot.

n. Exceptions to the Cluster Study Process

i NOPR Proposal

377. Inthe NOPR, the Commission sought comment on whether there should be an
option in the pro forma LGIP for transmission providers to process some interconnection
requests outside of the annual cluster study process, and if so, in what circumstances and
on what time frame (for completion of the study), and on what priority compared to any
active clusters.”®?

ii. Comments
378. Several parties generally support an option in the pro forma LGIP for some

interconnection requests to be processed outside of the annual cluster study process,’®

760 1d.; Bonneville Initial Comments at 9; NextEra Initial Comments at 15.
761 Idaho Power Initial Comments at 4.
762 NOPR, 179 FERC Y 61,194 at P 79.

763 AES Initial Comments at 10; Fervo Energy Initial Comments at 3; Orsted
Initial Comments at 9; Tri-State Initial Comments at 11.



Exh. CJP-10

Document Accession #: 20230728-3060 Filed Date: 07/28/2023

Page 263 of 1481
Docket No. RM22-14-000 - 261 -

with some commenters supporting such an option only under specific circumstances.”®
For example, Orsted argues that such an option could be beneficial in the case of a stand
alone network upgrade built to serve a single interconnection customer that will not
impact the cluster.”®> Some commenters suggest establishing a separate process outside
of the cluster study process to expedite certain interconnection requests.’®® Several
commenters contend that an option to study interconnection requests outside of clusters
would be particularly beneficial as more renewable generating facilities are added to the
resource mix.”®” Two commenters support exceptions for replacement resources
specifically.”® A few commenters argue that the Commission should allow transmission
providers to separately or individually study certain interconnection requests that are not
geographically or electrically relevant to other interconnection requests in the

interconnection queue.”®

764 AEP Initial Comments at 19, 42; APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 15; Clean
Energy Associations Initial Comments at 21; CREA and NewSun Initial Comments at 49;
Energy Keepers Initial Comments at 4-5; Eversource Initial Comments at 14; lowa
Commission Initial Comments at 3; Northwest and Intermountain Initial Comments at 7;
UMPA Initial Comments at 3-4; Xcel Initial Comments at 24.

765 Gyrsted Initial Comments at 9.

766 Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 21; lowa Commission Initial
Comments at 4; Navajo Utility Initial Comments at 13; UMPA Initial Comments at 4.

767 AEP Initial Comments at 19-20; Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments
at 21; ENGIE Reply Comments at 2; [owa Commission Initial Comments at 4.

768 AEP Initial Comments at 19; Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at
21.

7% Energy Keepers Initial Comments at 4-5; Eversource Initial Comments at 14.
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379. Additionally, APPA-LPPC request that the Commission recognize that there are
transmission providers, principally in rural communities or where the transmission
system provides limited opportunities for advantageous interconnections, where there are
too few interconnection requests to justify a cluster study approach.”’® In these cases,
APPA-LPPC recommend that the Commission provide for a self-executing “opt out,”
permitting the transmission providers to continue to study interconnection requests on a
serial basis.

380. Northwest and Intermountain recommend a limited exception to the cluster study
process requirement to allow existing interconnection customers seeking to make changes
to their proposed generating facilities to be processed outside of the cluster study process
where the proposed change had no demonstrable incremental impact on the transmission
system.”"!

381. Xcel argues that proposed generating facilities needed to serve load should be
allowed to be processed outside of the annual cluster study process.”’?> AEP argues that
transmission providers with a reserve margin obligation must have the ability to prioritize

the interconnection of needed capacity in the interconnection process.””?

779 APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 14-15.
" Northwest and Intermountain Initial Comments at 7-8.
72 Xcel Initial Comments at 24.

713 AEP Initial Comments at 42.
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382. Iowa Commission argues that state commissions should have the ability to require
studies outside of annual cluster studies, which would help increase the availability of
needed generation for resource adequacy and maintain local reliability needs, particularly
as large intermittent generating facilities are interconnecting to the system at a rapid
pace.””* Towa Commission explains that such studies could potentially address increased
transmission system stability and also minimize future transmission costs because of the
“transient nature” of some load and resource changes.

