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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
 

 ) 
Southwest Power Pool Inc.                                       )                       Docket No. ER26-156 
                                                                                    )      
                    

PROTEST OF PUBLIC INTEREST ORGANIZATIONS  

 
I. Introduction 

 
Pursuant to Rule 211 of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (“FERC” or “the 

Commission”) Rules of Practice and Procedure,1 Natural Resources Defense Council, Sierra 

Club, and Sustainable FERC Project, together Public Interest Organizations (“PIOs”), submit this 

protest to the proposed tariff revisions that Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”) filed with the 

Commission on October 15, 2025, comprising a proposed Tariff Revision to Modify Assignment 

of Queue Priority of Priority Requests Submitted in Docket No. ER25-3570 (“Queue 

Prioritization Amendment”).2 

SPP filed Tariff Revisions to Implement [a] Generator Interconnection Priority Process 

(the “Priority Process”) on September 30, and it sought to amend the Priority Process in two 

distinct ways with two follow up amendments on October 15: the aforementioned Queue 

Prioritization Amendment, and a Tariff Revision to Expand Eligibility of the Priority Process to 

Include Generating Facilities Retired from Service for Less than Five Years (the “Eligibility 

Expansion Amendment”). 3   PIOs did not protest the original Priority Process filing, despite 

 
1 18 C.F.R. § 385.211 (2025). 
2 Sw. Power Pool, Inc., Revision to Modify Assignment of Queue Priority of Priority Requests, Docket 
No. ER26-156-000 (Oct. 15, 2025), Accession No. 20251015-5144 (hereinafter “Queue Prioritization 
Amendment Transmittal Letter”). 
3 Sw. Power Pool, Inc., Submission of Tariff Revisions to Implement Generator Interconnection 
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having misgivings about elements of that proposal, because absent the two amendments SPP has 

offered it did not appear set up to impose a major disruption to SPP’s interconnection processes.  

Unfortunately, the Queue Prioritization Amendment changes that calculus by enabling the 

Priority Process to interfere directly with the timely and efficient processing of the DISIS-2024 

cluster of resources.  As the following sections explain, if this amendment is accepted, it will 

transform the Priority Process from a relatively anodyne policy into one that could 

fundamentally undermine the fairness and transparency of SPP’s established interconnection 

process 

Furthermore, although SPP requests simultaneous but separate decisions on the Priority 

Process proposal and both amendments, the Commission must still ensure that the end result—

with whichever combination of filings it approves—is just and reasonable.  While PIOs believe 

that both amendments would independently cause the Priority Process to be unjust and 

unreasonable, to the extent the Commission considers approving both Amendments, it must 

consider the impact of them together as well.   

 
II. Background 
 
A. The Priority Process Filing 

 
SPP’s originally filed Priority Process would grant expedited, serially conducted studies 

for requests to expand generation capacity at existing generation sites. Under the baseline 

proposal, these requests would be “prioritized” because eligible facilities would be able to submit 

interconnection study requests outside the bounds of a Definitive Interconnection System Impact 

 
Priority Process, Docket No. ER25-3570 (Sept. 30, 2025), Accession No. 20250930-5296 at 15 
(hereinafter “Priority Process Transmittal Letter”). Sw. Power Pool, Inc., Revision to Expand Eligibility 
of the Priority Process in Docket No. ER25-3570, Docket No. ER26-153-000 (Oct. 15, 2025), Accession 
No. 20251015-5139 (hereinafter “Eligibility Expansion Amendment”). 
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Study (“DISIS”) Queue Cluster Open Window, and be studied in just 90 days—less than half the 

equivalent DISIS study period.4  

SPP’s proposed amendments to Tariff Attachment V, Section 3.11 provide three primary 

criteria for what the Priority Process considers eligible incremental capacity expansions.  

