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November 17, 2015

To: PJM

From: MAREC Action

RE: Comments on CIFP - Large Load Additions Options

MAREC Action is a coalition of utility-scale solar, wind, and energy storage developers,
alongside manufacturers of wind turbine and solar panels, focused on driving renewable
energy growth in the Mid-Atlantic region. MAREC Action has been following the CIFP-LLA
stakeholder process with great interest as we have a vested interest in trying to ensure that
our industry is not disadvantaged by PJM’s various options for large load interconnection.
Recently, PJM introduced its updated package that included changes to load forecasting
and the Expedited Interconnection Track (EIT). We wholeheartedly agree with the need to
ensure load forecasts are as accurate as possible and applaud PJM’s initiative on this front,
but do not agree with the EIT as proposed. We respectfully request that PJM’s proposal be
refined, consistent with the below comments.

PJM Should Modify Its Proposal to Enhance Resource Adequacy

Many different ideas have been brought forth by stakeholders in a multitude of proposals.
We urge PJM to work with proposal sponsors to incorporate some of the best ideas into
PJM’s proposal. What we think PJM should support and work to include:

1. Avoluntary BYOG element along the lines of the BIGPAL proposal and the one
endorsed by the 4 Governor’s & DCC Coalition.

2. New demand side products such as the voluntary large load limited DR brought
forth in the Joint Stakeholder Package. We emphasize that this should be voluntary,
and do not support the mandatory constructs that have been proposed.

3. While not directly related, we strongly support PJM adding to the filing the proposal
for a multi-year price lock when the capacity auction is short and inclusion of the
MNS8 CIRs for Surplus Additions proposal. Additionally, we support the requests to
modify the energy-only interconnection process to facilitate faster connection of
these resources. All of these would greatly enhance resource adequacy in PIM in the
short term.

The EIT Needs to be Adjusted if Implemented

We are particularly concerned about the EIT proposal and do not believe it to be necessary
or (as proposed) equitable.
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We respectfully request that you consider the following points:

As with the recent RRI, this will impact currently queued projects, many of which
have been waiting for years to get their studies done and costs stabilized.

The change to a 250 MW UCAP minimum along with the way PJM calculates ELCC
values will make it virtually impossible for renewable developers to participate. We
strongly urge PJM to lower the required level to 50 MW UCAP to allow more
resources that can meet the other strict requirements to contribute to reliability. At
the very least, keep the level at 100 MW UCAP, as was the case with the prior
proposal.

Making this a permanent system with no plans for sunsetting will lead to renewable
resources becoming permanent second-class citizens continually bearing the brunt
of the impacts on interconnection and network upgrade cost responsibility. In our
view this is unduly discriminatory.

We appreciate that PJM has included in the final proposal some elements from the

voluntary BYOG proposals put forth by the 4 Governor’s & DCC Coalition. However, it still

does not allow certain fuel types to participate. Please consider adding the following:

As noted above, lower the minimum value and, importantly, allow for a portfolio of
projects to qualify to meet the requirement.

o Ifthis requires more work on PIM’s part we would respond that administrative
issues should not get in the way of resource adequacy and developers are
willing to pay for more administrative help, such as hiring their own
consultants.

o Ifitis logistically difficult to deal with multiple companies signing individual
GlA’s, it is possible for the companies/projects involved in the portfolio to
create a separate LLC that represents that portfolio.

o We understand that restudies and cost allocation could become a problem if
one or more of the projects in a portfolio drops out. Solutions for this could
include a provision of ‘all or none’ for the portfolio or that PJM does not do
restudies and the remaining projects in the portfolio are still responsible for
the original network upgrades. The companies themselves would work out
their own contractual obligations in this regard.

In order to protect the cycle process from queue jumping, EIT requests should be
studied using the Phase 2 or Phase 3 model from the cluster that has most recently
been opened.
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Itis crucialto include a sunset provisions. With the 3-year in-service requirement,
this means that these projects would potentially be coming on-line in the 2030/31
timeframe, or later if extensions are granted. The resource adequacy crisis will likely
be nearing its end by then as generation and transmission development catch up
with the growing load. There is no real reason to leave the EIT in place for more than
1 or, at most, 2 years.

PJM Should Reject Mandatory Constructs and Proposals that Need Additional
Stakeholder Discussion

Many other proposals include elements that we do not think are appropriate to include at

this time, some of which would require more extensive stakeholder engagement and

discussion.

We do not support any type of mandatory NCBL-type or BYOG-type constructs.
While we are sympathetic to consumer cost concerns, we believe state regulatory
constructs are more appropriate and effective for dealing with cost allocation and
cross-rate-class subsidization issues.

Proposals for mandatory hedging and multiple clearing price constructs are
interesting but need much more comprehensive discussion and PJM should
continue the conversation as soon as practicable. Bilateral contracting is one of the
most important things needed to get demand to bring on new capacity resources
and can be tackled through the regular stakeholder process.

We respectfully request PJM consider the above.

Thank you.

MAREC Action



