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CONH\’IEN'fS
OF THE CHESAPEAKE SOLAR & STORAGE ASSOCIATION
AND THE COALITION FOR COMMUNITY SOLAR ACCESS
The Chesapeake Solar & Storage Association (or “CHESSA”) and the Coalition for

Community Solar Access (or “CCSA”) appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments in
response to the Commission’s Order for Comment issued in this proceeding on May 24, 2022
(the “Order”). ' Improving interconnection of distributed energy resources (“DERs™) is critical to
Virginia’s clean energy transition and the continued growth and investment in Virginia’s clean
economy. These comments discuss key reforms that are necessary to address existing DER
interconnection barriers and enable access to clean and renewable energy from DERs. CHESSA
and CCSA request that the Commission initiate a rulemaking proceeding to update the
Commission’s Chapter 314 Regulations Governing Interconnection of Small Generators and
Storage, in addition to establishing one or more technical working group(s), to address the issues

discussed below in these comments.
I. INTRODUCTION

A. Overview

Across the U.S., customers are increasingly deploying DERs, in particular distributed
generation (“DG”) such as rooftop solar, community solar, and energy storage. The motivation
behind the adoption of these resources is to lower electricity bills for customers while increasing
energy security and resiliency. These are key customer priorities in response to increased
inclement weather conditions and other disasters that can affect access to electricity. Beyond the
direct and clear benefits for customers, distributed generation also carries the potential to provide

immense benefits to the system and electric grid. DERs can lower system costs, increase system

! PUR-2022-00073, Ex Parte: In the considering utility distributed energy resource interconnection-related issues
and questions, Order for Comment (May 24, 2022).
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resiliency, and reduce carbon emissions.? The Virginia legislature recognized the benefits to
customers of deploying DERs through numerous pieces of legislation, most notably the Virginia
Clean Economy Act (“VCEA”) (2020 Va. Acts 1193) and the Shared Solar Statute (2020 Va.
Acts 1238).

Since the enactment of these policies in 2020, based on experience from CHESSA and
CCSA member organizations active in Virginia, the volume of DER interconnection applications
has increased dramatically relative to historic levels. Around the time of the enactment of the
VCEA and other clean energy legislation, the Commission finalized revisions to the rules
governing interconnection of distributed resources (Chapter 314) for Virginia utilities. The new
rules were finalized following an opportunity for stakeholders to comment and engage with the
Commission on redlines to Chapter 314. While the changes made to the rules provided modest
improvements to the process, the distribution interconnection process continues to be antiquated
and ill-prepared for the 21st century grid. The existing procedures not sufficient to enable the
amount of renewable energy additions required by the Commonwealth’s transformational energy
goals.?

B. Paradigm Shift

Virginia is on the cusp of rapid DER growth and can benefit from leveraging best
practices from other markets that have already made greater strides toward grid modernization.

The experience of those markets has demonstrated that there are inherent flaws with regard to

2 Virginia Commonwealth University’s L. Douglas Wilder School of Government and Public Affairs, Center for
Urban and Regional Analysis, Accessing the Benefits of Distributed Solar in Virginia,
https://virginiasolarforall.com/wp-content/uploads/sites/62/2020/01/cura_solar_report_-_1-22-20.pdf.

3 The VCEA requires Dominion Energy, a Phase I1 Utility, to procure 1,100 MW of DG generation from solar
facilities no larger than 3 MW by the end of 2035. Va. Code § 56-585.5(D)(2). The VCEA also requires Dominion
Energy to meet one percent of the mandatory renewable portfolio standard requirements with distributed generation
resources no larger than one megawatt. Va. Code § 56-585.5(C). Separate from the VCEA, Virginia’s Shared Solar
Statute requires Dominion Energy to implement a Shared Solar Program for up to 200 MW of shared solar facilities
in its service territory. Va. Code § 56-594.3(E).
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harmonizing a high-DER marketplace with the existing regulatory paradigm, which evolved over
decades to support a substantially different electric generating sector.

The basic premise for interconnection of any technology at scale still largely relies on the
traditional principles of cost causation. When a new large natural gas or coal-fired power plant is
constructed, the sole beneficiary of any work required to interconnect that facility to the grid is
the developer and owner of the facility. Moreover, those facilities had large budgets and could
easily absorb the costs of those upgrades. Accordingly, cost causation became the nearly
universal approach that public utility commissions across the nation adopted to govern the
treatment of the interconnection costs.

Distributed generation, however, is substantially different from that large, centralized
system, and regulators and stakeholders in states with more advanced DER interconnection
procedures have increasingly come to recognize that a new regulatory paradigm with
substantially different metrics and incentive structures will be required to address the
complicated issues of incorporating increasing amounts of DER on the grid. This reexamination
is grounded in a recognition that much of the work that utilities identify as necessary for DG
interconnection should more properly be categorized under the rubric of “grid modernization.” In
particular, it is worth noting that the grid upgrades required to interconnect significant quantities
of DG will also ultimately create benefits for all customers not only by increasing the amount of
clean energy generation on the grid, but also in the form of increased reliability and capacity to
meet new load demands from electrifying the transportation and building sectors. As such,
treating interconnecting customers as the sole beneficiary of these upgrades is improper and
arguably results in a cost shift from ratepayers (who would eventually need to pay for the

upgrades to meet electrification needs were it not for DG triggering the need for them sooner) to

®TT

2
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interconnecting DG customers. The current paradigm also fails to incentivize the utilities to

BEBOTEBLL

complete the work expeditiously. The answer to the problem presented by the continued
application of the cost causation principle is the establishment of a new framework for paying for
bulk power system upgrades that equitably distributes costs across all beneficiaries (i.e.,
ratepayers and interconnecting customers).*

C. Summary of Key Interconnection Issues in Virginia

Interconnection policies are iterative - as technologies and trends evolve - and it is
necessary to regularly reassess and adjust to meet the circumstances of the moment and prepare
for the future. Interconnection challenges were addressed in several other recent dockets at the
Commission, including Dominion’s 2020 and 2021 Renewable Portfolio Standard filings> as
well as the 2021 Grid Transformation filing.® The Commission opened this proceeding in
recognition of the need for additional review of the current interconnection processes. The
following section provides a high-level snapshot of current interconnection experiences in
Virginia and the associated market implications. However, as laid out in the following section,
there are many additional layers of issues that need to be addressed. Further, interconnection

standards and procedures need to evolve as new technological solutions emerge and experience