Mirroring the expedited interconnection processes for both surplus and replacement generation, 

Priority Process requests must have the same point of interconnection (“POI”) as the existing 

generating facility.5  Mirroring the generator replacement process, Priority Process requests must 

be from the same owner or affiliate of the existing generating facility.6  And finally, the increase 

in Maximum Injection Capability is capped at 20% of the Maximum Injection Capability of the 

Existing Generating Facility.7  

In addition, the Priority Process proposal includes a number of criteria seemingly 

intended to select near-term resources, and/or to deter requests that may ultimately be 

withdrawn. These include requiring a proposed Commercial Operation Date (“COD”) within five 

years of the request submission date;8 either site control over any additional property needed for 

the expansion, or addition security in lieu of Site Control pursuant to certain other requirements;9 

having all major equipment ordered, with delivery on or before COD;10 having obtained all 

necessary regulatory permits and certificates, or showing that these steps can reasonably be 

achieved prior to GIA execution;11 secured financing for 100% of the expansion;12 and additional 

 
4 Priority Process Transmittal Letter, supra note 3, at 16. 
5 Id. at 12 
6 Id. 
7 Id. at 13. 
8 Id. 
9 Id. at 12. 
10 Id. 
11 Id. 
12 Id. at 12−13. 
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financial commitments, such as a non-refundable deposit set to 150% of the typical amount, and 

Financial Security One payments set to twice the cost per megawatt of typical requests.13 

B. The Queue Prioritization Amendment  
 

Under SPP’s original filing, Priority Requests with validated submissions would be 

assigned queue priority above interconnection requests within a DISIS cluster that remain in an 

active Open Window period.14  The 2024-DISIS Open Window closed in March 2025;15 

therefore, this queue prioritization would, in practice, ensure that Priority Requests would be 

queued below requests in the 2024-DISIS cluster, appropriately limiting their potential to 

interfere with or otherwise harm DISIS existing customers.  

Under the Amendment, Priority Requests would be assigned higher queue priority than 

any request in a DISIS cluster that has not commenced its Phase One study.16 Although the 

2024-DISIS Open Window closed earlier this year, the cluster’s Phase One study is not 

scheduled to begin until December 2025.17  The Amendment effectively eliminates the 

safeguards included in the original filing by allowing later-filed Priority Requests to advance 

ahead of DISIS-2024 requests that have already satisfied all SPP interconnection requirements 

and have been awaiting study for over seven months 

. 

III. SPP’s Queue Prioritization Amendment Fails to Safeguard 2024-DISIS Requests 
from Harm   

 

 
13 Id. at 13. 
14 Id. at 15.  
15 Sw. Power Pool, Inc., Generator Interconnection Queue Study Schedule (as revised on 10/16), available 
at https://opsportal.spp.org/documents/studies/sppgistudyupdate weekly.pdf (showing that the 
application window closed on 3/1/2025) (hereinafter “SPP GIQSS”). 
16 Queue Prioritization Amendment Transmittal Letter, supra note 2, at 4. 
17 SPP GIQSS, supra note 15 (showing that the 2024-DISIS Phase one study is expected to begin on 
12/8/2025).  
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The Queue Prioritization Amendment transforms the entire Priority Process filing into a 

clear and deliberate queue-jumping proposal, fundamentally disrupting SPP's established 

interconnection request hierarchy. Contrary to SPP’s assertions that the Priority Process will 

have no negative impact on existing or pending DISIS interconnection requests, this Amendment 

disrupts the queue prioritization established under the Tariff and confers an advantage to later 

entrants at the expense of existing customers. In so doing, it creates a significant risk of material 

harm to requests in the 2024-DISIS cluster, which have been awaiting study since March 2025.  

SPP does not dispute that the Amendment is intended to permit queue jumping. Indeed, 

SPP expressly identifies queue jumping as the purpose of the Amendment in its transmittal letter: 

If the Section 4.1.1 language proposed in the instant filing is approved, Priority Requests 
submitted before the start of the Phase One study of DISIS-2024 requests (scheduled for 
on or about December 8, 2025) will be queued ahead of pending DISIS-2024 requests. 
This on or before December 8, 2025, date is critical as to why SPP is seeking an order 
and an effective date of December 1, 2025.18 
 

