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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

 

  ) 

  ) 

 PJM Interconnection L.L.C. ) Docket No. ER22-962 

  ) 

  ) 

 

COMMENTS AND PROTEST OF ENVIRONMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS 

 

Pursuant to Rules 210 and 211 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the Federal 

Energy Regulatory Commission (“Commission” or “FERC”),1 Environmental Defense Fund, 

Environmental Law and Policy Center, Natural Resources Defense Council, and Sustainable 

FERC Project (collectively, “Environmental Organizations”) respectfully submit these comments 

and protest regarding PJM Interconnection L.L.C.’s  (“PJM”) February 1, 2022 filing in the 

above-captioned docket (the “Filing”). 

 

I. Introduction 

In the Filing, PJM presents a comprehensive design for integrating DERs into its markets. 

As PJM states, the proposal in the Filing is the result of an exhaustive stakeholder process.2 Our 

protest below notwithstanding, we acknowledge the effort made by PJM staff and stakeholders 

and commend PJM on an exemplary process that provided ample opportunity for input from a 

wide spectrum of stakeholders. 

The proposal in the Filing is innovative in many ways, notably the treatment of ancillary 

services, the integration of the participation model into existing markets, and the metering and 

 
1 18 C.F.R. §§ 385.210 and 385.211. 
2 Filing at 13-16. 
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telemetry requirements. However, the proposal grants discretionary authority to distribution 

utilities (“Electric Distribution Companies” or simply “EDCs”) far in excess of what is 

contemplated in Order 22223 and would grant EDCs’ regulators (the “Relevant Electric Retail 

Ratemaking Authority” or “RERRA”) authority over wholesale markets reserved exclusively to 

FERC. The bulk of our protest responds to those portions of the Filing. Additionally, the Filing 

contains a blanket prohibition on capacity market participation by DERs participating in retail 

net metering programs that is not based in rigorous analysis of double-counting issues and results 

in discriminatory treatment of some resources. 

If not remedied, these flaws would inhibit competition and innovation in the PJM region, 

instead favoring DER participation through traditional distribution utility led programs. 

Environmental Organizations believe that new DER technologies, including electric vehicles, 

electric heat pumps, and other devices associated with building electrification have the potential 

to become an important source of critical reliability services such as regulation, reserves, and 

capacity in the near future. We also note that the need for those services is likely to increase as 

PJM states’ clean energy goals drive increases in the amount of variable energy resources on the 

system. Environmental Organizations thus see a critical need to maintain reliability at the lowest 

possible cost by enabling large scale DER participation. Part of this process is creating open 

markets that support innovative and sometimes risky approaches that may not gain the support of 

incumbent utilities and their regulators. 

Environmental Organizations thus respectfully request that, as detailed herein, the 

Commission accept the Filing in part, reject it in part, and direct PJM to make further compliance 

filings remedying specific flaws in the Filing. 

 
3 Participation of Distributed Energy Resource Aggregations in Markets Operated by Regional 

Transmission Organizations and Independent System Operators, 172 FERC ¶ 61,247 (2020) (“Order 2222”) 
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II. Comments 

a.  The proposed geographic limits on aggregation do not comply with Order 

2222, but can be made just and reasonable provided a path for small DERs 

to enter the market is created. 

The Filing proposes an unusual approach to geographic aggregation. Arguing from 

details of dispatching energy resources to relieve transmission constraints, PJM states that it is 

not technically feasible to aggregate energy resources beyond single Pnodes.4 However, the 

Filing also proposes allowing aggregation over broader areas for the ancillary services and 

capacity markets, in keeping with the non-nodal treatment of those products in PJM. 

The Filing does not consider the approach of identifying regions within PJM that are 

unlikely to experience transmission constraints and allowing aggregation across those areas, as 

proposed by NYISO5 and ISO-NE.6 Thus, it is not possible to determine if PJM’s approach truly 

meets the Order 2222 requirement to allow “resource aggregation[s] that are as geographically 

broad as technically feasible”7 Nonetheless, the accommodations PJM makes for ancillary 

services and capacity bring their proposal close to what we believe is the Order 2222’s vision of 

using aggregation to enable large-scale DER participation. 