4 Both the Massachuselts Department of Public Utilities and the New Mexico Public Regulation Commission have
recently been exploring the concept of a multi-beneficiary cost allocation framework as an alternative to the cost
causation framework. Notably, the proposed framework put forth by each agency would require a demonstration that
there are truly multiple beneficiaries for upgrades to be eligible for cost sharing with ratepayers (e.g., substation
transformer replacements, reconductoring of distribution feeders, distribution protection measures, transmission
related upgrades triggered by resources interconnecting to the distribution system, etc.) and would not cover
upgrades that truly only benefit a specific project (e.g., 2 dedicated feeder to the point of interconnection). For more
information, see D.P.U. 20-75 in Massachusetts and Case No. 21-00266-UT in New Mexico.

% See Case No. PUR-2020-00134, Ex Parte: Establishing 2020 RPS Proceeding for Virginia Electric and Power
Company; Case No. PUR-2021-00146, Petition of Virginia Electric and Power Company, For approval and
certification of the proposed CE-2 Solar Projects pursuant to §§ 56-580D and 56-46.1 of the Code of Virginia,
revision of rate adjustment clause, designated Rider CE, under § 56-385.1 A 6 of the Code of Virginia, and a
prudence determination to enter into power purchase agreemenis pursuant to § 56-585.1:4 of the Code of Virginia.
6 Case No. PUR-2021-00127, Petition of Virginia Electric and Power Company, For approval of a plan for electric
distribution grid transformation projects pursuant to § 56-585.1 A 6 of the Code of Virginia. Final Order at 26 (Jan.
7, 2022); see also Case No. PUR-2021-00127, Pre-Filed Staff Testimony of Michael A. Cizenski at 9-10 (Sept. 24,
2021).
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is gained. The evolving interconnection landscape will require ongoing dialogue between
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stakeholders and an effort to address and resolve problems as they come up.
i.  Excessive Study Delays:

The distribution interconnection process is one of the main stumbling blocks for
distributed generation in the Commonwealth, as is evident by the poor showing in Dominion’s
small scale solar request for proposals (RFPs) over the past few years. Dominion Energy issued
an RFP for DG projects 3 MW or less in 2019, 2020, and 2021. Each year the Company sought
between 50-80 MW of projects. However, as Dominion Energy’s 2020 and 2021 RPS filing
show, only about 4 MW of utility-owned distributed solar projects have materialized.” The
current distribution interconnection process and technical standards will not allow for the DG
goals of the state to be achieved in an affordable and timely manner. While Dominion currently
estimates a 12-month study timeline for developers who are in position A on a transformer,
developers have noted anecdotally that in the past few years, it can take more than 16 months to
complete a study for a single project. Worse, projects at a given substation to the same
transformer are studied sequentially, meaning that the next project seeking interconnection must
wait for the lengthy review process to be fully complete for the prior project before getting its
own evaluation.

ii.  Cost-Prohibitive Direct Transfer Trip Requirements:

Even after a project completes this lengthy process, the resulting interconnection cost is
often prohibitive. For example, interconnection of distributed generation requires Direct Transfer

Trips (“DTT™) in most instances, rather than relying on inverter-based solutions to ensure the

7 See Case No. PUR-2021-00146, Fina! Order at 18 (discussing the combined 3.6 MW (AC) of CE-2 distributed

solar projects.) While Dominion received approval from the Commission for 33 MW of distributed solar PPAs in
the 2021 proceeding, Dominion noted that many of those projects had not completed their interconnection studies
and therefore the viability of those is unclear. /d. at 35; Tr. 205-08.



safety and reliability of the system. The DTT requirement, coupled with aging distribution
infrastructure across the Commonwealth, often triggers interconnection costs between $1 million
and $3 million, a massive portion of the project cost for a system under 3 MW. Moreover, costs
associated with this infrastructure are often identified during the last steps in the study process.
The costs are often a result of upgrading outdated substation infrastructure.

iii. Dominion’s Steps to Improve DER Interconnection:

CHESSA and CCSA recognize and appreciate the steps Dominion Energy has taken to
work with the Commission and stakeholders to better interconnect distributed generation to its
system. First, Dominion Energy responded to industry requests for a public interconnection
queue in 2021 by publishing its interconnection queue on a quarterly basis beginning late that
same year.® Moreover, Dominion Energy has committed to enhancing their hosting capacity
maps to provide greater detail and granularity. Dominion also agreed to providing a unit cost
guide, with greater insight into potential equipment and upgrade costs.’ Finally, Dominion has
stated that it increased its resources and capabilities for more efficient processing of
interconnection applications.

iv.  More Action is Needed to Address Interconnection Problems:

The recent revisions to Chapter 314 and the improvements made by Dominion Energy
are not adequate to meet the Commonwealth’s environmental and energy priorities for DERs in a

timely and affordable manner.'® The current process cannot scale or run efficiently. With the

& Dominion Energy, Virginia Queue Status Report, https://www.dominionenergy.com/virginia/large-business-
services/using-our-facilities/parallel-generation-and-interconnection.

9 Case No. PUR-2021-00127, Ex. 38 (Frost Rebuttal Testimony) at 8 (discussing unit cost guide); Dominion Energy,
Interconnection Parameters for Distributed Energy Resources (Feb. 14, 2022), https://cdn-dominionenergy-prd-
001.azureedge.net/-/media/pdfs/virginia/large-business/parallel-generation/der-interconnection-parameters-
manual.pdf?la=en&rev=6c2882dc58af4119a25640f44fb178bd.