However, SPP does not acknowledge the harm this queue jump will impose on other resources; 

instead, the Queue Prioritization Amendment incorrectly asserts that this preferential treatment 

will facilitate incremental capacity additions “in an expedited manner that does not harm other 

requests in the [interconnection] queue.”19 SPP further contends that, because Priority Requests 

will be studied serially and will bear the full cost of any network upgrades they individually 

trigger, their impacts will be minimal and will not adversely affect DISIS requests. As the 

following sections explain, this reasoning is fundamentally flawed: the Queue Prioritization 

Amendment will harm 2024-DISIS customers both because it would grant Priority Process 

projects preferential access to transmission headroom at the expense of DISIS requests, and 

 
18 Queue Prioritization Amendment Transmittal Letter, supra note 2, at 4.  
19 Id. at 6.  
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because it would increase the risk of a DISIS cluster restudy and other processing delays. These 

harms provide a compelling basis for the Commission to reject the Amendment.  

A. Higher Queue Priority Grants Priority Requests Preferential Access to Existing 
Transmission Headroom at the Expense of Prior-Queued DISIS Requests. 

 
Queue priority governs access to existing transmission capacity because it dictates the 

order in which interconnection requests are studied. The interconnection requests that are 

evaluated first modify transmission topology and materially reduce the available headroom in 

interconnection study models that can be used by lower queued requests. While the Priority 

Process does dictate that Priority Requests will bear the full cost of the network upgrades they 

trigger individually, there is nothing in the Queue Priority Amendment to account for this 

removal of DISIS headroom and its impact on assigned network upgrades, which can have 

significant implications for interconnection costs and project viability.  

Given these dynamics, the Queue Prioritization Amendment’s disruptive potential is 

clear: if the Commission allows SPP to grant Priority Process projects priority over the DISIS-

2024 cluster, a DISIS-2024 project that may have already selected a point of interconnection 

based on known or predicted transmission availability may be pushed aside by a later-filed 

Priority Request that consumes that limited existing capacity. As a result, the DISIS project 

would then face significantly increased network upgrade costs, potentially rendering the project 

financially unviable. The best way to avoid complications like this is to respect original queue 

hierarchies—but in any event, this amendment fails to protect DISIS projects from the risks 

outlined above and is therefore neither just nor reasonable.   
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B. Granting Serially Studied Priority Process Requests a Higher Queue Priority 
Exposes 2024-DISIS Requests to Heightened Restudy Risk.  

 
The order in which interconnection requests are studied also directly determines which 

projects bear the risk of restudy and associated cost reallocations. Queue priority, established in 

the tariff, governs this study order, thereby ensuring a fair interconnection process. Altering 

queue priority at a late stage to favor certain projects not only disrupts this established order, but 

also unjustly disadvantages projects that have adhered to the tariff by subjecting them to 

heightened restudy risk.  

SPP explicitly acknowledges this dynamic in its Transmittal Letter, suggesting to the 

Commission that Priority Process projects should be studied before the DISIS-2024 because 

otherwise they “will necessarily be subject to the impacts of [DISIS-2024] generators, and, as a 

result, their study results will be contingent on the resolution of those impacts through new 

transmission upgrades.”20  But the converse also holds true: if Priority Requests receive higher 

queue priority, DISIS-2024 results will become similarly contingent on network upgrades that 

resolve Priority Process project impacts. In other words, SPP will not actually avoid restudy or 

delay risks by moving Priority Process projects ahead of the 2024-DISIS; it will simply shift 

them from the former to the latter set of projects.  And given that the DISIS projects are studied 

together, this disruption could have larger cascading impacts on 2024-DISIS requests.  

Further, the fact that Priority Requests will bear full cost responsibility for the upgrades 

they individually trigger does not shield DISIS customers from the consequences of cascading 

restudies. If a Priority Request is withdrawn after its study results have been incorporated into a 

subsequent study model, such as the 2024-DISIS, affected DISIS customers may be forced into 

 
20 Id. at 7.  
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restudies to reevaluate their upgrade assignments. And this risk is magnified by the fact that each 

Priority Request may affect subsequent Priority Requests, thereby necessitating additional 

Priority Request restudies that would also impact the downstream 2024-DISIS. It has been well 

established that cascading restudies introduce delay, uncertainty, and the potential for significant, 

unforeseen cost shifts.21 These effects can, in turn, impact the financial viability of affected 

DISIS projects. The Queue Prioritization Amendment does not provide protection for DISIS 

projects against restudy risk, which could cause worse interconnection problems than it tries to 

solve. 

