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COMMENTS OF THE ELECTRIC POWER SUPPLY ASSOCIATION 
 

 
The Electric Power Supply Association (“EPSA”)1 respectfully submits these 

comments in response to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (“FERC” or 

“Commission”) Notice of Petition for Rulemaking2 in the above captioned proceeding.3 

The underlying Petition for Rulemaking (“Petition”), which was filed by the American 

Wind Energy Association (“AWEA”), requests that the Commission initiate a rulemaking 

to revise provisions of the pro forma Large Generator Interconnection Procedures 

(“LGIP”) and pro forma Large Generator Interconnection Agreement (“LGIA”).  EPSA 

supports the Petition’s goals of improving certainty, transparency and accountability in 

the interconnection process through a technical conference.4  However, EPSA does not 

support several of the specific reforms enumerated in the Petition to further these goals 

 
1 EPSA is the national trade association representing leading competitive power suppliers, including 
generators and marketers.  Competitive suppliers, which collectively account for 40 percent of the 
installed generating capacity in the United States, provide reliable and competitively priced electricity from 
environmentally responsible facilities. EPSA seeks to bring the benefits of competition to all power 
customers. The comments contained in this filing represent the position of EPSA as an organization, but 
not necessarily the views of any particular member with respect to any issue.  

2 Notice of Petition for Rulemaking, Request to Initiate a Rulemaking to Revise Provisions of the Pro-
Forma Large Generator Interconnection Procedures and Large Generator Interconnection Agreement, 
Docket No. RM15-21-000 (issued July 7, 2015). 

3 Petition for Rulemaking of the American Wind Energy Association to Revise Generator Interconnection 
Rules and Procedures, Docket No. RM15-21-000 (June 19, 2015). 

4 Petition footnote 22, at p. 13. 
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as some of the proposed reforms may exacerbate existing concerns in the 

interconnection processes, which could lead to additional uncertainty and increased 

costs.     

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 In order to address certain concerns with the interconnection process, the 

Petition proposes specific changes to both the LGIP and LGIA.  Specifically, the Petition 

addresses the following four areas with proposed changes to the pro forma Generator 

Interconnection Procedures (“GIP”) and Generator Interconnection Agreement (“GIA”): 

 Improve certainty in the study/restudy process;  

 Improve transparency in the interconnection process;  

 Improve certainty of network upgrade costs; and, 

 Improve accountability in the interconnection process.  
 

While EPSA members support these general principles, EPSA members do not believe 

several of the Petition’s specific proposed reforms are just or reasonable.  EPSA below 

identifies various issues with certain recommendations detailed in the Petition.  Due to 

the complicated nature of the interconnection processes, the regional nature of many of 

the issues, and the challenge of balancing interests when considering revisions, EPSA 

recommends that the Commission start any type of examination into how to improve 

certainty, transparency and accountability with a public technical conference to allow a 

fulsome discussion regarding existing provisions and best practices.  This would allow 

the Commission to develop a balanced record that will inform whether or how to 

address challenges in the interconnection processes, implementing best practices, or 

otherwise.  Any technical conference proceeding should offer an opportunity to explore 

the interconnection processes generally.  Additionally, which issues should be 
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addressed at this time in a rulemaking process, both those proposed in the Petition and 

contributed by others, can and should be vetted in an open discussion.   

Several proposals in the Petition would unduly harm the LGIP and LGIA by 

removing necessary flexibility in the existing process for both developers and 

interconnecting generators.  Below we have enumerated certain concerns as well as 

best practices that should be examined in a technical conference.  EPSA supports the 

technical conference as a venue to explore LGIP and LGIA issues, but does not at this 

point believe developing a proposed rule based off of the Petition is the best venue to 

address any issues at this juncture.  Therefore, EPSA believes it necessary to first 

discuss interconnection issues and begin any analysis of the interconnection 

procedures and best practices across regions.  