383. Similarly, UMPA contends that the Commission should require a process outside
of the annual cluster study process to expedite interconnection requests that are beyond
the exploration phase and ready for development.””> UMPA explains that some load
serving entities search for potential resources to meet their integrated resource plan based
on a request for proposal or certain competitive criteria, but are then confronted with a
choice among proposed generating facilities that meet the criteria but are lower in the
interconnection queue, or proposed generating facilities that do not satisfy the criteria, but
are higher in the interconnection queue. Therefore, UMPA argues that it would be
helpful to a load serving entity with a development-ready generating facility to be able to
enter into a parallel process outside of the annual cluster study process in order to

expedite an interconnection request.

714 Towa Commission Initial Comments at 4.

775 UMPA Initial Comments at 3-4.
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384. AEP also suggests that RTOs/ISOs that have consolidated their small and large
generator interconnection procedures into a single generator interconnection procedure
should be permitted to propose that all or some smaller-sized generating facilities, such as
20 MW or smaller generating facilities, would be “too small” to need to be included in
the cluster.””®

385. Other commenters believe that any exceptions to the cluster study process
requirement should be very limited.””” NRECA asserts that if the final rule provides for
any interconnection requests to be processed outside the annual cluster study process, it
should be limited to a narrow category of interconnection requests, such as emergency
replacements of failed equipment driven by near-term reliability needs.””® MISO asserts
that there should be very limited exceptions, explaining that it has limited its non-queue
interconnection requests to those that are associated with existing generating facilities
that do not seek to add new or additional interconnection service, or small

interconnection requests.””? Outside of those limited exceptions, MISO states that it does

776 AEP Initial Comments at 19.

777 ENGIE Initial Comments at 3; MISO Initial Comments at 44; NRECA Initial
Comments at 19-20.

78 NRECA Initial Comments at 20.

77 MISO Initial Comments at 44. MISO states that these limited exceptions are
Surplus Interconnection Requests (MISO, FERC Electric Tariff, attach. X, § 3.2.3
(158.0.0)), a request for Generating Facility Replacement (MISO, FERC Electric Tariff,
attach. X, section 3.7 (158.0.0)), and Fast Track Processing that is available to Small
Generating Facilities under S MW (MISO, FERC Electric Tariff, attach. X, art. 14
(158.0.0)). Id. n.100.
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not support processing any other interconnection requests outside of the interconnection
queue.’®’

386. ENGIE recommends that exceptions be limited to requests that “need[] to be
studied outside of the cluster process, e.g., transmission planning and state or public
policy issues.”’®! ENGIE states that it is possible that there may be other exceptions
made in emergency situations, in which case, the granting of exceptions should be very
limited in scope, subject to transparent criteria, and the rationale made publicly available.
ENGIE further recommends that every interconnection request, including emergency
requests, enter through the cluster request window, but that an emergency request be
accelerated if it meets the pre-determined and publicly available requirements.

387. A number of commenters oppose an option to process interconnection requests
outside of the annual cluster study process.”®* A few parties argue that maintaining an
option to process interconnection requests outside of the annual cluster study process
would likely create an administrative burden for transmission providers without a clear

benefit.”®* Some commenters assert that processing certain interconnection requests

780 17 at 44.
781 ENGIE Initial Comments at 3.

782 Bonneville Initial Comments at 9; Enel Initial Comments at 19; PacifiCorp
Initial Comments at 21; PJM Initial Comments at 23; PPL Initial Comments at 12.

783 Enel Initial Comments at 19; PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 21; PJM Initial
Comments at 23.
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outside of the interconnection queue could increase the time needed to complete the
cluster studies or could increase restudies.”®*

388. Some commenters express concern that such an option could become overly used
or abused.” Enel asserts that if interconnection requests could be accepted for
processing outside the annual cluster study process, especially on an individual basis,
there would be a high degree of interest because this would allow interconnection
customers to avoid being allocated the costs of regional upgrades that result from many
cluster studies.”®® Bonneville asserts that permitting an interconnection request to be
processed outside of the annual cluster study process would create a “perverse incentive”
for some interconnection customers to forgo the cluster study process to avoid cluster
study requirements.”’