Finally, PIOs note that if the Queue Prioritization Amendment and the Eligibility 

Expansion Amendment were both approved, these rippling disruptions to the primary 

interconnection process would be further exacerbated.   

IV. SPP Has Not Demonstrated a Sufficient Need for the Queue Prioritization 
Amendment to Justify the Harm It Would Cause 
 

SPP’s statement of need for the Queue Prioritization Amendment emphasizes the 

importance of allowing the Priority Process projects to “respond more quickly to the current 

critical need for interconnection of additional resources,”22 but its basis for that emergency is not 

original.  The claim references the statement of urgency SPP provided in support of its original 

Priority Process proposal, which explains that “the SPP region is on the brink of a resource 

adequacy crisis”23—and that statement in turn references the original statement of a resource 

adequacy crisis SPP suggested in May justified the Expedited Resource Adequacy Study 

 
21 See Improvements to Generator Interconnection Procedures and Agreements, 184 FERC ¶ 61,054, at P 
455 (2023) (noting that “reduc[ing] the number of cascading withdrawals and restudies … improv[es] the 
efficiency of the interconnection process and reduc[es] interconnection queue processing delays”) 
(hereinafter “Order No. 2023”).   
22 Queue Prioritization Amendment Transmittal Letter, supra note 2, at 7. 
23 Priority Process Transmittal Letter, supra note 3, at 2.  
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(“ERAS”) interconnection fast track policy that the Commission approved just a couple of 

months ago.  The Priority Process proposal does also state that LREs have adjusted projected 

loads up by 12 GW since May 2025.24  But SPP offers the Commission no context for this 

observation; in particular, it does not mention that the additional 12 GW in projected load growth 

came as part of the ERAS process, and directly increased the potential size of the ERAS cluster 

by increasing the ceiling cap for each LRE by an amount proportional to its increased load 

projection.25  In other words, there is no reason to think the nature or scope of the shortfall SPP 

now identifies differs in any way from the shortfall SPP first identified for the Commission in 

May of this year. SPP is relying on the same emergency that prompted the ERAS proposal, only 

this time it wants to shift its model and study process so that the Priority Process Projects access 

grid headroom before the 2024 DISIS. 

As an initial matter, PIOs continue to believe that SPP has exaggerated the intensity of 

the resource adequacy shortfall it projected in the ERAS filing, for the reasons explained in that 

filing.26  But even assuming arguendo that SPP’s claimed resource adequacy shortfall was real 

and imminent, there are at least two major weaknesses to SPP’s claim that the same emergency 

identified in the ERAS filing also necessitates the Queue Prioritization Amendment.  First, while 

it is of course possible for a single emergency to be addressed with multiple tools, SPP never 

presented the ERAS proposal as “one of a series of tools” to meet potential shortfalls.  Instead, it 

 
24 Id. at 3. 
25 It is also worth noting that, as PIOs explained in the ERAS filing, additional need projections from 
LREs will have been submitted with the knowledge that they will increase those LREs’ abilities to 
participate in the ERAS process. Protest of Pub. Interest Orgs., Docket No. ER25-2296 (June 12, 2025), 
Accession No. 20250612-5206 at 43−44 (hereinafter “PIOs ERAS Protest”). See also Sw. Power Pool, 
Inc., Submission of Tariff Revisions to Implement the Expedited Resource Adequacy Study, Docket No. 
ER25-2296 (May 22, 2025), Accession No. 20250522-5121 at 29−30 (hereinafter “ERAS Filing”).  
26 PIOs ERAS Protest; Request for Rehearing of Pub. Interest Orgs., Docket Nos. ER25-2296-000, et al. 
(Aug. 20, 2025), Accession No. 20250820-5208 (hereinafter “PIOs ERAS RFR”).  
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informed the Commission that “ERAS is a one-time, limited study process needed to fill the 

impending resource adequacy gap in the next five years.”27  Nor was this an idle statement: SPP 

structured the entire ERAS process around Load Responsible Entities’ (“LREs”) projected 