The one aspect of DER aggregation not addressed by the approach in the Filing is 

providing small, isolated resources a path to the energy market.  Given that PJM has 

approximately 10,000 Pnodes8, a DER aggregator with a “broad but shallow” portfolio could 

 
4 Filing at 7-8 and Attachment E, Affidavit of Donald Bielak on behalf of PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. 

(“Bielak Affidavit”) at 17-20. 
5 New York Independent System Operator, Inc.; Compliance Filing and Request for Flexible Effective Date, 

filed July 19, 2021 in Docket No. ER21-2450 at 25-27. 
6 Revisions to ISO New England Inc. Transmission, Markets and Services Tariff to Allow for the 

Participation of Distributed Energy Resource Aggregations in New England Markets, filed February 2, 2022 in 

Docket No ER22-983 at 24-27 
7 Order 2222 at 204. 
8 Bielak Affidavit at 8. 
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easily find itself with tens, or even hundreds, of megawatts of DERs that can not participate in 

the energy market because the quantity at any one Pnode is less than 100kW. 

We propose that this gap be corrected by using an approach similar to PJM’s current 

approach to demand response aggregation.9 DERs could be allowed to aggregate beyond a Pnode 

if, and only if, the quantity at each Pnode is less than 100kW and could not otherwise participate 

in PJM’s energy market. Such an approach would eliminate the one participation barrier left by 

the Filing’s aggregation proposal, while remaining sensitive to the operational concerns 

identified in the Bielak Affidavit. That Affidavit raises concerns that system control would be 

eroded by large, diffuse aggregations that are not mappable onto existing system models.10  

Although tens or hundreds of megawatts can be very commercially significant for a DER 

aggregator (and for the owners of the DERs themselves), it is very small on the scale of PJM’s 

system. The inaccuracies introduced by allowing broader aggregation for the energy market only 

in the limited case described above are likely to be smaller than the errors allowed by PJM’s 

wholesale metering standards or introduced by the state estimator PJM uses to inform dispatch.  

As Mr. Bielak notes, the demand response model we base our proposal on “presents a flexible 

solution for many small resources” but suffers if brought to scale11. We acknowledge that 

concern, and propose broader aggregation only as an alternative for small resources unable to 

participate in the more robust, scalable approach PJM prefers. 

 

 
9 See PJM Manual 11: Energy & Ancillary Services Market Operations (March 2022) Section 10.5. 

Available at https://www.pjm.com/-/media/documents/manuals/m11.ashx 
10 Bielak Affidavit at 19. 
11 Id. at 21. 
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III. Protest 

a. The proposed registration procedures fail to comply with multiple Order 

2222 requirements and improperly shift jurisdiction over wholesale market 

eligibility to RERRAs. 

 

i. The mandatory “up front” coordination requirements would evade Order 

2222’s rules regarding distribution utility review. 

In Order 2222, FERC agreed with commenter concerns that lengthy or open-ended 

distribution utility review could create a barrier to DER participation in wholesale markets.12 In 

response to this, Order 2222 requires that utility review must be completed in a reasonable time, 

not to exceed 60 days.13 During PJM’s stakeholder process, distribution utilities raised “strong 

concerns” that they would not be able to perform the necessary review in this time.14 To 

accommodate this, PJM has mandated portions of the distribution utility review occur before 

formal registration and the associated 60 day limit start. 

The proposed tariff requires DER aggregators identify the “physical and transmission 

system electrical location” of their DERs.15 PJM asserts that due to the complexity of the 

distribution system in PJM and a lack of a centralized model that maps distribution circuits to 

transmission busses, distribution utilities may not be able to determine this information within a 

60 day window.16  

Although Order 2222 does not discuss distribution utility review at this level of detail, 

any reasonable reading of the EDC review portion of the Order17 would conclude that locating 

where a DER is on the electrical system is an implied part of the review determining the impact 

of a DER on a distribution system, and thus should be performed within the mandated 60 day (or 

 
12 Order 2222 at 295. 
13 Id. 
14 Filing at 25-26. 
15 Proposed Tariff Attachment K 1.4B(b)i. 
16 Filing at 25. 
17 Order 2222 at 281-299 
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shorter) review window. Additionally, the RTO registration process can only begin after a DER 

is properly interconnected under an EDC tariff.18 It defies credibility that an EDC could have 

completed the studies involved in an interconnection application without identifying the location 

of a DER and the transmission busses it feeds into. 