II. COMMENTS 

a. Revisiting Order No. 2003 

EPSA members participated in the development of Order No. 20035 at all stages, 

starting with the Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (“ANOPR”)6 and the 

ensuing regulatory iterations7 that resulted in the standardized interconnection 

procedures revised to eliminate undue discrimination while ensuring just and 

reasonable rates.  EPSA members recognize the importance of that effort, and have a 

significant interest in unencumbered market entry of generation resources facilitated by 

 
5 Standardization of Generator Interconnection Agreements and Procedures, (“Order No. 2003”), FERC 
Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,146 (2003), order on reh’g, (“Order No. 2003-A”), FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,160, 
order on reh’g, (“Order No. 2003-B”), FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,171 (2004), order on reh’g, (“Order No. 
2003-C”), FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,190 (2005), aff’d sub nom. Nat’l Ass’n of Regulatory Util. Comm’rs v. 
FERC, 475 F.3d 1277 (D.C. Cir. 2007), cert. denied, 552 U.S. 1230, (Feb. 25, 2008). 
6 Standardizing Generator Interconnection Agreements and Procedures, Advance Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, 66 FR 55140 (Nov. 1, 2001), FERC Stats. & Regs.¶ 35,540 (2001). 

7 Order on Technical Conference, 122 FERC ¶ 61,252 (2008) (“Queue Order”).   
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open access transmission to ensure the efficient development and operation of 

competitive markets.  Competitive suppliers require generation interconnection 

procedures and competitive markets that are comparable and fair.  Therefore, EPSA 

supports efforts to ensure that the interconnection procedures are supporting 

competitive and fair markets in the years following Order No. 2003.  However, EPSA 

has some specific concerns regarding certain reforms requested in the Petition.  

The Petition recounts how Order No. 2003 has been implemented, including the 

emergence of different rules and procedures region to region.  As the Petition 

characterizes: 

But in the intervening years since these reform efforts, Transmission 
Providers have changed their GIPs in a myriad of ways that, although 
occasionally providing limited benefits in some regions, across the board 
have not solved, and have even exacerbated, problems encountered by 
Interconnection Customers.8 

The evolution of Order No. 2003 has led to an assortment of different rules and 

procedures for different transmission providers.  Competitive suppliers find these 

differences to be present in both organized markets and areas outside of organized 

markets.  EPSA supports efforts to evaluate the best practices within these markets to 

determine whether and how the various regions could improve their LGIP and LGIA 

processes.  

b. The Need for Flexibility in the Interconnection Process 

The Petition requests specific reforms to improve study certainty, transparency, 

cost certainty and accountability in the interconnection process.  Certain specific 

reforms proposed in the Petition, however, constrain the flexibility inherent in the 

 
8 Petition p. 2-3. 
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interconnection process and risk increasing the complexity of those processes, 

increasing costs, and resulting in further delays.  While changes may be helpful in the 

interconnection process, EPSA believes the Petition does not highlight all the pertinent 

issues or does not open all issues up to the full range of potential impacts.   

Much as the Petition recounts, the development process for new generation 

resources involves a number of processes that affect one another in an interlocking 

manner as a generation project progresses, with transmission interconnection an 

important piece of that overall development process.  In part due to this overall 

complexity, EPSA believes that there needs to be sufficient flexibility in the 

interconnection process.  The Commission has recognized the need for flexibility to 

support successful interconnection: 

[T]he interconnection-related study process may be the only reliable vehicle 
a customer has to evaluate the merits of different interconnection points and 
configurations. Thus, it is critical that reforms applicable to future and early-
stage existing interconnection requests provide customers with enough 
flexibility and information to respond to business uncertainties.9 
 
Order No. 2003 recognized the need for flexibility and the Commission has 

asserted, and EPSA agrees, that this is a key feature of the interconnection process 

that needs to be maintained.  EPSA believes that the general request for more study 

certainty, transparency, cost certainty and accountability in the interconnection process 

must be balanced against an unacceptable loss of needed existing flexibility in the 

process.  Overly constraining transmission providers, as certain of the Petition 

recommendations would do, in the interconnection process could indeed limit the 

 
9 Petition at p. 9.  
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negotiating power of the interconnecting entity in the overall generation development 

process.   