shortfalls, allowing LREs to essentially tell SPP how much more capacity they needed to meet 

projected shortfalls and then built further headroom into the system to ensure that each LRE 

would receive ample space to address any or all shortfalls via the ERAS process, even taking 

into account subsequent load projections like the 12 GW increase SPP cited above.28  In short, 

both the design and stated purpose of ERAS suggest the program was conceived as a complete 

solution to projected shortfalls for the next decade, and SPP has not suggested that any 

circumstances prevented LREs from using ERAS for this purpose.  This leaves no room for SPP 

to now claim that additional interconnection fast tracks such as the Priority Process are also 

necessary to address the same shortfall; let alone an amendment that SPP didn’t bother to file in 

the first instance. 

Second, SPP has not provided any information explaining how allowing the existing 

DISIS cluster to continue as planned without interference from the Priority Process will prevent 

SPP from bringing projects online fast enough to meet the timeframe of the emergency SPP first 

identified in the ERAS filing.  In particular, SPP’s claimed resource adequacy shortfall is not 

projected to occur until near the end of the decade; even if DISIS projects were actually 

comparatively less likely to come online in time, SPP has not explained Priority Process projects 

would be unable to meet SPP’s identified resource adequacy needs by simply waiting their 

turn.29 

 
27 ERAS Filing, supra note 25, at 3 (emphasis added). 
28 Id. at 29−30. 
29 See, e.g., id. at 16. 
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Not every tariff revision need be justified by an emergency—but revisions that further 

fracture the existing interconnection process at the expense of existing projects waiting to 

interconnect through the standard queue present a deviation from the normal process and must 

therefore be narrowly tailored to only address the specific problem at hand.  Holding revisions to 

the queue to this stringent standard is critical, because midstream changes to interconnection 

processes erode interconnection customers’ confidence and deter investment in the long run, 

ultimately undermining the resource adequacy goals that these revisions seek to achieve.30  PIOs 

have serious concerns that SPP’s recent introduction of multiple queue-jumping proposals will 

have that counterproductive effect, both individually and cumulatively.   

V. The Queue Prioritization Amendment’s Queue Reorganization is Inconsistent 
with Commission Precedent on the Acceptable Scope of Interconnection Queue 
Restructuring 
 
A. SPP’s Proposed Queue Restructuring Violates the Filed-Rate Doctrine and 

Bar on Retroactive Rulemaking. 
 

Adopting SPP’s proposal and allowing Priority Requests to gain a higher queue priority 

than DISIS-2024 requests—after the DISIS-2024 Open Window has closed—would violate the 

filed rate doctrine and the rule against retroactive rulemaking. 

The filed rate doctrine and the rule against retroactive ratemaking reflect “statutory 

provisions ‘mandating the open and transparent filing of rates and broadly proscribing their 

retroactive adjustment.’”31  These principles are grounded in the plain language of section 205 of 

the FPA, which allows utilities to alter Commission-jurisdictional rates only after providing 

notice, and of section 206 of the FPA, which allows the Commission to prospectively fix 

 
30 PJM Power Providers Grp. v. FERC, 96 F.4th 390, 402 (3d Cir. 2024) (quoting Commissioner Danly 
dissent that “Stable markets depend on stable rules” and that “By eroding confidence in the markets, 
FERC may ultimately harm consumers who buy electricity in those markets”). 
31 Id. at 394 (quoting Old Dominion Elec. Coop. v. FERC, 892 F.3d 1223, 1226–27 (D.C. Cir. 2018)).  
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replacements for rates that it finds unjust and unreasonable.32  In short, “[t]he filed rate doctrine 

‘bind[s] regulated entities to charge only the rates filed with FERC and to change their rates only 

prospectively.’”33  “The doctrine is unbending regardless of where the equities lie.”34 

In addition to rates charged for electricity, the filed rate doctrine and rule against 

retroactive ratemaking apply to “matters directly affecting rates,” including SPP’s Tariff.35  For 

example, in PJM Power Providers Group v. FERC, which involved a conflict over changes to 