389. OMS states that it has considered the benefits of some sort of a “fast-lane process”
for resources that are more “certain,” like those that have received all necessary permits

and regulatory approvals.”®® OMS states that use of such a mechanism may be important

or necessary in the future to address reliability concerns, but OMS explains that it is

784 Bonneville Initial Comments at 9; Enel Initial Comments at 19; NRECA Initial
Comments at 20.

785 Bonneville Initial Comments at 9-10; Enel Initial Comments at 19; MISO
Initial Comments at 44; NRECA Initial Comments at 20.

786 Enel Initial Comments at 19.

787 Bonneville Initial Comments at 9-10.

788 OMS Initial Comments at 8.
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neutral on the proposal because bypassing the interconnection queue invites a myriad of
potential unintended consequences that might not outweigh the value OMS otherwise
envisions in this type of mechanism.

390. PacifiCorp states that the Commission’s proposal on this topic is not clear.”®
PacifiCorp states that, if the NOPR refers to an interconnection customer’s ability to
request surplus or provisional interconnection service or an informational interconnection
study, PacifiCorp supports maintaining these options. However, PacifiCorp requests the
Commission clarify that requests for such service will be evaluated in the order that
completed interconnection requests are received. PacifiCorp states that it does not
currently support expanding non-cluster service and study offerings.

391. Regarding under what time frame and at what priority interconnection requests
should be studied outside of the cluster study process, as compared to any active clusters,
Fervo Energy recommends a 270-day time frame for completion of the study with
secondary priority to the active cluster studies.”*

fii. Commission Determination

392. We decline to include an additional option in the pro forma LGIP for transmission
providers to process some interconnection requests outside the annual cluster study
process adopted in this final rule. We find that establishing in the pro forma LGIP a

separate interconnection process outside the cluster study process could detract from

78 PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 21.

™0 Fervo Energy Initial Comments at 3.
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transmission providers’ efforts to efficiently process cluster studies—a point persuasively
argued by commenters.””! A separate set of interconnection studies outside of the cluster
study process could cause transmission providers to divert resources away from cluster
studies and cluster restudies. Such diversion could hinder the transmission provider from
meeting the cluster study and cluster restudy deadlines adopted in this final rule, which
would be insufficient to ensure that interconnection customers are able to interconnect to
the transmission system in a reliable, efficient, transparent, and timely manner. We also
find that such an option in the pro forma LGIP would be too open-ended, as it would
leave a significant amount of discretion to the transmission provider to create new study
processes for processing any types of interconnection requests it chooses outside the
cluster study process and could therefore result in a separate but unduly discriminatory
interconnection process. We further find that establishing such an open-ended option in
the pro forma LGIP could create an incentive for some interconnection customers to
forgo the cluster study process, which could increase the time and resources needed for
transmission providers to complete the cluster studies or could increase restudies.”?

393. A number of commenters see benefits to establishing an option in the pro forma
LGIP for particular types of interconnection requests to be processed outside of the

annual cluster study process, such as for generator replacement, projects ready for

1 Bonneville Initial Comments at 9; Enel Initial Comments at 19; NRECA Initial
Comments at 20; PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 21; PJM Initial Comments at 23.

2 Bonneville Initial Comments at 9-10; Enel Initial Comments at 19; MISO
Initial Comments at 44; NRECA Initial Comments at 20; PJM Initial Comments at 23.
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development, emergency replacements, for certain special circumstances, or for
transmission providers who have too few interconnection requests to justify a cluster
study approach.”® However, we are not persuaded that establishing such processes in the
pro forma LGIP is necessary to ensure that interconnection customers are able to
interconnect to the transmission system in a reliable, efficient, transparent, and timely
manner. We believe that processing such one-off interconnection requests will be needed
less often under the cluster study process adopted in this final rule, and therefore, any
benefits that exist to processing some interconnection requests outside a transmission
provider’s interconnection process may be outweighed by the benefit of allowing
transmission providers to conduct cluster studies efficiently without diverting resources
to a separate set of studies.

394. Inresponse to the [owa Commission’s argument that state commissions should be
able to require studies outside of annual cluster studies, we similarly find that any such
studies would divert a transmission provider’s resources away from conducting the
cluster studies and cluster restudies.