The Petition seeks to increase the timeliness and accuracy of studies and 

restudies by creating greater enforceable obligations for study results.  However, overly 

prescriptive and narrow study constraints could cause transmission providers to issue 

conservative studies that could be more costly and present less optionality for 

generators.  Such narrow studies could limit the information generators have available 

to negotiate with transmission entities and thereby limit options.  If transmission 

providers are bound by overly aggressive deadlines there is a potential for the quality of 

studies to suffer and for the cost estimates of the studies to increase.  Moreover, the 

potential would remain for poor studies given the patchwork of existing interconnection 

tariffs.   

c. Retention of the Reasonable Efforts Standard 

EPSA believes that it is necessary to retain the “Reasonable Efforts” standard to 

maintain the appropriate level of flexibility in the interconnection process.  The Petition 

asserts that the “Reasonable Efforts” standard is no longer just and reasonable because 

it places no obligation on the transmission provider under its Open Access 

Transmission Tariff (“OATT”) to provide timely study results.10  However, EPSA believes 

the Petition falls short in meeting its burden to show that this standard is no longer just 

and reasonable.  The Commission approved the Reasonable Efforts standard in Order 

No. 2003 based on the logic that the standard requires actions be “consistent with Good 

Utility Practice and [] substantially equivalent to those a Party would use to protect its 

 
10 Petition at p. 17. 
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own interests.”  In affirming this decision, the Commission stated that “it is a 

fundamental requirement of FPA sections 205 and 206 that a public utility provide 

comparable service to non-Affiliates, and we do indeed expect it to provide this 

service.”11   

During the development of Order No. 2003, EPSA members agreed that there 

would be a need for a process to protect against the overuse or improper use of a 

Reasonable Effort standard by transmission operators.  In Order No. 2003, the 

Commission specified that the FPA Section 206 process could and should be used to 

limit the abuse or overuse of the flexibility allowed by the Reasonable Efforts standard, 

particularly as a tool that could discriminate among projects.  While the Petition argues 

that a section 206 complaint is not the appropriate venue to address the interconnection 

issues raised,12 it fails to identify specific instances in which transmission providers have 

failed to meet this comparability standard.  Thus far, EPSA members believe that 

Section 206 provides sufficient protection to ensure transmission providers are properly 

executing their queues.13   The Petition fails to identify why the comparability standard is 

no longer just and reasonable and EPSA members are concerned that a higher 

performance standard would increase the time and costs to process the queues.  

Therefore, EPSA does not support the Petition’s challenge to the Reasonable Efforts 

standard and does not believe that this issue needs to be examined in a technical 

conference.   

 
11 Order No. 2003-A, pp 81,83. 

12 Petition at p. 13.  

13 See, e.g., Entergy Services, Inc., 145 FERC P 61,247 (2013) at PP 116, 184. 
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d. Interconnection Complexity 

The Petition assumes that the interconnection of generation is an uncomplicated 

process.  As a piece of the overall generation development process the interconnection 

process itself is complex, comprising several individual study processes.  Generally 

transmission operators must complete a series of studies that include the Feasibility 

Study, the System Impact Study, and the Facilities Study.  Each of these studies 

involves its own assumptions, costs to complete and time to complete, and the 

estimates that result from each study may be changed as a result of restudy.  These 

studies inform interconnection customers and become more detailed and accurate as 

the studies are completed so that the customers can determine the feasibility of their 

projects before becoming too heavily invested.  To the extent best practices can be 

identified to improve these processes, EPSA supports such efforts.   

The Feasibility Study analysis is limited to short-circuit studies and load-flow 

analysis and does not include stability analysis.  The Feasibility Study starts the process 

and provides initial table top analysis (i.e., based solely on the standard requirements 

and build configurations, not actual field conditions) and estimates regarding the 

numerical parameters associated with the interconnection.  After receipt of the 

Feasibility Study results, if the applicant decides to proceed, an executed System 

Impact Study Agreement must be submitted to the transmission provider with the 

required deposit.   

Next, the System Impact Study looks at the impact of adding the new generation 

and/or transmission facility to the system and evaluates its impact on deliverability to 

load in the particular region where the generator and/or new transmission facility will be 



9 
 

located, as well as potential impacts to neighboring ISOs/RTOs or transmission 

operators. This study includes alternating current load flow, short circuit analysis, 

stability study, light load and reactive analysis.  The study identifies the system 

constraints relating to the project and the necessary attachment facilities, local 

upgrades, and network upgrades.  In general terms, the System Impact Study is a 

refinement of the Feasibility Study and upon its completion the transmission operator 

will furnish an Interconnection Facilities Study Agreement to the applicant, along with 

estimated cost and the estimated time to complete the study.  The cost, again, is based 

on a table top analysis (i.e., based solely on the standard requirements and build 

configurations, not actual field conditions).  If the applicant decides to proceed, an 

executed agreement must be submitted with the required deposit.   