PJM’s capacity market while an auction was underway, “the filed rate [was] the PJM [Tariff], 

which sets forth the procedures governing PJM’s capacity auctions.”36 

Federal courts, including the Supreme Court, have clarified criteria that help determine 

when a change to a rate is impermissibly retroactive.  While recognizing that “determining 

retroactivity ‘is not always a simple or mechanical task,” courts consider “whether the new 

provision attaches new legal consequences to events completed before its enactment.”37  

Generally, an action is retroactive if it “‘would impair rights a party possessed when he acted, 

increase a party’s liability for past conduct, or impose new duties with respect to transactions 

already completed.’”38  Another way of phrasing this principle is that “‘retroactive rules alter the 

past legal consequences of past actions.’”39  In difficult cases, courts also use “familiar 

considerations of fair notice, reasonable reliance, and settled expectations [for] sound 

guidance.’”40 

 
32 Id. (discussing 16 U.S.C. §§ 824d, 824e).  
33 Id. (quoting Okla. Gas & Elec. Co. v. FERC, 11 F.4th 821, 829 (D.C. Cir. 2021)). 
34 Id. (quoting Okla. Gas, 11 F.4th at 829).  
35 Id. (internal omitted citations).  
36 Id.  
37 Id. at 398 (quoting Landgraf v. USI Film Prods., 511 U.S. 244, 269–70 (1994)).   
38 Id. (quoting Landgraf, 511 U.S. at 280).  
39 Id. (quoting Bd. Of Cnty. Comm’rs of Weld Cnty. v. EPA, 72 F.4th 284, 293–94 (D.C. Cir. 2023)).  
40 Id. (quoting Landgraf, 511 U.S. at 270).  
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Here, the Queue Prioritization Amendment alters the legal consequences of past actions 

taken by DISIS-2024 projects.  Under SPP’s existing tariff, SPP assigned those requests a Queue 

Position “based on the date and time of receipt of all items required pursuant to Section 3.4” of 

the generator interconnection procedures, with “[a]ll Interconnection Requests submitted and 

validated in a single DISIS Queue Cluster Window . . . considered equally queued.”41  The tariff 

further provided that all requests “that are part of Clusters initiated earlier in time shall be 

considered to have a higher Queue Position than Interconnection Customers that are part of 

Clusters initiated later in time.”42  And to remain in the cluster, DISIS-2024 projects had to make 

significant financial and contractual commitments prior to the close of the cluster window in 

March 2025.  Among other things, those customers had to execute a Generator Interconnection 

Study Agreement, demonstrate site control, and provide the requisite deposits and application 

fee.43  These DISIS-2024 projects took those actions based on tariff provisions dictating that they 

would receive a higher queue position than any requests filed after the window closed,44 with the 

benefits that would naturally adhere to being in that higher relative position.   

Now, seven months later, SPP seeks the Commission’s permission to change the tariff’s 

rules right before the DISIS-2024 study commences, granting higher priority to new requests and 

introducing new risks of cost shifts and restudy delays to DISIS-2024 projects.45  The Queue 

Prioritization Amendment thus alters past legal consequences of actions: it demotes the Queue 

Position that DISIS-2024 projects obtained under the tariff by filing requests within the cluster 

 
41 Sw. Power Pool, Inc., Open Access Transmission Tariff Attach. V, Sec. 4.1.1 (hereinafter “SPP 
OATT”).  
42 SPP OATT, Attach. V, Sec. 4.1.2. 
43 Id. at Sec. 8.2. 
44 Id. at Sec. 4.1.1−2. 
45 See supra, Sec. III.A−B. 
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window and fulfilling the (substantial) requirements necessary to confirm their participation in 

that cluster. 

PIOs are aware that the Commission recently disagreed with protesters’ arguments in 

PJM’s Resource Reliability Initiative (“RRI”) docket that the filed rate doctrine proscribed that 

proposal.46  But crucial factual distinctions make SPP’s proposal here an even clearer violation 

of that doctrine.  First, SPP’s proposal would displace the DISIS cluster, which effectively 

nullifies explicit tariff provisions discussing the DISIS-2024 cluster, whereas the Commission 

found no language in PJM’s Tariff that prohibited PJM from “includ[ing] additional projects” to 

a cluster, as PJM did with the RRI proposal.47  And second, the Queue Prioritization Amendment 

would disrupt SPP’s DISIS-2024 cluster much later in its process, notably well after all projects 

had confirmed their participation in the cluster.48  

B. Potential Restudies Caused by the Queue Prioritization Amendment Will 
Detract from the Cluster Study Process Under Order No. 2023, and Thus 
Should Not Be Granted an Independent Entity Variation. 
 