395. Regarding AEP’s suggestion that those RTOs/ISOs that have consolidated their
small and large generator interconnection procedures should be permitted to propose that

all or some smaller-sized generating facilities would be “too small” to be included in the

793 AEP Initial Comments at 19; APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 14-15; Clean
Energy Associations Initial Comments at 21; Energy Keepers Initial Comments at 4-5;
Navajo Utility Initial Comments at 13; NRECA Initial Comments at 19-20; UMPA Initial
Comments at 3-4.
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cluster, we note that the Commission did not propose the cluster study process for small
generating facilities subject to the pro forma SGIP.

396. Finally, because we are not revising the pro forma LGIP to add a new option for
some interconnection requests to be processed outside of the annual cluster study process,
we find moot those comments on the time frame and priority of interconnection requests
studied outside of the cluster study process.””* In response to PacifiCorp,”®® we clarify
that requests for surplus interconnection service, or an optional interconnection study,
will continue to be processed as received and outside of the cluster study process, and
that this does not entail an expansion of non-cluster service and study offerings.

0. Other Comments

i. Comments
397. Some entities recommend automation or standardization of the interconnection
queue process and studies.”® NextEra states that the proposed cluster study process time
frame requires significant information technology and personnel resources.”’ NextEra
argues that, despite the lack of such a proposal in the NOPR, automation of the

interconnection queue process and studies is likely the key to compressing

4 Fervo Energy Initial Comments at 3; Tri-State Initial Comments at 12; Xcel
Initial Comments at 24-25.

75 PacifiCorp Initial Comments at 21.

76 ACORE Initial Comments at 4-5; Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments
at 26; NextEra Initial Comments at 13.

77 NextEra Initial Comments at 13-14.
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interconnection process timelines. NextEra encourages the Commission to convene a
technical conference or other process to focus on the root causes of interconnection study
delays as well as the potential to accelerate the interconnection queue process through
enhanced automation.

398. Several commenters argue that the Commission should require transmission
providers to provide more cost information to interconnection customers throughout the
interconnection process.”® Clean Energy Associations and SEIA argue that cluster
studies should also ensure that interim cost information is made available to
interconnection customers so that they can make more informed decisions earlier in the
interconnection process, which will in turn lead to a more efficient interconnection
process overall.” Clean Energy Associations argue that as part of the cluster studies
provided to interconnection customers prior to their receiving facilities studies, the
Commission should require transmission providers to provide interconnection customers
with cost estimates for the upgrades required if they were to request ERIS or NRIS (or
long-term firm transmission service), respectively—and coupled with minimum
thresholds for materiality (such as distribution factor) and transparency regarding how

these costs are derived (detailing the assumptions and criteria that will be used).3*® Clean

8 ACE-NY Initial Comments at 4; Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments
at 20; Enel Initial Comments at 18; SEIA Initial Comments at 8.

™9 Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 20; SEIA Initial Comments
at 8.

800 Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 27.
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Energy Associations also suggest that the Commission should provide concrete direction
regarding how differing service types should be studied, and what outcome an
interconnection customer should receive for making the necessary transmission system
improvements to obtain that interconnection service.*”! AEE similarly believes that
additional reforms are needed to bring more transparency and predictability to
interconnection costs, and without this transparency and predictability, interconnection
customers face continued risks of unjust and unreasonable interconnection study results
that derail or delay interconnection requests and cause increased costs.?"?

399. Affected Interconnection Customers state that the Commission should permit
interconnection customers to use independent studies to demonstrate whether the request
for limited interconnection service would result in stability, short circuit, thermal, and/or
voltage issues, if the transmission provider or transmission owner is unable to complete
the studies on time.®*"® Affected Interconnection Customers argue that allowing
interconnection customers to use any available resources to conduct these studies would
enable already built interconnection facilities to flow power onto the system, as long as
studies show that such interim services will not harm the system.

400. Clean Energy Associations ask that in a final rule, the Commission adopt a cost

threshold (in terms of the anticipated upgrade cost relative to distribution factor) beyond

801 77 at 29.
802 AEE Initial Comments at 12.