The Facilities Study is not based on a table top analysis, but rather an 

engineering design study based on actual field conditions to specify the interconnection 

facilities, local upgrades and network upgrades, as well as the associated costs.  The 

scope of this study includes site visits, an engineering design study to determine 

detailed list of material, schedule for material delivery, construction schedule and testing 

schedule.   

There are a number of variables that can impact the performance of the studies 

described above, from a scope, schedule and/or cost standpoint, including: (1) retools; 

(2) suspended projects; and (3) coordination with other transmission operators.   

Retools are typically caused by proposed projects that may move in or out of the 

queue, and that could impact the required facilities or upgrades required to 

accommodate the facility.  In addition, projects that remain in the queue in a suspended 
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or non-active status can increase the complexity of studies and may artificially inflate 

the proposed generator interconnection costs if they don’t actually move to 

construction.  Finally, certain projects, depending on network location, generator size 

and other factors may require coordination of neighboring transmission operator(s) 

regions to conduct Feasibility and System Impact studies.  This can increase the 

complexity of the studies as well as the length of time to complete them.  

e. Focus on Interconnection Best Practices 

Given the complexity of the interconnection study processes and the regional 

differences in these processes, EPSA urges the Commission to look at current best 

practices to improve transparency, certainty and accuracy.  For example, the Petition 

explains how the CAISO handles restudies by “collapsing” its process which has led to 

more efficient management of its queue and timing issues.  The proposed study timing 

requirements should also be associated with milestones needed for the queuing 

process.  Such milestones would serve to better indicate the depth of study needed to 

both assist the interconnecting customer and transmission planners assisting with the 

study process.  EPSA believes that, by considering milestones and looking to the 

CAISO process as an example for consideration at a technical conference, stakeholders 

from other regions can assess whether the CAISO model can be adopted in their 

jurisdictions.  

Much as the Petition enumerates, the CAISO two-step approach also has merit 

with respect to cost estimates that can be made earlier in the interconnection process. 

Items such as the annual per unit costs for developing network upgrade costs is not 

readily adaptable to other transmission operators and regions.  However, examining this 
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best practice in a technical conference would allow interconnecting generators and 

different transmission operators the opportunity to examine how the CAISO approach 

could potentially be crafted to benefit their region.  

In another example of an existing best practice, the Petition highlights the 

importance of contingent facilities and their relevance to the interconnection project 

being studied. The Petition explains the MISO methodology.14  Other ISOs/RTOs such 

as PJM provide similar information (e.g., 5% DFAX criteria) in their process 

documentation. The transparency of ISO/RTO processes in describing study 

methodology could be reviewed further in a technical conference setting.   

EPSA supports transparency of study costs.  Transparency in market and non-

market areas can improve the interconnection process and give interconnecting 

generators a better understanding of their grid impact and, in turn, costs.  The Petition 

points out that ISO-NE15 is developing a technical guide for studies and how they will be 

performed.  EPSA believes a discussion among developers and transmission operators 

regarding the relevant information and how it should be presented would be an 

important and useful exercise. 

Order No. 2003 established two types of interconnection service: Energy 

Resource Interconnection Service (“ERIS”), a minimal interconnection service, and 

Network Resource Interconnection Service (“NRIS”), a more flexible and 

comprehensive interconnection service.16  Specifically, ERIS allows the customer to 

connect its generating facility to the transmission system and be eligible to deliver its 

 
14 Petition at p. 27. 
15 Petition at p. 36-37. 

16 Order No. 2003 at P 93. 
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output using the existing firm or non-firm capacity on an “as available” basis.  Unlike 

ERIS, NRIS requires the transmission provider to undertake the studies and complete 

the network upgrades needed to integrate a generating facility into the transmission 

system in a manner comparable to network resources.  As a result, in certain markets 

customers can interconnect expeditiously as energy resources and become network 

resources at a later date through the procurement of network resource transmission 

service.  The ISO/RTO practices with respect to interconnecting these two services vary 

for their respective energy and capacity markets and can impact the transparency and 

certainty in the interconnection process.  For instance, once the customers are 

interconnected as energy only resources, they are often treated just like any other 

resource for purposes of economic dispatch, giving them a cost advantage over 

resources that have invested in the more costly network interconnection service.  