19 Case No. PUR-2018-00107, In the matter of revising the Commission's Regulations Governing Interconnection of
Small Electrical Generators, Order Adopting Regulations (July 29, 2020),
https://www.scc.virginia.gov/docketsearch#caseDocs/138804.
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rapid increase in interconnection applications, sequential studies are not a sufficient method for
studying projects. Only with robust DER integration processes can these systems become
beneficial to the grid, prevent unnecessary spending on infrastructure by the utility, and enhance
the system’s resilience.

II. RESPONSES TO THE COMMISSION’S DER INTERCONNECTION
QUESTIONS

In this section, CHESSA and CCSA respond to the eight questions that the Commission
asked in the Order.

A. What are the primary obstacles (e.g., sources of delay or cost) to the
interconnection of DER on the distribution system?

The current interconnection processes and timelines prevent Virginia from meeting its
environmental and economic legislative requirements in a timely and affordable manner. Many
of these challenges are a result of an interconnection process that simply cannot scale to the
volume of resources needed to be deployed across the grid in the coming decade. Change is
necessary to facilitate a 21st century grid that provides safe, clean, and reliable electricity.

Below, CHESSA and CCSA outline the key challenges facing the industry. Given that
most of Virginia’s distributed generation policies focus on the Dominion Energy service
territory, these comments are focused on the industry’s experience with Dominion Energy’s
interconnection process and application of Chapter 314 rules.

i.  Study Timelines & Sequential Studies

One of the most pressing challenges for distributed generation interconnecting in Virginia
is the length of the study timeline, which is compounded by a regime of sequential studies where
only one project is studied at a time.

CHESSA and CCSA members applying to the Dominion Energy interconnection queue

have experienced average study timelines exceeding a calendar year for projects in the “A”
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position. These delayed study timelines violate the Commission’s regulations, which include
specific timelines for each of the three studies: 30 business days for the feasibility study; 45
business days for the impact study; and another 45 business days for the facilities study.'!

While Dominion Energy has endeavored to address the bottleneck around feasibility
study timelines by increasing its in-house staff and outside consultants, these changes will only
address the first study phase, potentially pushing the bottleneck to subsequent study processes.
Projects lower in the queue may wait multiple years before completing the study process and
receiving an interconnection agreement.

With these delayed study timelines, all interconnection applicants are exposed to
uncertainty regarding the timing of study deliverables. By way of comparison, states with
greater experience with high penetration of distributed generation can consistently complete
interconnection studies in less than a year. For example, utilities in New York (a state with a goal
of installing at least 10 gigawatts of distributed solar by 2030)'? are limited to 10 business days
to complete application reviews; 15 business days to conduct a preliminary review; and 60-80
business days to complete a Coordinated Electric System Interconnection Review (“CESIR”).!3
These timing requirements are largely met: based on publicly available queue data, projects
between the size of 3-5 MW that applied for interconnection with National Grid and Avangrid in

2020 and 2021 obtained CESIRs within an average of 200 and 163 calendar days, respectively.'

1120 VAC 5-314-70(C) - (E).

12 New York State Energy Research and Development Authority, Governor Hochul Announces Approval of New
Framework to Achieve at Least Ten Gigawatts of Distributed Solar by 2030 (April 14, 2022),
https://www.nyserda.ny.gov/About/Newsroom/2022- Announcements/2022-04-14-Governor-Hochul-Announces-
New-Framework-to-Achieve-Ten-Gigawatts-of-Distributed-Solar.

'3 New York State Department of Public Service, Distributed Generation Information, NYS Standardized
Interconnection Requirements, https://www3.dps.ny.gov/w/pscweb.nsf/all/dcf68efca391ad6085257687006f396b.
" New York Department of Public Service, SIR Inventory Information, Utility Interconnection Queue Data (May
2022), https://www3.dps.ny.gov/W/PSCWeb.nsf/A11/286D2C179E9A5A8385257FBF003F 1F7E.
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Likewise, Massachusetts, which has nearly 4 gigawatts of distributed solar already installed,'?
has a standard interconnection process timeline of 105 days, and averaged 98 days'® for National
Grid and 132 days'” for Eversource-East, respectively, for projects applying in 2021.

In Virginia, the 2020 revisions to Chapter 314 were intended to enable more efficient
interconnection by providing higher study fees that would allow the utilities to hire more
resources to conduct the studies in the timelines required under the interconnection regulations.'?
Furthermore, the rules update enabled the “B” position project to be studied in parallel with the
“A* position for some part of the study timeline.'? While this was a good first step, it is
insufficient to enable Dominion Energy to manage the scale of interconnection applications that
we are seeing in Virginia.

ii. Cost Estimates

As mentioned above, Dominion Energy has provided a unit cost guide to help developers
anticipate utility upgrade costs based on general costs estimates. This is certainly an important
step to provide interconnection cost transparency, but developers also need more details in the
interconnection studies.

First, the level of detail in Dominion Energy’s study reports is insufficient to provide
developers insight into the reviews performed by the utility and the types of grid constraints and

issues that are under investigation in the study process. Massachusetts’ utility studies are 50

15 Solar Energy Industries Association, Massachusetts Solar (through Q1 2022), https://www.seia.org/state-solar-
policy/massachusetts-solar.

16 Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities (“DPU”). Docket # 22-30. Filing by Massachusetts Electric
Company and Nantucket Electric Company, each d/b/a National Grid, on April 1, 2022. See Exhibit A.

17 Massachusetts DPU. Docket # 22-36. Filing by NSTAR Electric Company d/b/a Eversource Energy, on April 1,
2022. See Attachment A.

18 Case No. PUR-2018-00107, In the matter of revising the Commission's Regulations Governing Interconnection of
Small Electrical Generators, Order Adopting Regulations (July 29, 2020),
https://www.sce.virginia.gov/docketsearch#caseDocs/138804.

1920 VAC 5-314-38(B).
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pages and include detailed information regarding study methodology and costs. This information
helps developers better understand the scope of work, the grid constraints, and reliability issues
of concern to the utility. Greater transparency in the Dominion Energy interconnection study
reports will enable developers to make more informed project decisions. Additionally, cost
estimates in the Dominion Energy study reports are not provided at the level of granularity that
developers require to understand risks. With volatility in materials and pricing it is critical to
understand, for each stage of the study process, the components of the costs, the level of
accuracy of the estimate, and the amount of contingency included.