803 A ffected Interconnection Customers Initial Comments at 21.
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which upgrades should be evaluated in the next near-term transmission planning process.
Similarly, Clean Energy Associations argue that cumulative congestion issues should also
be addressed via the transmission planning process.%*

ii. Commission Determination

401. We decline to adopt the remainder of the proposals advocated for in the comments
regarding our requirement for transmission providers to use a cluster study process. We
decline to adopt three of these proposals because they are outside the scope of the NOPR:
(1) NextEra’s request to require or standardize automated processing of interconnection
requests;3*5 (2) Clean Energy Associations’ argument that the Commission should adopt
a cost threshold beyond which upgrades should be evaluated in the next near-term
transmission planning process;**® and (3) Clean Energy Associations’ argument that the
Commission should provide concrete direction regarding how differing service types
should be studied, and what outcome an interconnection customer should receive for
making the necessary transmission system improvements to obtain that interconnection

service.?

804 Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 29.

805 NextEra Initial Comments at 14. We also decline to convene a technical
conference to explore the causes of interconnection study delays and the potential to
accelerate the interconnection queue process through enhanced automation. As discussed
above, we have adequate record of the causes of interconnection study delays to fashion a
remedy with the combination of reforms we adopt in this final rule.

806 Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 29.

807]d.
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402. Regarding Affected Interconnection Customers’ arguments discussing the use of
independent studies, we note that interconnection customers can use independent
resources during the interconnection process. However, the results of independent
studies will not be binding on transmission providers, as the use of studies conducted by
an interconnection customer cannot ensure that the cluster study process results in a just,
reasonable, and not unduly discriminatory or preferential outcome for all interconnection
customers in the cluster. In addition, transmission providers must be able to conduct the
necessary studies to maintain the reliability of their transmission system.

403. We will not require transmission providers to provide additional cost information
to interconnection customers that is not already required to be provided pursuant to the
pro forma LGIP, as modified by this final rule. For example, revised pro forma LGIP
sections 3.4.5 (Customer Engagement Window) and 8.1 (Interconnection Facilities Study
Agreement) require the transmission provider to provide the interconnection customer
with a good faith estimate of the costs of the cluster study and the interconnection facility
study, respectively. Similarly, revised pro forma LGIP sections 7.3 (Scope of Cluster
Study) and 8.2 (Scope of Interconnection Facilities Study) require the transmission
provider to provide cost estimates for interconnection facilities and network upgrades. It
is unclear what other “interim cost information®"® Clean Energy Associations want
transmission providers to provide, nor the value of such information vis-a-vis the burden

on transmission providers to develop it.

808 1d. at 20.
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404. Clean Energy Associations argue that as part of the cluster studies provided to
interconnection customers prior to receiving facilities studies, the Commission should
require transmission providers to provide interconnection customers with cost estimates
for the upgrades required if they were to request ERIS or NRIS. Section 3.2 of the pro
forma LGIP provides that an interconnection customer requesting NRIS may also request
that it be concurrently studied for ERIS, up to the point when the facility study agreement
is executed. As the pro forma LGIP already provides interconnection customers the
ability to have both ERIS and NRIS studied concurrently, we find Clean Energy
Associations’ request moot.

3. Allocation of Cluster Study Costs

a. NOPR Proposal

405. In the NOPR, the Commission proposed to require transmission providers to
allocate the shared costs of cluster studies as follows: 90% of the applicable study costs
allocated pro rata to interconnection customers based on requested MWs included in the
applicable cluster, and 10% of the applicable study costs allocated per capita to
interconnection customers based on the number of interconnection requests included in
the applicable cluster.?”” The Commission preliminarily found that this allocation of the
costs of cluster studies would result in just and reasonable Commission-jurisdictional
rates because it appropriately recognizes that the MW size of a cluster has a dramatic

impact on the cost of studying the cluster, while also recognizing that the number of

809 NOPR, 179 FERC 61,194 at P 82.
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interconnection requests included in the cluster also impacts the cost of studying the
cluster, but to a lesser degree. The Commission sought comment on whether a different
cost allocation approach may be appropriate or whether each transmission provider
should be provided additional flexibility to propose a cost allocation approach on
compliance with any final rule.?'’

b. Comments

i Comments in Support

406. Multiple commenters support the proposal.8!! Clean Energy Buyers note that
certainty and consistency in cost allocation for interconnection studies will be helpful for
interconnection customers that site generating facilities in more than one region.?'? Idaho
Power adds that a uniform cost allocation would prevent interconnection customers from
“shopping around” for the best price for larger generating facility locations.®"® Duke
Southeast Utilities note that Duke Carolinas Utilities’ currently effective LGIP/LGIA

contains the same 90/10 cost allocation, which it states provides a balanced and equitable

810 1d. P 83.

