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Formal Comment Draft 

Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commi.s.sion 
In re: Electric Load Interconnection Questions 
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[Conuuenter] respectfirlly subnuts these conmients ttrging tlie Conuuission to adopt a large-load 
interconnection fratnework tliat protects ntral, agricultutral and conservational zones aloug with 
faniilattd, established conununities, township and tnutticipal platming authority, electric 
reliability, and ratepayers from speculative industtial development. 

The Conurussion slrottld ettstrre that load intercouuection does not becotne a niechatusnr for 
exponing Pennsylvattia power across local boundaries for the benefit of data centers while 
ordinary Pennsylvanians absorb the costs, congestion, and land-use inipacts. 

Large-load requests should be treated as exceptional, not routine. Tlre btu•den sliould rest on tlie 
applicant to denronstr•ate that tlie project is real, financeable, sited respcuisibly, capable of on-site 
or belrntd-the-nteter generation where feasible, and fully responsible for all direct and indirect 
costs It callses. 

Question-by-question responses 
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1.Issues that should be regulated 

The Conuiussion should regtdate speculative queue subnussions, study standards, deposits, cost 
allocation, ntilestone enforcenient, site-control verification, disclosure of on-site generation 
plans, treatment of co-located resottrces, and restrictions on dnplicative filings across ntttltiple 
utilities or states. Regulation is beneficial becanse it prevents ratepayers froni subsidizing private 
industrial load, reduces uiutecessary studies, and preserves land and infrasnncture by ensnring 
tliat only serions projects advance. 

2.Basis for applicability 

Regulations should apply pritnatily by load size, then by voltage and service characteristics 
where relevant, due to the magttitnde of gt•id inipacts—not the applicant's preferred tariff label— 
should drive scnuvty. Custonrer class slronld not be the controlling factor if a project's physical 
intpacts are the sanie, and the Conmussion should expressly apply the sn•ictest standards to data 
centers and sinular• high-density, lugh-demand facilities. 



3. Review levels by load size 

les. A tiered review stntcture is necessary to prevent large speculative projects frotn cousuntirig 
utility time and queue capacity. A presetvation-oriented framework could be: 

• Level 1: uttder 5 IYI\V, abbreviated review. 

• Level ?: 5 to ?0 MW, staudard review with deposits. 

• Level 3: ?0 to 501\41V, euhanced review and financial sectirity. 

• Leve14: 501vIW aud above, nuandatory clttster/opeu-season review, fttll cost 
responsibility, and strict ntilestone controls. 

• Pemtsylvauia s 50 1\$RV ittdividual and 100 IV1W aggregate large-load tltresholds provide a 
defettsible benchmark for the highest level of review. 

4. Collocated generation 

If generatiotr is collocared with load, the Conutilssion sltould reqttire a synchrotuzed review only 
where the generation is real, conuiutted, and sufficient to materially reduce system impacts. The 
ntle should not reward paper generation, future pronuses, or vague "backup" atTaurgentents that 
exist only ro accelerate access to the grid. Any expedited treanttent should require sinitiltaneous 
filing, proof of site control, ettforceable financing, and binding operational conututmeuts. 

5.Online portal 

1"es, but the portal should be designed for regulatorv control, not convenience alone. The benefit 
is that it centralizes filine, reduces adntittistrative etror, and creates a reliable record for review 
atid ettforcetnent. The drawback is that a pernussive portal ntay facilitate speculative filitigs 
unless paired with contpleteness screening, identiry verification, and meatungfttl deposits. 

6. Discouraging duplicative projects 

The Couurussion sliould require sworn disclosure of all substarttially sintilar filings, proof of site 
control, nonrefitndable filing fees, escalating deposits, and a proJtibition on sitnttltaneous queue 
placetnent for ntaterially identical projects absent disclosure attd approval. A duplicative filitig 
shottld result in loss of priority aud possible forfeirttre of deposits, becattse queue shopping 
imposes real costs on utilities and otlrer custoniers. 



7. Fee to establish queue position 

Yes. A queue-position fee should be required and should rise with project size and review 
contplexitv. This is one of the niost effective ways to deter speculative filinss, since projects with 
no genuine conuuittnent are less likely to tie up scarce intercotutection resources if tltey nutst pay 
nteaningful upfront costs. 