As described above, the Queue Prioritization Amendment is likely to trigger the need for 

cluster re-studies because it allows for the Priority Process to affect the headroom available to 

the DISIS in an ongoing fashion—not just once, but for many individual Priority Process 

requests, as well as potential withdrawals of those requests.49  Under the independent entity 

variation standard, any deviation from the pro forma interconnection procedures must still 

“accomplish the purposes of the Commission’s final rules on generator interconnection.”50 As a 

 
46 The Commission’s orders in that docket are currently under review in the Third Circuit.  See Solar 
Energy Indus. Ass’n v. FERC, No. 25-2124 (3d Cir. 2025). 
47 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 190 FERC ¶ 61,084, at P 190 (2025) (hereinafter “RRI Order”). 
48 See SPP OATT, supra note 41, Attach. V, Sec. 8.1.1−2; cf. RRI Order, supra note 47, at P 191; PJM 
Interconnection, L.L.C., 192 FERC ¶ 61,085, at P 60 (2025) (order on rehearing).  
49 Supra at Sec. III.B. 
50 See Cal. Indep. Sys. Operator Corp., 188 FERC ¶ 61,225, at P 39 (2024). 
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result of the disruption to the cluster study process caused by these restudies, the Queue 

Prioritization Amendment does not achieve the goals of Order No. 2023 and should be rejected. 

The cluster study requirement is the keystone requirement of Order No. 2023—around 

which other reforms, such as study deadlines and increasing process deposits, are oriented.51  In 

particular, the cluster study was paired with measures like withdrawal penalties and readiness 

requirements to prevent withdrawals, which can cause cascading restudies and ultimately 

delays.52 By introducing an unlimited number of new serial studies that would unpredictably 

change the amount of headroom available to the DISIS midstream, the Queue Prioritization 

Amendment threatens to undo the progress of Order No. 2023’s reforms to prevent cascading 

withdrawals and restudies.  As such, the Commission should reject this independent entity 

variation. 

C. The Policy Justification for Surplus and Generator Projects Underscores the 
Impropriety of Priority Process Projects Taking Headroom from the 
Standard Interconnection Process.  
 

In the original Priority Process filing, SPP’s primary argument that the Commission 

should approve the process as just and reasonable relies on the fact that it has “many of the same 

features as surplus interconnection service and generating facility replacement.”53  SPP does 

correctly note that surplus interconnection and generator replacement resources, like the 

proposed Priority Process resources, are locationally limited and receive the benefit of an 

 
51 See, e.g., Order No. 2023, supra note 21, at PP 4 (“we adopt reforms to: (1) implement a first-ready, 
first-served cluster study process”); 5 (“in order to implement a first-ready, first-served cluster study 
process”). 
52 See id. at P 455 (noting that “reduc[ing] the number of cascading withdrawals and restudies … 
improv[es] the efficiency of the interconnection process and reduc[es] interconnection queue processing 
delays”).  See also id. at P 177 (“the cluster study process will minimize the risk of cascading restudies 
when an interconnection customer withdraws”); P 863 (“We view the existing serial study process as 
inherently more prone to cascading withdrawals and delays, and thus ill-suited to a transition period 
intended to set the stage for a standard cluster study process”). 
53 Priority Process Transmittal Letter, supra note 3, at 20 (capitalization omitted). 
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expedited interconnection process.  Unfortunately, this is where the similarities between the 

processes end.  And the differences between the limits and overall purpose of the proposed 

Queue Prioritization Amendment and the existing expedited interconnection processes for 

surplus and replacement generation illustrate why the Commission must reject the Queue 

Prioritization Amendment as unjust and unreasonable.  Specifically, both surplus and generator 

replacement interconnection requests are required to not use up headroom that would otherwise 

be accessible to the queue. 