Order 2222 further mandates that procedures for resolving disputes over utility review 

process be in the RTO/ISO tariff19. The Filing proposes the opposite, specifically stating that 

disputes during the “pre-registration coordination” shall not be resolved by PJM.20 

The Commission found in Order 2222 that distribution utility delay and the lack of a 

clear forum to resolve disputes created a barrier to market participation and thus unjust and 

unreasonable rates. To correct these issues, Order 2222 sets unambiguous requirements for 

timely review and FERC-jurisdictional dispute resolution. The Commission should not allow its 

directives to be evaded by the simple stratagem of styling necessary parts of the registration 

process as “pre-registration coordination.” 

ii. The ‘up front’ coordination requirements allow indefinite delay and set 

jurisdictionally inappropriate conditions on wholesale market 

participation. 

The pre-resignation coordination procedures require a would-be DER aggregator to 

obtain certain information from the distribution utility. However, they set no timeline for the 

distribution utility to provide this information, or even any requirement that the distribution 

utility provide it at all21. Further, PJM has disclaimed any involvement in dispute resolution, 

leaving that to the distribution utility’s RERRA.  Taken together, this has the effect of instituting 

the opt-out provisions that FERC rejected22. Simply by doing nothing, a distribution utility and 

 
18 Filing proposed tariff Attachment K 1.4B(b)ii. 
19 Order 2222 at 299. 
20 Filing at 27. 
21 Proposed Tariff Attachment K 1.4B(b) 
22 Order 2222 at 56. 
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its RERRA can prevent all DERs in their territory from participating in FERC-jurisdictional 

markets in clear violation of FERC’s exclusive authority over eligibility to participate in 

wholesale markets.23 

The process may contain other jurisdictional flaws. It appears to require the EDC to 

verify “compliance with applicable PJM and electric distribution company metering and 

telemetry requirements.”24 This creates two flaws. First, EDCs have no place in verifying 

compliance with PJM requirement—that is PJM’s role. Second, there can be no electric 

distribution company metering and telemetry requirements that apply to wholesale market 

participation. Certainly, EDCs can have requirements for interconnection to their system, but as 

distribution interconnection will have been completed prior to the DER registering with PJM,  

those requirements will have been met before this ‘pre-registration’ process begins. Allowing a 

second chance for EDCs to set metering or telemetry requirements as part of the wholesale 

registration process could enable them to set jurisdictionally inappropriate conditions on 

participation in wholesale markets. 

iii. The EDC review process exceeds the boundaries set in Order 2222. 

Order 2222 states that the distribution utility review process is to determine that a DER 

“(1) is capable of participating in an aggregation, e.g., the distributed energy resource is not 

already participating in a retail distributed energy resource program in which the relevant electric 

retail regulatory authority conditioned the resource’s participation on not participating in 

RTO/ISO markets; and (2) does not pose significant risks to the reliable and safe operation of the 

distribution system.”25  

 
23 See Order 2222 note 141. 
24 Proposed Tariff Attachment K1.4B(b)(i) 
25 Order 2222 at 296. 
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The Filing proposes a list of factors the EDC may evaluate, and EDC “concerns” with 

any of these factors will halt the registration.26 Several of these factors give the EDC excessive 

or inappropriate discretion to block DER registrations: 

• Factor i is “Operational and physical characteristics, including an inventory of the 

individual Component DER location-specific capability to reduce load and/or 

produce electricity.” This is distinct from evaluating if the resource is in a retail 

program that might conflict with wholesale market participation, which is 

evaluated separately under factor iv. Instead, this factor appears to be inviting the 

EDC to opine on the resources’ technical capability to provide wholesale services, 

a matter of exclusive FERC jurisdiction which should be resolved entirely 

between the aggregator and PJM based on criteria in PJM’s tariff. 

• Factor ii is “The specific PJM markets in which the DER Aggregation Resource 

plans to participate.” This is distinct from any reliability or safety concerns arising 

from that participation, which is reviewed under factor vii. Factor ii appears to be 

purely concerned with market participation, rather than engineering implications 

of that participation. The Filing offers no explanation why EDCs should verify a 

DERs market participation, nor why EDC “concerns” about which markets a DER 

plans to participate in should be a factor in registration. 