811 Clean Energy Buyers Initial Comments at 8; Consumers Energy Initial
Comments at 4; Cypress Creek Initial Comments at 19; Duke Southeast Utilities Initial
Comments at 8-9; Enel Initial Comments at 20; Fervo Energy Initial Comments at 3;
Idaho Power Initial Comments at 5; Interwest Initial Comments at 5; Public Interest
Organizations Initial Comments at 31; R Street Initial Comments at 11; Tri-State Initial
Comments at 3, 12.

812 Clean Energy Buyers Initial Comments at 8-9.

813 Tdaho Power Initial Comments at 5.
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study cost allocation based on the Commission’s cost causation principle.®* Duke
Southeast Utilities assert that the proposed allocation aligns with study deposits that
would be submitted based on varying assumptions around the number and size of
interconnection requests submitted into the cluster study process.

ii. Comments in Opposition

407. Several commenters oppose the proposal. For instance, National Grid and
NRECA argue that any predetermined study cost allocation method will produce results
that do not comport with cost causation.?!® National Grid gives the example of a 20 MW
generating facility that has unique or complex engineering features at a particular point of
interconnection that may require considerably more time to conduct a study than a much
larger 100 MW generating facility; in this situation, according to National Grid, the 90/10
cost allocation methodology proposed in the NOPR would not align with cost causation,
a problem that would be exacerbated if the interconnection customer withdraws the
interconnection request.®'® National Grid asserts that a predetermined cost allocation
risks undermining competitive pressures in the interconnection process, which it states
should be retained to the maximum extent possible consistent with revisions to mitigate
the existing interconnection queue inefficiencies. Similarly, Xcel and NextEra argue that

the size of the interconnection request does not impact the study costs by a 9:1 ratio

814 Duke Southeast Utilities Initial Comments at 8-9.
815 National Grid Initial Comments at 16; NRECA Initial Comments at 8.

816 National Grid Initial Comments at 16-17.
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compared to the number of interconnection requests, noting that the size of the
interconnection request does not materially impact the time to add the generating facility
to the model or time to design the interconnecting substation.®!” NRECA adds that the
Commission has not produced data showing the fixed costs of processing an
interconnection request or a precise linear correlation between generating facility size and

818

study costs.®® rPlus argues that the proposed 90/10 cost allocation is “unduly

discriminatory toward pumped storage, and wholly disincentivizes large capacity

819 tPlus argues that the assertion that the MW size of a cluster study is

projects.
significantly more impactful on the cost and effort required to perform the study is
incorrect. rPlus states that the number of interconnection requests and the cluster size are
both burdensome for the study process, as each generating facility requires its own
project management, technical review, study implementation, and deliverability
assessment.?? SDG&E and SoCal Edison agree that a 90/10 cost allocation would
inappropriately burden larger generating facilities with higher study costs, as the level of
effort to study an interconnection request is driven more by complexity around the point

of interconnection and is not strongly correlated to the size of the generating facility.3?!

817 NextEra Initial Comments at 16; Xcel Initial Comments at 25.
818 NRECA Initial Comments at 21.
819 tPlus Initial Comments at 5.

820 14 ; Hydropower Commenters Initial Comments at 27.

821 SDG&E Initial Comments at 7; SoCal Edison Initial Comments at 15.
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ii. Alternatives and Requests for Flexibility

408. Several commenters put forth alternatives to the NOPR proposal. For instance,
some commenters generally contend that transmission providers should allocate study
costs based on the proposed generating facility’s impact on the overall study, measured
by the time and resources expended on a particular generating facility within the study.%??
National Grid asserts that this process would be consistent with the current serial study
approach, which directly correlates cost responsibility to cost causation.®?* AES argues
that the final rule’s cost allocation framework should reflect the reality that study costs
are not only a function of generating facility size, but also the location of the generating
facility and the degree to which that location is constrained.?**

409. Several commenters argue that the Commission should allocate cluster study costs
based solely on the number of interconnection requests in the cluster.*>> Ameren and
SDG&E state that, in their experience, study costs are not based on the size of the

proposed generating facilities.®*® In contrast, Fervo Energy argues against allocating study

costs evenly to all interconnection customers within a cluster, asserting that it is “not at all

822 AES Initial Comments at 12; Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at
23; National Grid Initial Comments at 17.