Second, Dominion Energy does not provide a comprehensive statement of upgrade costs
until the final stage of interconnection study, often a year after the study began. This leads to
additional work and inefficiencies for both the utility and the developers. Projects economics
depend on the upgrade costs required for interconnection. Providing cost information early in the
study process would enable developers to make an informed decision about withdrawing a non-
viable project, rather than continuing through the study process to find out if a project is
financially viable after the facilities study. Under the current system, developers are forced to
complete the feasibility study, system impact study, and facilities study before receiving a
comprehensive scope and cost estimate. This is incredibly inefficient for projects that are
determined not to be viable. If reasonable cost estimates were provided early in the study
process, only the viable projects would continue through the study phases; saving developers
time and money while also reducing the volume of interconnection applications and enabling
Dominion to more efficiently study viable projects. CHESSA and CCSA members have

experienced project cost estimates for interconnection upgrades surging by over $2 million

10
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between the system impact study and the facilities study, ultimately resulting in project
withdrawal from the interconnection process.

Finally, if a developer agrees to proceed with the estimated cost of interconnection
provided in the Smaller Generator Interconnection Agreement (“SGIA™), they are told that they
will be billed at the end of the construction process and that Dominion Energy can make any
changes to the final bill to reflect the actual cost of the upgrades. The absence of an upward
bound on cost overruns for construction serves as a roadblock to financing for projects. Projects
that were quoted $500,000 for interconnection, for example, but then receive a final cost of
$1,000,000 may be underwater as a result.

A practice other states have used to address this issue is to cap the amount that a utility
can exceed its estimate. This approach is explained in the National Renewable Energy
Laboratory paper titled “New Approaches to Distributed PV Interconnection: Implementation
Considerations for Addressing Emerging Issues.”?® As examples, in Massachusetts?' and
California®? cost estimate overruns are capped at 25% of the total project cost. In the approach
California and Massachusetts have adopted, utility shareholders are responsible for additional
costs beyond the cap while other cost envelope models have assessed cost overruns to the utility
rate base. In either event, the utilities retain responsibility for the accuracy of their estimates that

help inform important development decisions.

0 National Renewable Energy Laboratory, New Approaches to Distributed PV Interconnection: Implementation
Considerations for Addressing Emerging Issues (Feb. 2019), https://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy190sti/72038.pdf.

21 Massachusetts DPU Docket # 11-75-E, Order on the Distributed Generation Working Group’s Redlined Tariff
and Non-tariff Recommendations, issued March 13, 2013, at 23 and 39.

22 California Public Utilities Commission. Rulemaking 11-09-011, Alternate Decision Instituting Cost Certainty,
Granting Joint Motions to Approve Proposed Revisions to Electric Tariff Rule 21, and providing Smart Inverter
Development a Pathway Forward for Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison, and San
Diego Gas and Electric Company.
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In sharp contrast, Dominion Energy’s study reports include a disclaimer?? that the
reported costs are non-binding on Dominion, depriving developers of the ability to make an
informed assessment about cost or outcome despite a lengthy interconnection study process.
Developers expend considerable resources to obtain interconnection studies. Utilities should be
bound by the information provided in those studies. Moreover, the utilities should be required to
provide regular reports to the project owner as expenses accrue to ensure that the project owner
is aware of the expenses and can have a dialogue about the costs. CHESSA and CCSA
recommend that the Commission adopt a cost envelope and cap on estimates to provide
reasonable certainty regarding interconnection costs.

iii. Interconnection Dispute Procedures

Virginia lacks a reasonable dispute mechanism to challenge interconnection study
outcomes or cost estimates. The Commission’s existing interconnection dispute regulations (20
VAC 5-314-100), which are reflected Article 10 of the Commission’s Small Generator
[nterconnection Agreement form,?* need to be enhanced.

Greater transparency around the interconnection impact assessment and cost estimates
and assumptions in the studies are imperative. Cost updates throughout the interconnection
process will allow developers to have an ongoing dialogue with the utility interconnection team
about project cost estimates. Conversely, under the current process, if a developer opts for
separate feasibility, system impact, and facilities studies, they merely receive the study and can

proceed to the next study by executing a new agreement. There is not an option to schedule a call

B “The Combined Study Cost is an estimated cost only. No engineering has been performed to arrive at the cost and
Dominion Energy Virginia does not guarantee the accuracy or completeness of this cost. The estimates do not
include the feasibility, cost, or time required to obtain property rights and permits for consiruction of the required
Jacilities. All estimates have been calculated in good faith, however, are non-binding. "

2 Schedule 10 of 20 VAC 5-314-170.
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with Dominion Energy’s interconnection team to receive a more comprehensive explanation of
the costs, nor a reasonable mechanism to challenge the proposed upgrade cost.

In fact, after an interconnection upgrade cost is provided with the facilities study, a
construction call is the first opportunity to discuss the project with Dominion Energy
interconnection. The construction calls are, of course, not the forum for developers to better
understand or potentially challenge if needed alternative methods or costs with Dominion. The
only mechanism project developers have is to file a dispute formally. This leaves developers
scrambling to understand the quote provided by Dominion, and why the costs are what they are.

While the establishment of rules governing a formal dispute resolution process likely
need to be established, another effective tool that has been employed by several states is to create
an interconnection ombudsperson, which can facilitate the efficient and fair resolution of
disputes between parties and through which more informal guidance can be provided to
stakeholders. Establishing such a position within a regulatory body creates a single point of
contact through which customers can obtain information and seek advice on the proper steps to
take to resolve issues and can also fulfill a role of mediating disputes between parties (e.g.,
utilities and interconnecting customers), helping to avoid the need for formal complaints being
filed with a commission for adjudication. An ombudsperson can also monitor trends and
recommend actions that a commission may take to resolve policy more proactively and/or

technical issues that are arising.?>

25 Case studies for the successful implementation of dispute resolutions processes (including the establishment of an
ombudsperson) in California, Massachusetts, Minnesota, and New York can be found in section V.2.A.iii. of
Integrating Distribution Solar and Storage: The Keystones of a Modern Grid (see pages 20-22), attached as
Appendix 2,
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iv.  Direct Transfer Trip

The most significant cost driver for projects seeking to interconnect to Dominion
Energy’s distribution system is the requirement to install Direct Transfer Trip (‘DTT?)
equipment. This requirement is an unnecessary and arcane approach to addressing anti-islanding,
given the fact that certified inverters already perform this function. DTT can add hundreds of
thousands of dollars and potentially millions of dollars onto the price of DER interconnection,
and many months of additional construction time.