8.Queue movement by milestones 

Yes, but only for objective. verifiable ntilestones that show a project is real and ready to proceed. 
Relevant ct•iteria sliottld include site control, final finatrcine, signed engineeiing agreenients, 
perntitting progtess, deposit posting, and demonstt'ated readiness to build; ut'elevaut criteria 
sliould include niedia atuiouncenients, political pr•essnre, or speculative econontic forecasts. The 
Conmussion should facot' projects that are tnost likelv to be contpleted, not urerely proposed. 

9.Protocols for queue jumping 

Any queue advancentent sltould require utility vetification, public notice to affected parties, a 
sholt protest perrod, and a tvritten finding explaining ahy the ntilestone justifies advanceuient. If 
queue jtunping is allou•ed at all, it sliould be nar•rowly linuted to prevent abuse and sliould never 
be based on ntere applicant preference or iuter-utility conipetition. 

10.Application fees 

Yes. The Conunission should requir'e application fees for large-load requests, scaled to size and 
cotnplexity, and sliould requir'e applicants to bear the aduunisn'ative burden they create. Paynient 
sliould be accepted electronically and by other standar'd uretliods, but the Conunission should 
prevent lridden convenience char'ges and ensure fees reflect actual processing costs rather than 
arbitr•atv nuv'kups. 

10(a) Threshold and scaling 

The fee shottld begitt at 5\tN aud 'utcrease ntaterially above ?0 M\V and asain above 50M\V, 
where projects becotne ntost likely to require niajor systetn tipgrades and lengthy studies. Tlie 
Conurussion ntay also require lat'ger refundable deposits for projects above 50 D'I\V or projects 
seeking expedited service. 



10(b) Payment methods 

Accept ACH, wire transfer, check, and electronic payments. The process sliould be staudardized 
statewide so applicants canrtot manipttlate tiiniug oi• evade financial scnuiny. 

10(c)Electronic payments without fees 

lcs, where aduurtis.atively feasible. If an electronic paynient fee is iniposed, it should be 
linuted to the acnial third-party processutg cost and disclosed upfront. 

10(d) Cost alignment 

Yes. Application fees should track the utility•s real processing costs aud expected sntdy btrden 
so the public is uot forced to subsidize private utdustrial expansion. Cost causation should be the 
goventittg priuciple. 

10(e)Oversight of fees 

Yes. The Conutussion should review fee schedtrles for reasonableuess, require tariff publication, 
and prohibit arbitrary or discrutrittatory charges. Oversight is necessary to prevent utilities frotn 
using fees as a bartier for ordiiutry custonters while still preserving stiict large-load 
accountabiliry. 

11.Information after submission 

The EDC shottld provide queue position, coinpleteness stants, sntdy stage, expected tinieline, 
deficiencies, next required actious, and notice of auy requested snppletnental data. This 
itifointation should be provided through a sectu'e online ponal with automatic npdates at eacli 
status cltange and at least ntonthly while the applicatiou is active. 

12.Timelines 

Yes. The Conmtissiou should require enforceable deadlittes becaase delays often benefit 
speculative applicants while lianning tlte publlc and exlstnlg cuSlOnlers. 



12(a) Steps and timeframes 

• Completeness review: 15 to 30 days. 

• Initial screettittg: 30 to 60 days. 

• Feasibiliry or screening study: 60 to 90 days. 

• Systenr impact or detailed sntdy: 90 to 180 days. 

• Facilities or upgrade study: 90 to 180 days. 

• Final agreement and sectuity posting: 30 to 60 days. 

12(b) Overall review time 

A complete large-load application should ordittauily be resolved within 6 inonths, witli tolling 
otily for applicant-caused delay or extraordinary system issues. Pennsylvatua's niodel tariff 
expressly uses a six-montli study contpletion frainework, with a refund mechanistn if the utiliry 
is late. 

12(c)Collocated load and generation 

Collocated load and generation should be reviewed on a syncluotuzed basis oiily wlien both 
cotnponents are contplete and the generation is enforceable in fact, not just in concept. TUe 
Conmussion should not allow utcomplete generation promises to delay load review indefinitely 
or to inask tlie tnre infrastnrctrue burden. 

12(d) If the EDC is late 

The EDC should be required to file a written explanation, revised dates, outstanding data 
requests, and a statas repon to the Conutussion and applicant. Late review should not result in 
autoniatic service approv;al, because reliabiliry and public cost protection niust retnain 
paratnouut. 