• Factor v is “The DER Aggregator’s participation in the PJM energy, capacity, 

and/or ancillary service markets complies with the rules and regulations of any 

applicable Relevant Electric Retail Regulatory Authority.” This is distinct from 

implementation of the small utility opt-in requirement set in Order 222227, which 

 
26 Filing at 29. 
27 Order 2222 at 65. 
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is covered by factor vi, and from conflict between retail and wholesale programs, 

which is factor iv. Again, participation in PJM markets is purely FERC 

jurisdictional; states may not impose any “condition[] aimed directly at the 

RTO/ISO markets, even if contained in the terms of retail service.”28 Given that, it 

is unclear what rules or regulations PJM intends the EDCs to review under this 

factor. 

Taken together, the scope of EDC review in the Filing far exceeds the narrow review 

envisioned in Order 2222. It approaches the “decision-making role” where distribution utilities 

“authorize the participation of distributed energy resources in RTO/ISO markets” that FERC 

identified as a barrier.29  

iv. The proposed tariff properly limits EDC review of reliability and safety 

issues to those not already addressed during the interconnection process. 

The registration procedures go on to require the EDC to evaluate if the participation of a 

DER in PJM markets creates threats to reliability or safety. We note that this language is superior 

to that submitted by other RTOs, as it explicitly limits this engineering review to items created 

by wholesale market participation.  This avoids the risk of redundant studies of issues that were 

already reviewed during the retail interconnection process, recognizing FERC’s expectation “that 

the state and local interconnection processes for distributed energy resources will provide the 

appropriate platform to address and study potential distribution system impacts.”30 

 

 
28 Id. note 141, citing Nat’l Ass’n of Regulatory Util. Comm’rs, 964 F.3d at 1187 
29 Id. at 298. 
30 Id. at 294. 
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b. The prohibition against resources enrolled in net metering programs 

providing capacity is arbitrary and unduly discriminatory.  

The Filing contains a general prohibition on DERs that participate in net energy metering 

retail programs providing energy or capacity to PJM markets.31 The justification for this appears 

somewhat muddled: the actual tariff language states that only customers of net metering 

programs that “will not violate the restrictions on duplicative Compensation”32 may provide 

capacity, grounding the rule in double counting concerns33. The text of the transmittal letter 

offers a different explanation, stating that resources participating in net metering can not provide 

capacity due to restrictions on their participating in the energy market34. Neither argument 

withstands scrutiny. 

Order 2222 establishes that restrictions on DER market participation are appropriate “to 

avoid counting more than once the services provided,”35 and offers examples of the same DER 

appearing in two aggregations or a DER both reducing a LSE’s obligations and being credited as 

supply. The implication of this is that for a DER in a net metering program providing capacity to 

result in double counting, its capacity value must somehow appear in the net metering 

transactions. In order to have double counting, first there must be single counting. But net 

metering programs do not receive any capacity credit from their participants. A net metered 

resource would only receive capacity credit if the EDC or LSE offering the net metering program 

registered the resource in RPM (PJM’s capacity market). To our knowledge, no net metering 

utilities do this, and the Filing makes no claim that they do.36 Thus, there is no sale of capacity 

 
31 Filing at 39-42 and Proposed Tariff Attachment K-Appendix 1.4B(b) 
32 Proposed Tariff Attachment K-Appendix 4.1B(b)(a)(1) 
33 See also Filing at 39, placing the ban on capacity from net metered resources in the context of the Order 

2222 requirement for narrowly designed restrictions to avoid double counting of wholesale services. 
34 Id at 41. 
35 Order 2222 at 160. 
36 To be sure, it would be appropriate to prohibit DERs enrolled in a retail net metering program that did 

register its resources in RPM from other participation in the capacity market. 
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involved in a net metering transaction. Nor do net metering transactions reduce the load serving 

entity’s obligation to purchase capacity: each retail customer’s capacity obligation is determined 

annually prior to the start of the capacity year, and LSE obligations are determined daily as the 

sum of the capacity obligations of their customers.37 Energy injected as part of a net metering 

arrangement has no bearing on the LSE’s capacity obligation. The assertion that allowing net 

energy metered resources to provide capacity results in double counting is incorrect, as capacity 

is counted nowhere in the net metering arrangement. The first and only time capacity from a 

DER involved in net metering is counted would be when that DER participated directly in the 

capacity market. Contrary to the Filing’s assertion that prohibition on net metered DERs 

providing capacity is necessary to avoid double counting, the prohibition prevents those DERs 

from providing capacity that they are technically capable of providing. 