The expense associated with the requirement to incorporate DTT is not merely the cost of
receiver equipment and fiber needed between the facility to the substation. The DTT requirement
at the project level in Virginia often requires additional costly equipment at the substation to
house the DTT receiver such as a new or additional control house. In many cases this control
house may be replacing an older structure or providing additional capacity for the utility to
install additional protection and control equipment in the future. CHESSA and CCSA members
reported that costs are on average between $2-$3 million and can be as high as $7 million for
everything associated with the DTT requirement. This has resulted in many projects being
withdrawn.

Instead of DTT, utilities should be obligated to study and utilize the functionality of
certified inverters as a means of detecting islands. As discussed below in the best practices
section, many states with higher levels of DER penetration have long moved away from
requiring DTT and instead use inverter-based solutions and have adapted study practices to
comprehensively evaluate the impact of the DER on the grid.

Consideration should also be given to project size and interconnection level. For
example, an approach could be: all Level 2 interconnections use inverters, not DTT; all Level 3

interconnections under 5 MW use inverters, not DTT; and other Level 3 interconnections use
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inverters, not DTT and if that presumption is overcome, then the cost imposed on the
interconnecting party should incorporate cost for cellular, rather than fiber, based DTT.

v.  Lack of Equitable Cost Allocation

While the DER interconnection process currently identifies piecemeal upgrades to
accommodate one DER project at a time, implementing only those that are affordable, the
implementation of new programs in the Commonwealth also affords the utilities to holistically
review the infrastructure needs it has to modernize the grid for multiple beneficiaries. While
proactive planning for DER may not be in the scope of the Commission’s inquiry there should be
consideration given to cost sharing mechanisms that can be applied to both streamline the
interconnection process, eliminate free ridership, and provide for broader customer benefits.
ldeally, these costs sharing mechanisms would be incorporated into a long-term distribution
planning process to ensure that all factors impacting the distribution system (e.g., DG growth,
beneficial electrification, utility infrastructure replacement timelines, etc.) are considered.

Currently, the first project in queue at a substation (or transformer) has to bear the brunt
of the entire substation upgrades if any are identified or “triggered” as part of the interconnection
process. For the most part, the new infrastructure facilitates additional capacity at the substation
that can be leveraged by projects downstream in the interconnection queue and the broader
customer base if that triggering project should proceed. Some states have begun to confront those
challenges by evaluating cost sharing opportunities between DER projects, and expanding those
opportunities to infrastructure upgrades that are already part of a utility capital process.

vi. Lack of SGIA Refundability

In those occasions where the developer does not drop from the queue due to high
interconnection costs and instead accepts the upgrade estimate, they must submit a letter of credit

or surety bond for the entire amount of the interconnection upgrade within 30 days of receiving
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the SGIA, or risk getting kicked out of the queue. As the interconnection tariff is currently

SEBAT8BTEL

written and implemented by the utilities, the network and distribution upgrade portion of the
SGIA (the non-project specific expenses) are considered non-refundable at the time of execution
of the SGIA if there are any interdependent projects behind the project on the transformer. That
can mean projects that have not begun their study process given that the utilities study projects
sequentially.

Since interconnection upgrades are frequently multi-million-dollar investments, the full
scope of costs is identified at a late stage of the process, and that security instruments are
required immediately to cover 100% of the expense (which is non-refundable no matter the
timeline to interconnect), there is significant undue burden on the developer that can force them
to withdraw from the interconnection queue. Adding to the challenge, the Dominion Distributed
Solar request for proposal (RFP) process associated with its VCEA obligation is not a first-come,
first-served program, and therefore a project needs to provide a multi-million-dollar non-
refundable deposit for interconnection without knowing if they have a buyer for their project or
power produced. This level of risk is far greater than any financial reward of doing business in
Virginia. Without more appropriate and commercially reasonable payment requirements and
clearer pathways to refundability of the deposit, national developers will choose to go to other
markets where the return on investment is less precarious.

vii. Material Modifications

The current interconnection rules, as implemented by Dominion, are extremely inflexible
when it comes to providing customers and developers with the ability to reduce system size or

move the point of interconnection without dropping from the queue. The definition of material

modification must be relaxed to more closely align with modifications that can significantly




impact the safety or reliability of the system while preserving flexibility through clear
identification of non-material changes.

In particular, the material modification section greatly restricts the ability to incorporate
energy storage to an existing interconnection application without requiring a new queue position.
Given the benefits to the system of adding energy storage to distributed generation, we
recommend better facilitating the interconnection of direct current configured systems without
triggering material modification. The current standards do not allow for changes to daily
production profile, which essentially precludes the addition of energy storage.

viii.  Liability Insurance Requirements

Currently, most small-scale interconnections, i.e., rooftop solar interconnections that are
typically sized 10 kW or less, interconnect under Chapter 315, which addresses interconnection

for customer-generators participating in net energy metering. With the expected growth of

rooftop solar over the next few years, it is important for the Commission to concurrently consider

parallel changes to Chapter 315 of the Virginia Administrative Code to match any changes that
are contemplated for Level 1 interconnections in Chapter 314.

While our members have reported that the Level 1 interconnection process in Chapter
315 appears to be operating fairly well-with anecdotal stories of increased interconnection
timelines occurring even at that level—there is one easy fix to streamline the process: eliminate
the proof of liability insurance requirement for Level | interconnections in Chapter 314 and for
all net metering customers in Chapter 315.