823 National Grid Initial Comments at 17.
824 AES Initial Comments at 12.

825 Ameren Initial Comments at 11; SDG&E Initial Comments at 7; SoCal Edison
Initial Comments at 15-16.

826 Ameren Initial Comments at 11; SDG&E Initial Comments at 7.
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clear” how this proposal is just and reasonable, as it strays away from allocating costs on a
pro rata basis based on requested MWs.%?’

410. CAISO argues that the proposal appears arbitrary and capricious because the
Commission does not adequately explain the basis for the 90% to 10% ratio.¥?® CAISO
asserts that the 10% allocation is so small as to be de minimis, yet it still increases the
administrative burden to allocate the cluster study costs. CAISO argues that it would be
much simpler and easier if transmission providers simply allocated all cluster study costs
based on the MW capacity alone.

411. Enel argues that there are study phases where it would be more appropriate to
assign study costs to individual interconnection requests, “such as the [f]acilities [s]tudy
for upgrades assigned to only a single customer.”®* Enel argues that a 90/10 study cost
split may disproportionately exclude very small generating facilities which still require
modeling from study cost responsibility, and suggests that a minimum MW size be
assumed, such as was used to set the minimum study deposit in proposed pro forma LGIP
section 3.1.1.1.

412. Several commenters argue for a cost allocation of 50% of the study costs based on

requested MW and 50% based on the number of interconnection requests in the cluster.®*’

827 Fervo Energy Reply Comments at 4.
828 CAISO Initial Comments at 12.
829 Enel Initial Comments at 20.

830 Hydropower Commenters Initial Comments at 26-27; NextEra Initial
Comments at 16; Pattern Energy Initial Comments at 18-19; rPlus Initial Comments at 5;
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NextEra states that, based on its experience, it takes comparable time and effort to study a
small proposed generating facility as a large one.**! NextEra and SoCal Edison argue
that allocating study costs based mostly on the MW size would likely cause some cross-
subsidies from interconnection customers submitting large proposed generating facilities
to those submitting smaller ones.*** SEIA notes that the MW size of the cluster may be
artificially inflated when certain interconnection customers submit multiple exploratory
requests, and recommends a 50/50 cost allocation to deter such requests.®*® SEIA argues
that, similar to CAISO’s study cost allocation, the Commission should structure the cost
allocation so that interconnection customers with multiple interconnection requests are
responsible for a greater share of the study costs.%3

413. Clean Energy Associations add that cluster studies should be conducted in
subgroups based on electrical relevance, and that study costs related to each subgroup

should be tracked independently and allocated only among those interconnection

customers within that subgroup.3¥

SEIA Initial Comments at 9-10.
831 NextEra Initial Comments at 16.
832 14 ; SoCal Edison Initial Comments at 15-16.
833 SEIA Initial Comments at 10.
834 Id_ (citing Cal. Indep. Sys. Operator, Inc., 140 FERC 9§ 61,070, at P 4 (2012)).

835 Clean Energy Associations Initial Comments at 23.
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414. Multiple commenters argue that the Commission should not impose a specific
cluster study cost allocation, but instead allow transmission providers flexibility in
proposing their own cost allocation methods.?*® For example, APPA-LPPC argue that the
use of a “one-size-fits-all” approach may result in unreasonable results in certain
circumstances.®*” APPA-LPPC assert that weighting the allocation of cluster study costs
based on MWs may unfairly burden interconnection customers proposing large
generating facilities in regions where a cluster is likely to include a large number of
relatively small proposed generating facilities and a small number of large proposed
generating facilities because study costs do not necessarily track linearly with generating
facility size.