Retail customers’ capacity obligations are generally determined based on their prior years 

load.38 This means that net metering participation in one year can reduce the host LSE’s capacity 

obligation in the second year. If this same net metering was allowed to provide capacity in the 

second year, the capacity would be double counted as both a supply and a reduction in 

obligations. Fortunately, the Commission has examined this issue in detail39, and found that 

capacity delivered by a demand resource is properly accounted as the reduction in a retail sites’ 

load below the capacity obligation that site is assigned for cost allocation purposes (known as the 

“Peak Load Contribution” or “PLC” in PJM). The Commission found that this approach both 

prevents double counting and accurately measures the capacity contribution of that site.40 Behind 

 
37 See PJM Manual 18: PJM Capacity Market, Section 7.4 and 7.5 and Section 7 generally. 
38 The actual determination is up to the retail rate maker; PJM only requires that the determination be made 

by December 31 prior to the start of the relevant year. See PJM Manual 18 Section 7.4. 
39 Docket No. ER11-3322. See Order Conditionally Accepting Compliance Filing After Technical 

Conference, 137 FERC ¶ 61,108 (November 2011) (“PLC Order”) 
40 PLC Order at 64-68. 
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the meter DERs are no different (indeed, that is how many participate in the capacity market 

now). A BTM DER’s capacity value is the amount by which it can commit to dropping site load 

below the site’s PLC, treating injections as negative load. Should the DER’s activity result in a 

lower PLC in future years, the DER’s capacity value is automatically reduced appropriately to 

avoid double counting. 

Rather than approving the Filing’s proposed ban on net metered DERs providing 

capacity, the Commission should direct PJM to measure capacity from behind the meter DERs 

relative to the sites PLC, in a manner consistent with FERC orders in ER11-3322. 

The other argument offered in support of the prohibition on net metered resources 

providing capacity is that their energy output is already spoken for: “Capacity market 

participation for DER Aggregation Resources via DER Capacity Aggregation Resources would 

need to fulfill energy participation requirements, and because Component DER in a net energy 

metering retail program are unable to provide energy in PJM, they would not be able to meet the 

capacity requirements, resulting in their inability to participate.”41   

In PJM, a LSE’s energy obligation is equal to its load less the output of any generation 

the LSE has contractual rights for42. Net metering is effectively the same: the net metering tariff 

represents a contractual arrangement giving the LSE title to any energy exports by the net 

metering site. Those exports are netted against the LSE’s load to determine the LSEs ultimate 

energy obligation. So far so good. We agree that this arrangement is how the energy is accounted 

for, and that allowing the DER to sell its energy again into wholesale markets would be double 

counting.  

 
41 Filing at 41. 
42 See PJM Training, Energy Market for LSEs (March 2019) at 54-55. Available at https://www.pjm.com/-

/media/training/core-curriculum/lse/08-energy-markets-for-lses.ashx.  

https://www.pjm.com/-/media/training/core-curriculum/lse/08-energy-markets-for-lses.ashx
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/training/core-curriculum/lse/08-energy-markets-for-lses.ashx
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But, the Filing’s proposed ban on sites under this type arrangement providing capacity is 

different than how other similarly situated resources are treated, and so unduly discriminatory 

against BTM DERs. Bilateral contracts for energy are commonplace and have no impact on the 

supplying generator’s ability to provide capacity. That the energy produced by a generator has 

been sold to another party is of no bearing in determining a generator’s ability to provide 

capacity. Net metered resources, generally solar, are little different: their energy is “sold”43 to the 

entity sponsoring the net metering program, but they still should be able to provide capacity on 

comparable terms to other resources. In the case of BTM DER, this means on comparable terms 

to other behind the meter capacity resources, by reducing site consumption below its PLC on 

demand. 

To ensure non-discriminatory treatment of DER participating in net metering programs, 

the Commission should reject the Filing’s proposal to ban them entirely from providing capacity, 

and direct PJM to file a revision that limits the ban to cases where the net metering program 

explicitly registers the DER as a PJM capacity resource. 

c. The Filing’s proposal to allow RERRAs to assign authority to physically 

operate and/or dispatch DERs has no basis in Order 2222 and is 

jurisdictionally suspect. 