20 VAC 5-314-160(1) requires the interconnection customer to possess $100,000 per
occurrence in combined liability insurance for property damage or bodily harm if the system is
10 kW or less or $300,000 for all Level | systems over 10 kW. This provision is mirrored in

Chapter 315, but it does not include the “per occurrence” language. While most homeowners
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maintain more than adequate insurance to satisfy this amount, the requirement of proof of
insurance, by declaration or otherwise, can slow the process by creating another touchpoint and
can potentially hobble a project where a customer is unable to locate or provide timely provide
documentary evidence of the homeowner insurance policy.

When standardized interconnection procedures were first adopted across the country for
small generators, it was common to see these liability insurance requirements. But these
insurance requirements have become anachronistic red tape since the utility industry has grown
experienced with inverter-based technologies and most states have eliminated the requirement
for small, inverter-based generators. CHESSA and CCSA are not aware of a single instance of an
inverter-based system (out of millions of interconnected rooftop systems in the United States)
causing damage to a utility that would give rise to a claim under the homeowner’s insurance
policy. Indeed, Dominion sent an email to solar installers on June 7, 2021, noting that it was
going to start strictly adhering to the insurance requirement, indicating that it had not been doing

so in the past.

TABLE 1. LIABILITY INSURANCE REQUIREMENTS IN STATE
INTERCONNECTION PROCEDURES

States that require $100,000
or more in general liability
insurance for residential

States with “per occurrence”
language in insurance
requirement

States w/out additional
general liability insurance
requirement for residential

systems or systems <20 kW

systems or systems < 20 kW

AL*, AZ, AR, CA, CO, DE,
GA, HL, IL, 1A, KS, KY, LA,
ME, MD, MA, ML, MS, MT,
NE, NV, NH, NJ, NY, OH,
OK, OR, PA, RI, TX, UT,
VT, WA, WY

CT, FL**, IN, MN, MO**,
NM** NC, SC, SD**, VA,
WV, WI

ID*, NC, SC, WI, VA
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*No statewide interconnection standard, but based on state’s largest IOU practice.

** Florida exempts 10 kW or less from insurance requirement, but requires up to $1M for
Level 2 Systems; Missouri exempts 10 kW or less, but requires $100k for net metered
systems over 10 kW; New Mexico does not require for 10 kW or less, but up to $1M for up
to 250 kW; SD $500k if over 10 kW, homeowners policy suffices if 10 kW or less.

There is no reason to require proof of insurance for Level 1 interconnections. A proof of
insurance requirement for Level 1 projects unnecessarily and unreasonably slows the process of
interconnection. CCSA and CHESSA request that the Commission eliminates this requirement.
This change is a low hanging fruit fix that carries little to no risk for utilities and ratepayers
because there have been no documented cases where a homeowner’s policy has been called upon
to cover losses to a utility due to operation of the generator.

B. What solutions have utilities implemented to facilitate the efficient

interconnection of DER to the distribution system? Have they been effective?
How can they be improved?

CHESSA and CCSA have been engaged in conversations with Dominion on distribution
interconnection challenges since the start of 2021. The group has convened six times to date,
exploring ways to resolve a number of issues including the public interconnection queue, unit
cost guide, hosting capacity maps, DTT, and study timelines. CHESSA and CCSA appreciate the
time and effort from the Dominion Energy interconnection team in discussing and addressing
these issues. Most notably, Dominion has agreed to publish its interconnection queue on a
quarterly basis. The industry has advocated for a monthly update to the data but recognizes the
quarterly updates as an important first step. Moreover, Dominion has agreed to publish a unit

cost guide that provides developers with an estimate on specific costs that enable them to
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understand the likely interconnection upgrade cost for their project.2° Finally, following

BEDATRECE

discussions with industry, Dominion Energy interconnection attended discussion forums with
third parties that focused on this topic and shared that it has identified a task force to further
evaluate DTT.?

C. What additional solutions do utilities plan to implement, or are considering for
implementation, to facilitate the interconnection of DER on the distribution
system?

CHESSA and CCSA are not aware of planned utility solutions to facilitate

interconnection of DER.

D. Are there “best practices” in place in other jurisdictions that the Commission
should consider?

The following response to this question delves into multiple categories, however it is
worth calling out that there are existing technical reports that provide best practices and case
studies associated with DER interconnection. Most notably, “Integrating Distributed Solar and
Storage: The Keystones of a Modern Grid,” authored by CCSA and Local Solar for All and
published in February 2022, is a technical review inclusive of recommendations specifically
geared toward regulatory considerations for enabling DER deployment.??

i. Improved Study Timelines

CHESSA and CCSA support increasing study fees to support staffing at the utilities that

can ensure studies are conducted within the time frame outlined in the interconnection tariff. In

addition, the CHESSA and CCSA recommend that the Commission require utilities to file and

make public a quarterly report on the status of their performance of meeting study timelines in

% Dominion Energy, Interconnection Parameters for Distributed Energy Resources, https://cdn-dominionenergy-
prd-001.azureedge.net/~/media/pdfs/virginia/large-business/parallel-generation/der-interconnection-parameters-
manual.pdf?la=en&rev=>51057924207e4598alaadcbc6bbas6fd.

27 Based on informal discussions with Dominion.

28 A copy of this White Paper is attached as Appendix !. The White Paper is also available online at
https://www.communitysolaraccess.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/CCSA_BRO-White-Paper_20220214-1.pdf.
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order to provide greater transparency. This could be included in the quarterly public queue
reports. Currently the reports do not include the date a project becomes an “A position” project
or whether it has selected individual or combined studies. CHESSA and CCSA welcome the
opportunity to provide additional input on the interconnection report to help enhance the current
report. Existing interconnection reporting frameworks, including the Massachusetts Timeline
Enforcement Mechanism?® and Maine’s interconnection timeline quarterly and annual reporting
process,3? offer helpful models to monitor compliance with interconnection rules.
ii.  Parallel Studies

CHESSA and CCSA recommend adopting a Pseudo-Parallel study approach. Under this
approach, later queued studies would be able to start the study process as soon as the earlier
queued project's impact study report (or combined study, as applicable) is complete. Upgrades
required for earlier queued projects that may create dependencies are noted in study results as
contingency upgrades so all applicants are aware of potential cost shifts should earlier queued
projects withdraw.