Surplus resources are limited to the total amount of interconnection service granted to the 

original interconnection customer—thus allowing the utilization of existing but unused 

transmission capacity.54  Indeed, the Commission explained in Order No. 845 that surplus 

interconnection avoids improper queue jumping “because surplus interconnection service does 

not compete for the same potential network upgrades that may be at issue in the normal 

interconnection queue.”55  This lack of competition is not due to the POI restriction, but rather, 

because “the necessary studies for surplus interconnection service shall confirm that [it] does not 

result in a need for new network upgrades.”56  The limitation on network upgrades for surplus 

resources thus offers clear safeguards: although surplus resources receive the benefit of 

expedited studies, they do not receive preferential access to system headroom, which would then 

no longer be accessible to queued resources.  As the Commission emphasized in its order on 

rehearing of surplus interconnection, interconnection requests that receive expedited processing 

“are necessarily ‘limited in nature.’”57 

 
54 Reform of Generator Interconnection Procedures and Agreements, 163 FERC ¶ 61,043, at P 472 
(2018) (hereinafter “Order No. 845”).  
55 Id. at P 487. 
56 Id. 
57 Reform of Generator Interconnection Procedures and Agreements, 166 FERC ¶ 61,137 at P 128 (2019)  
(quoting Order No. 845, supra note 54) (emphasis added).  
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Similarly, the two primary requirements for generator replacement are that (1) the 

replacement resource requests interconnection service for an equivalent or lower number of MW 

and at the same level of service as the original generator, and (2) that a study shows the 

replacement facilities will not have a material adverse impact on the SPP transmission system.58  

Like with surplus, the effect of these limitations is to ensure that no harm is inflicted on 

resources following the standard queue processes by not using up any headroom that would 

otherwise be utilized by the queue. 

While SPP also suggests that the Priority Process is similar to these other processes 

because it contains some limit on the magnitude of service that can be acquired,59 this lofty 

statement ignores that both surplus and generator replacement process were limited such that the 

expedited resources could access no headroom that would otherwise provide transmission 

service to projects in the queue.  By contrast, SPP’s 20% capacity expansion limit allows for a 

potentially major use of transmission headroom.  And while this policy predates the Queue 

Prioritization Amendment, its harm to existing interconnection customers will be significantly 

increased if SPP’s proposed new prioritization moves forward. In short: the Queue Prioritization 

Amendment would turn the Priority Process into an unacceptably harmful queue jump. 

 
VI. Conclusion 

 
For the aforementioned reasons, we respectfully request that the Commission reject the 

Queue Prioritization Amendment, which would cause the still-pending Priority Process filing to 

establish unjust and unreasonable rates. 

 

 
58 Sw. Power Pool, Inc., 171 FERC ¶ 61,270 at P 15 (2020).  
59 Priority Process Transmittal Letter, supra note 3, at 22-24. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

 

Dated: October 27, 2025 

 

/s/ Gregory E. Wannier 
Gregory E. Wannier, Senior Attorney 
Sierra Club Environmental Law Program 
2101 Webster St., Suite 1300 
Oakland, CA 94612 
(415) 977-5646 
greg.wannier@sierraclub.org 
 
/s/ Annie Minondo 
Annie Minondo, Advocate 
Sustainable FERC Project 
20 North Wacker Dr., Suite 1600 
Chicago, IL 60606 
aminondo@nrdc.org 

/s/ Ashok Gupta 
Ashok Gupta, Senior Strategist 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
20 North Wacker Drive, Suite 1600 
Chicago, IL 60606 
agupta@nrdc.org 

  



19 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
  

I hereby certify that the foregoing has been served in accordance with 18 C.F.R. § 

385.2010 upon each party designated on the official service list in this proceeding, by email. 

 

            Dated: October 27, 2025. 
 

/s/ Gregory E. Wannier 
Gregory E. Wannier 
Senior Attorney  

        Sierra Club Environmental Law Program 
        2101 Webster St., Ste. 1300 
        Oakland, CA 94612 

     (415) 977-5646 
     greg.wannier@sierraclub.org  

 