The Filing contains a unique provision that would allow retail regulators to set rules 

assigning “responsibility for physically operating the Component DER within a DER 

Aggregation Resource and/or dispatching the DER Aggregation Resource” to the EDC or other 

entity.44 

 
43 We acknowledge that net energy metering may be treated as something other than a sale in legal analysis, 

but for the purposes of verifying accounting and measuring performance, it is what it is. 
44 Filing at 71 and proposed Tariff Attachment K-Appendix 1.4B(b) 
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This provision does not appear to be based on Order 2222. The Order’s provisions on 

operational coordination describe data flows and communication between the DER aggregator 

and the distribution utility, and allow for occasional EDC overrides of RTO/ISO dispatch, but do 

not appear to envision anything like the wholesale transfer of control allowed by the proposed 

provisions.45 In the Order, FERC also provided a list of possible roles and responsibilities of 

RERRAs.46 Although this list is not intended to be all-inclusive, they generally address possible 

RERRA roles in coordination, distribution system and distribution utility oversight, data access 

and dispute resolution. Nothing in the list can be read as indicating FERC contemplated allowing 

RERRAs to transfer full control over DERs. 

The proposed provision appears to contradict both criteria in Order 2222 and long-

standing precedent on FERC and RERRA jurisdiction. Order 2222 notes that any processes 

involving overriding DER Aggregator dispatch must be “non-discriminatory.”47 A RERRA order 

transferring dispatch control of DERs participating in an aggregation to a third party would be 

discriminatory, as it would treat DERs differently based solely on their desired market 

participation. It would also raise the risk of DERs owned by the distribution utility enjoying 

preferential treatment over those owned by independent aggregators.  In any event, any RERRA 

rule asserting control over DERs that participate in RTO/ISO markets would appear on its face to 

be an extra-jurisdictional attempt by the RERRA to set terms and conditions of FERC 

jurisdictional markets. It may be possible for a RERRA to craft rules that are non-discriminatory 

and pass jurisdictional muster. However, no such rule is before the Commission now, and any 

such proposal is better evaluated in its own proceeding, should the need arise. 

 
45 Order 2222 at 310. 
46 Id. at 324. 
47 Id. at 310. 
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The proposed blanket authorization of RERRA authority over DER operation and 

dispatch would upset the delicate jurisdictional balance established in Order 2222, likely violates 

core principles of exclusive FERC authority over wholesale markets, and should be rejected. 

IV. Conclusion 

For the aforementioned reasons, Environmental Organizations respectfully request that 

the Commission: 

1. Reject the portions of the filing relating to DER pre-registration and registration 

procedures, and direct PJM to make a future compliance filing establishing 

registration procedures that sit comfortably within the boundaries established by 

Order 2222. 

2. Reject the ban on net metered resources providing capacity, and direct PJM to 

make a future compliance filing replacing them with rules that measure the 

capacity value of behind the meter DERs in a manner consistent with FERC 

orders in ER11-3322 and treatment of generators that sell energy bilaterally, and 

limit a ban on capacity market participation to cases where there is a bona fide 

showing of capacity double counting. 

3. Reject the proposed option for RERRAs to transfer operational control and 

dispatch authority of DERs to a third party. 
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4. Accept PJM’s aggregation proposal, but direct PJM to make a future compliance 

filing creating a path to market for small DERs 

5. Accept the remainder of PJM’s filing. 

 

Submitted in Baltimore, MD, this 1st of April 2022, 

/s/ Ted Kelly  

Ted Kelly  
Senior Attorney, Energy  
Environmental Defense Fund  
1875 Connecticut Ave. NW Suite 600  
Washington, DC 20009  
(202) 572-3317  
tekelly@edf.org 

/s/ Justin Vickers 

Justin Vickers 

Staff Attorney 

Environmental Law & Policy Center 

35 East Wacker Dr, Suite 1600 

Chicago, IL 60601 

312.795.3736 

 

/s/ Tom Rutigliano 

Tom Rutigliano 

Senior Advocate 

Natural Resources Defense Council 

1152 15th St. NW, Suite 300 
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trutigliano@nrdc.org  

 

/s/ John Moore 

John Moore 

Director 

Sustainable FERC Project 

20 N. Wacker Street, Suite 1600 
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I hereby certify that I have this day or the next caused the foregoing document to be 

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

proceeding. 

Dated at this 1st day of April, 2022. 

 

/s/ Tom Rutigliano 

Natural Resources Defense Council 