CHESSA and CCSA also recommend condensing and optimizing the study process in
order to improve utility and developer resourcing, reduce timelines, and provide comprehensive
details regarding interconnection as an outcome of the impact study so that developers can
withdraw their application if the interconnection upgrade is cost prohibitive. The optimized
process would allow for a formalized and initial preliminary analysis to take the place of the
current scoping meeting which would allow for important system area details to be identified and

communicated before the formal study process begins. Moreover, CHESSA and CCSA

2 Mass. DPU, Order D.P.U 11-75-F, https:/fileservice.eea.comacloud.net/FileService.Api/file/FileRoom/9233725.
30 Maine PUC, Case No. 2021-00167, Amendments to Small Generator Interconnection Procedures (Chapter 324),
Order Amending Rule (Dec. 21, 2021).
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recommend that a more robust and comprehensive study analysis would provide customers with
a full picture of upgrades while still allowing for an optional facilities study process to allow for
further refinement of scope and costs. For example, this process could be used to do a detailed
time-domain study to evaluate alternatives to DTT, to identify the number of polle replacements
required for reconductoring, or refine cost estimates to a greater cost accuracy margin.

Current Chapter 314 Interconnection Process (Level 3):

or
et o

Proposed Interconnection Process (modeled on NY/MA):

Prelimi Facilities
lelnlnlngry |Study
Analysis (Optional)

All these improvements would reduce the overall study load for the utility given that many

developers will have more information earlier on in the process, require less administrative
processing time between study steps, and be better able to determine whether a project is
financeable. Non-viable projects can be withdrawn from the study process earlier, reducing the
volume of studies for the utilities to process and allowing other projects to proceed through the

study process more efficiently.
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iii.  Pro Rata Cost Sharing
Virginia should take steps to effectively allocate costs in ways that support the cost-

effective growth of DERs by adopting a cost sharing policy that distributes the costs across a
more appropriate range of beneficiaries, properly recognizing that when constructing bulk power
system upgrades of a certain magnitude, substantial benefits from constructing those upgrades
may flow to customers other than to the DERs seeking to interconnect. Implementation of this
approach should ideally be done in conjunction with reforms to distribution system planning
procedures and the implementation of grid modernization measures to achieve the best results.

The Commission should consider implementing a cost sharing mechanism;3! variations of
which have been rolled out in Massachusetts, New York, Maine, and is under consideration in
Maryland. In New York this cost sharing mechanism is called “Pro rata cost sharing,” whereby a
developer pays its share of the system upgrade. For example, if a $2 million interconnection
upgrade enables 20 MW of capacity, and the project is only S MW in size, it would pay 25% of
the total upgrade. The subsequent projects that seek to interconnect to the upgraded substation
would pay their portion of the upgrade cost until the entire capacity is used up - and the upgrade
costs are fully paid for. In the situation where not enough projects interconnect to support the full
cost of the upgrade, the utility can rate base the remaining costs of the upgrade five years after
the upgrade was triggered.

iv.  Direct Transfer Trip
CHESSA and CCSA recommend that inverter functionality be evaluated as an alternative

to DTT and be allowed for within the study process. Several utilities with higher DER

3! For additional information, please refer to the options and recommendations explored in Appendix 1, the CCSA

and Local Solar for All white paper, /ntegrating Distributed Solar and Storage: The Keystones of a Modern Grid, at
45-51.
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penetration in the U.S. depend on a combination of passive and active anti-islanding methods
resident in the inverter to address this risk.>? For example, National Grid determined that most
inverters - that are UL 1741 certified - do not require DTT and, instead, can use reclose
blocking.>* Other markets are similarly recognizing and exploring the benefits and advanced
functionality of inverters.3*

At a minimum, the utilities must enable opportunities for interconnection customers to
pay for dynamic studies to evaluate inverter capability during an optional facilities study process
(as described above). If the dynamic study shows that DTT is not required, the utilities should
be required to consider and implement other alternatives, such as inverter-based solutions.

v.  25/75 Refundability

Interconnection deposit refundability policies in the Commonwealth must be adjusted to
more closely reflect best practices in other states. In several states, a developer is required to pay
25% of the upgrade cost initially, and then the remaining 75% after certain milestones are
achieved. In situations where the developer terminates the interconnection agreement before
the final milestone, they would not be required to pay the additional 75% and their deposit would
be returned minus any expenses incurred. We propose the Commission adopt the same stance on
refundability. This is the case in New York, where the utilities allow interconnection applicants

120 business days from when the utility confirms receipt of an advanced 25% payment to pay the

32 See Appendix 1, CCSA and Local Solar for All, Integrating Distributed Solar and Storage: The Keystones of a
Modern Grid at 61-64.

3 T&D World, National Grid’s Blueprint for DG Interconnections (Jan. 25, 2018), https://www.tdworld.com/grid-
innovations/generation-and-renewables/article/20970750/national-grids-blueprint-for-dg-interconnections.

34 CCSA and LS4A. Integrating Distributed Solar and Storage: the Keystones of a Modern Grid. pgs. 61-64. Found
here: https://www.communitysolaraccess.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/CCSA_BRO-White-Paper 20220214-
1.pdf

33 See Maine’s Small Generator Interconnection Procedures, 65-407 CMR Ch. 324; New York’s Standardized
Interconnection Requirements,
https://www3.dps.ny.gov/W/PSCWeb.nsf/AlII/DCF68EFCA391AD6085257687006F396B?OpenDocument;
Massachusetts Distributed Generation (DG) Guidelines,
https://fileservice.eea.comacloud.net/FileService.Api/file/FileRoom/12668672.
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remaining 75% to the utility and where any unspent portions of these payments are refunded to
the applicant. These types of gated deposits that increase as the project moves through the review
period and clear rules regarding refundability will help establish a “first-ready, first-served”
queuing process.
vi. Enhanced Interconnection Details in Study Reports

CHESSA and CCSA recommend that Dominion Energy provide greater clarity regarding
their interconnection upgrade process by providing a more detailed breakdown of scope,
methodology, and interconnection upgrade costs in the studies. The interconnection process
could be improved by standardizing study report and cost estimate templates for uniformity
across study types and utilities. In New York, the New York Joint Utilities have adopted a
standardized template for preliminary screening®® and study reports®” to help support this
function.

vii.  Interconnection Dispute Mechanism

CHESSA and CCSA propose enhancements to the existing dispute resolution procedures
in the Commission’s regulations, which will help facilitate greater dialogue and understanding
between the utilities and the development community.