13. Separate queues for load and generation 

l'es. Separate queues are appropriate because large-load requests and generation intercomiections 
raise different teclmical, legal, and cost questions. They should only be coordinated where a co- 
located project tntly functions as a single integrated system, and even then tlie load should not 
advance faster than the atility can confinn safe service. 



14. Exigent circumstances 

The Conuiussion should allow nan•owly tailored extensions only on a documented showing of 
necessity, with notice to affected parties and a revised nulestone schedule. Examples include 
discoveiy of systeni constraints, changes in govenung standards, need for additional studies, or 
nussing applicant inforntation, bttt not gener•alized developer impatience or speculative schedule 
pressmes. 

15. Hosting capacity maps 

1es, but otily if they are consetvative, freqnently updated, and not treated as a conutuhnent that 
service is available. Such ntaps can help prevent overbuilding and can duect developntent away 
froni constrained tenitory, preservntg land and reducing needless studies. 

15(a) Benefits 

Hosting capacity maps can expose constrained feeders, substations, and transfornier areas before 
applications are filed, wluch helps protect land-use plantting and avoids wasted atility resottrces. 
They also unprove public understanding of where developnient pressure is concentrated and 
where it should be resisted. 

15(b) Concerns 

The tnaut concems are sectuity, data nususe, and the risk tliat developers will use the maps to 
target the weakest parts of the systeni for inaximtttn expattsion. The Conuiussion should avoid 
publishing sensitive asset-level details that could conipronuse reliability or ntvite strategic 
specalation. 

15(c)Considerations 

Maps should include update frequency, confidence lintits, aggregated qtteued load, clear filters, a 
con'ection process, and explicit disclauners that the niap is infontiational only. They sliould also 
show identified cottstraints and be designed to support local plamung rather than industrial 
overreach. 

16. Public queue list 

Yes, the Conuiussion shottld require a public list of load-itttercotutection projects, but it should 
protect owner identity and precise location where uecessary. Pttblic queue disclosttre helps 
expose speculative dentattd, suppoits accotwtability, and allows ntutticipalities and resideuts to 
understand what ts benlg proposed 'vt their ten•itory. 



16(a) Benefits 

A pttblic queue list showing queue position, size, and circuit identifier urould help prevent hidden 
speculation and tuake clear how mnch capacity has ah•eady been claitned. It wottld also support 
local goventments artd ratepayers who need visibility into the scale of pending industrialization. 

16(b) Concerns 

The concern is that too tnuch detail could reveal confidential bnsiness plans or exact siting 
information that encourages land specnlation or creates secttrity risks. The list should tlrerefore 
be transparent enough for ovet•sielrt but not so detailed that it becomes a map for aggressive 
developtnent. 

16(c)Timing and format 

Tlie list should be updated nionthly or upon ntaterial stanis clianges, and the Conutussion should 
require a complaint/colTection process for errors. It should include filters by tttility, size, and 
status, while presen ing confidentiality where necessary. 

Requested policy additions 

Tlie Conurussion should go further than the ctu•rent questions and require the following: 

• Large loads should be required to justify why tlrey cannot self-supply tnore of their power 
on site before seeking service froni the disnibution system. 

• The Conuiussion should favor on-site generation, belund-the-tneter eeneration, storase, 
and demand flexibility over new long-distarice power nnportation for data centers. 

• The Conunission should prohibit rate recovery for auy costs that would not have been 
incttned bttt for the data center or other large load. 

• The Conurussion shonld reqttire full contribtnions in aid of cotistntction, collateral, and 
exit fees sufficient to protect existing cttstoniers froni stranded costs. 

• The Conutussion sliould reqttire tltat large-load projects not undennine Pemtsylvatua land 
preservation, municipal planning, or conidor integrity by forcine atutecessary new lines 
where existing routes can be reused or upgraded iiistead. 

For the foregoing reasons, the Conunission should adopt the niost protective large-load 
intercotinection fratnework petnutted by law, with sttict tlu-esholds, tnandatory applicant-fitnded 
studies attd tipgrades, meanntgful queue connols, public n-ansparency, and a cleat• preference for 
on-site generation and ratepayer protection over speculative indusnial expansion. 
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