415. Several commenters argue that RTOs/ISOs should be able to retain their existing
cluster study cost allocations, where applicable, because those cost allocations
accomplish the purpose of the Commission’s proposal to equitably allocate study costs

among interconnection customers.®*

836 AES Initial Comments at 12; Ameren Initial Comments at 11; APPA-LPPC
Initial Comments at 3; Bonneville Initial Comments at 10; Clean Energy Associations
Initial Comments at 24; Dominion Initial Comments at 19; Indicated PJM TOs Initial
Comments at 18-19; ISO-NE Initial Comments at 25; MISO Initial Comments at 45;
National Grid Initial Comments at 16; NextEra Initial Comments at 16-17; NRECA
Initial Comments at 8; NYISO Initial Comments at 13; Omaha Public Power Initial
Comments at 5; Orsted Initial Comments at 9; Pattern Energy Initial Comments at 19;
PPL Initial Comments at 12; R Street Initial Comments at 11; SEIA Initial Comments at
10; Xcel Initial Comments at 25.

837 APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 16.

838 Dominion Initial Comments at 19; Indicated PJM TOs Initial Comments at 18-
19; ISO-NE Initial Comments at 25; MISO Initial Comments at 45; NYISO Initial



Exh. CJP-10

Document Accession #: 20230728-3060 Filed Date: 07/28/2023 Page 285 of 1481
Docket No. RM22-14-000 - 283 -
c. Commission Determination

416. We adopt the NOPR proposal, with modification, to revise section 13.3
(Obligation for Study Costs) of the pro forma LGIP to allow each transmission provider
to propose its own study cost allocation ratio for allocating the shared costs of cluster
studies between a per capita basis and pro rata by MW, provided that: between 10% and
50% of study costs must be allocated on a per capita basis, with the remainder (between
90% and 50%) allocated pro rata by MW. Under this revised provision, a transmission
provider may propose to retain its existing study cost allocation ratio if it falls within this
range and meets the requirements of this final rule.

417. We are persuaded by comments arguing that it is appropriate to allow transmission
providers a degree of flexibility in proposing on compliance the method for allocating
study costs in their tariff to adapt to their specific regional circumstances and help avoid
unreasonable outcomes. Some commenters assert that the NOPR-proposed 90%-10%
allocation could in some instances unduly burden larger generating facilities, such as
when a cluster includes a large number of interconnection requests representing relatively
small generating facilities and a small number of large generating facilities.®*

Conversely, other commenters caution that straying too far from the NOPR proposal for a

Comments at 14; Omaha Public Power Initial Comments at 5; PJM Initial Comments at
35; SPP Initial Comments at 7. In response, Fervo Energy cautions against permitting
transmission providers too much flexibility, arguing that this opens the door for undue
discrimination against interconnection customers. Fervo Energy Reply Comments at 4.

839 APPA-LPPC Initial Comments at 16.
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90%-10% allocation could disproportionately burden smaller generating facilities, given
the role that size may play in determining study costs.3* Accordingly, we believe that
granting transmission providers the flexibility to propose in their tariff the study cost
allocation appropriate to their region, within the limits detailed above, strikes a better
balance than the NOPR proposal.

418. The revised study cost allocation requirements that we adopt in this final rule
recognize that cluster study costs are impacted by both the number of interconnection
requests in a cluster and the size of the proposed generating facilities in each cluster. We
find that requiring transmission providers to allocate between 10% and 50% of cluster
study costs on a per capita basis is just and reasonable because it ensures that
interconnection customers that propose smaller generating facilities or submit multiple
interconnection requests to explore different interconnection scenarios for a single
proposed generator adequately contribute to study costs, particularly given that some
study costs are incurred independent of the MW size of a specific proposed generating
facility in a cluster.**' Further, we agree with commenters that observe that not all study
costs track linearly with generating facility size because there are other factors, such as

the point of interconnection selected, that can lead to increasingly complex studies and

340 Fervo Energy Reply Comments at 4-5.

841 SDG&E Initial Comments at 7; SoCal Edison Initial Comments at 15.
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correspondingly higher study costs.*?

We believe that the per capita component of the
study cost allocation requirements addresses this fact. Requiring a per capita component
also ensures that an interconnection customer that proposes a large generating facility in a
cluster of many smaller generating facilities will not bear a disproportionate amount of
the study costs. We likewise find that requiring transmission providers to allocate
between 5