First, there must be a mechanism to discuss study results and estimates with the
interconnection teams before a construction call is scheduled. The dispute procedures should be
updated to add a 10-business-day period for interconnection customers to submit questions and

meet with the utility to discuss the facilities study or combined study results before proceeding to

3 New York State Preliminary Screening Template,
http://www3.dps.ny.gov/W/PSCWeb.nsf/96f0fec0b45a3c6485257688006a70 1 a/def2bf0a236b94685257f71006ac9
8e/$FILE/21639312.pdf/Standardized%20Preliminary%20Screening%20-%20Template%202019-01-04..pdf.

¥ New York State Coordinated Electric System Interconnect Review Template,
htip:/hvww3.dps.ny.gow/W/PSCWeb.nsfl96f0fec0b45a3c6485257688006a70] a/def2bf0a236b946/85257f7 1006ac98e
/SFILE/88409379.pdffJU%20CESIRY20Template%20V1.1%208-14-2018.pdy.
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the construction planning meeting. This opportunity for dialogue decreases the chances that a
formal dispute mechanism would be needed.

Second, as for the dispute mechanism, when an interconnection customer notifies the
utility of a dispute (20 VAC 5-314-100(B)), the utility should be required to provide someone
with technical expertise and decision-making authority to participate in the dispute resolution
process and discuss the disputed issues with the customer. Notification of a dispute should pause
the applicable timelines in the interconnection rules, including the 30-business-day timeline to
sign the SGIA (20 VAC 5-314-50(F)(1)) and the SGIA payment/financial security requirements
(20 VAC 5-314-50(F)(2)) until the dispute is resolved. As discussed previously, many states
have identified DG ombudsperson roles to facilitate these types of good-faith discussions and to
avoid further regulatory action if unnecessary.*®

E. What additional actions could the Commission take to help facilitate the
interconnection of DER on the distribution system?

It is important for the Commonwealth to create both policy and technical working groups

(or a single group tasked with both) made up of Commission staff, utilities, project developers,
and other stakeholders with the technical expertise to help effectively implement technical
standards. Many states have created ongoing interconnection technical and policy working
groups, which have been instrumental in advancing interconnection policy to keep up with
changing realities.>® Such groups establish a forum for the exchange of ideas and information
between utilities, industry, and other stakeholders and are often facilitated by policymakers and
regulators. They allow for interconnection processes to evolve without the need for formal

regulatory or tariff revisions but can also identify when more major changes such as these are

38 See Appendix 1, CCSA and Local Solar for All, Integrating Distributed Solar and Storage: The Keystones of a
Modern Grid, at 20-22.
9 See id. at 17-20.
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required and bring recommendations to regulators. They can also help foster better relationships
between utilities and industry as technical and policy experts come together on a regular basis to
find common ground on issues as they emerge. New York,*? Massachusetts, Hawaii,
Connecticut,*' and Illinois have ongoing technical working groups.

CHESSA and CCSA additionally urge the Commission to consider adoption of standard
smart inverter settings to enable additional DER to interconnect to the grid and to provide other
potential distribution benefits. Activation of Volt-VAr and Volt-Watt functions provide a means
for distributed energy resources utilizing smart inverters to respond autonomously to operational
conditions on the grid to provide voltage support and other services. Utilization of Volt-Watt, in
particular, can enable a utility to avoid grid upgrades by setting the inverter to curtail solar output
at times where it would cause violation of acceptable voltage bands on the local distribution
system. If Volt-Watt curtailment events become excessive, a utility can pursue the necessary
upgrade to alleviate the condition that is causing the upgrade. This circumstance would indicate
that the utility investment may have been needed to maintain voltage even absent the addition of
solar, since the smart inverter function assures that solar is not the cause of operational violations.

Further, the national testing labs, certifying inverter compliance with applicable standards,
are beginning to certify equipment using the updated UL 1741 SB. Several states, including

Maryland, New York, and Pennsylvania, are now incorporating these requirements into

40 New York State Department of Public Service, Interconnection Technical Working Group, Statewide
Interconnection Technical Documents,
https://www3.dps.ny.gov/W/PSCWeb.nsf/AIl/DEF2BF0A236B946F85257F71006AC98E; New York State
Department of Public Service, Interconnection Policy Working Group,
https://www3.dps.ny.gov/W/PSCWeb.nsf/All/0D7596 DBBEF0380885257FD90048 ADFA.

4 Connecticut Public Utilities Regulatory Authority, Connecticut Distributed Generation Technical Working Group,
https://portal.ct.gov/PURA/Electric/Interconnection-Technical-Working-Group; Connecticut Public Utilities
Regulatory Authority, Connecticut Distributed Generation Policy Working Group,
https://portal.ct.gov/PURA/Electric/Interconnection-Policy-Working-Group.
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interconnection rules, requiring utilization of these standards by January or April of 2023.
Consideration of incorporating UL 1741 SB standards in Virginia’s interconnection standards is
ripe for consideration and could do more to unlock the distribution benefits provided by distributed
energy resources. We support formation of a technical working group to identify solutions that
smart inverters may be able to provide to expand hosting capacity, enable more DERS, and help
avoid upgrades by providing non-utility solutions.
F. What steps should the Commission take with regard to aggregation of
interconnected DERs for possible participation by such aggregations in the PJM

wholesale market, per FERC Order 2222? Are any such steps best addressed in
this docket or in a separate proceeding?

These steps are likely best addressed in a separate proceeding as implementation of Order
2222 is not as directly related to interconnection. More likely, it