Therefore, EPSA members support the Commission’s evaluation of best practices for 

these two services in any future technical conference. 

The Petition also points out that greater consistency is needed among 

transmission entities regarding their interconnection protocols, particularly regarding 

network upgrades.  The Petition brings to light several issues regarding upgrades such 

as self-funding17 and charge uniformity18 that bear further examination with 

stakeholders.  EPSA also encourages the Commission to explore refunds for upgrade 

payments as an area that needs to be addressed in any consideration of 

interconnection reform.  Refunds for upgrade payments among different transmission 

 
17 Petition at p. 50. 

18 Petition at p. 55. 
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providers (including different ISOs/RTOs) are not always commensurate with the 

payments for those upgrades.  Many of the ISOs/RTOs provide transmission credits 

which are often not adequate for the economic value of the upgrades.  Consequently, 

EPSA believes this area is ready for change and therefore should be included in any 

next step taken in response to the Petition. 

f. The Unintended Consequences of Liquidated Damages 

The Petition requests the development of several provisions that would establish 

liquidated damages when interconnection studies are not done on time or if studies 

prove to be inaccurate.  While EPSA is not opposed to discussing the use of liquidated 

damage provisions in interconnection agreements, EPSA believes there are existing 

avenues for recourse open to generators seeking interconnection.  While including 

liquidated damages in interconnection agreements may on the surface appear to protect 

interconnecting companies (by getting studies back by a date certain and without 

mistakes), such a constraint can also serve as an incentive for transmission operators 

to return a study without the rigorous analysis that a complex interconnection study 

requires.  Moreover, many of the interconnection best practices discussed above 

warrant exploration and possibly even use prior to the implementation of a penalty 

structure that could potentially result in the unintended consequence of overly 

conservative and potentially expensive studies that will in fact undermine the efficiency 

of the interconnection process.   
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g. Consistency of Transmission Operator Interconnection Provisions 

Throughout the Petition, the variations and inconsistencies in interconnection 

provisions among the existing ISOs/RTOs are highlighted both implicitly and explicitly.  

While EPSA generally believes that the rules and protocols in organized markets are 

superior to those outside organized markets, EPSA members have identified both 

plusses and minuses in the interconnection procedures employed by organized and 

non-organized markets.  In fact, EPSA members appreciate that the Petition highlights 

differences among the interconnection provisions in the organized markets.19  While the 

Petition does not single out this disparity, many of the differences noted among 

transmission operators’ interconnection agreements and procedures offer an 

opportunity to improve the interconnection processes by implementing best practices.  

Moreover, as discussed above, examining best practices may also assist the 

Commission in identifying how best to proceed to improve the interconnection process 

in all regions of the country.    
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III. CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, EPSA respectfully supports the goals of the Petition.  However, 

EPSA has concerns regarding certain of the specific reforms presented in the Petition to 

further the goals of certainty, transparency and accountability.  EPSA supports initiating 

a technical conference due to the array and complexity of provisions that could be 

addressed or may be affected by any required revisions.  EPSA encourages the 

Commission to examine interconnection best practices as a first step in this process of 

revisiting Order No. 2003.   

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

        
      
 
 
     _________________________________________ 
     Nancy E. Bagot, Senior Vice President 
     Jack Cashin, Director, Regulatory Affairs 
     Electric Power Supply Association 
     1401 New York Avenue, NW, Suite 1230 
     Washington, DC  20005 
     (202) 628-8200 
     NancyB@epsa.org 
 

 

Dated:  September 8, 2015 
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 I hereby certify that I have served a copy of the comments via email upon each 

person designated on the official service list compiled by the Secretary in this 

proceeding. 

 Dated at Washington, D.C., September 8, 2015. 

      
    

      
________________________________   

    Nancy E. Bagot, Senior Vice President 


