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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before Commissioners:  Laura V. Swett, Chairman;
                                        David Rosner, Lindsay S. See,
                                        Judy W. Chang, and David LaCerte.

Advantage Capital Renewables, LLC 

v. 

PJM Interconnection, L.L.C.

Docket No. EL26-99-000

ORDER DENYING COMPLAINT

(Issued October 1, 2026)

1. On August 25, 2026, Advantage Capital Renewables, LLC (Advantage 
Renewables) filed a complaint against PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. (PJM) pursuant to 
sections 206, 306, and 309 of the Federal Power Act (FPA)1 and Rules 206 and 212 of 
the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure.2  Advantage Renewables asserts that 
PJM’s termination and withdrawal of the Freshwater Dune Project (Project) from the 
Cycle 01 interconnection queue violated section 403 of the PJM Open Access 
Transmission Tariff (Tariff) and was unjust, unreasonable, and unduly discriminatory in 
violation of section 206 of the FPA.3  In this order, we deny the complaint, as discussed 
below.

I. Background

2. Pursuant to Part VIII.B, section 403 of the Tariff, a Project Developer that seeks to 
initiate a New Service Request for interconnection service must submit a completed 
Application to PJM prior to the Cycle’s Application Deadline.  After the close of the 
Application Deadline, PJM “will exercise Reasonable Efforts to inform Applicant of 
Application deficiencies within 15 Business Days after the Application Deadline,” and 

1 16 U.S.C. §§ 824e, 825e, 825h.

2 18 C.F.R. §§ 385.206, 385.212 (2025).

3 Complaint at 4.
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the Applicant “has 10 Business Days to respond” to PJM’s deficiency determination.4  
PJM will then “exercise Reasonable Efforts to review Applicant’s response within         
15 Business Days, and then will either validate or reject the Application.”5

II. Advantage Renewables’ Complaint

3. Advantage Renewables states that it is a limited liability company engaged in 
financing and developing utility-scale solar and energy storage projects and is the 
developer of the Project, an energy storage generating facility.6  Advantage Renewables 
states that it submitted its Application for the Project under PJM Cycle 01 of PJM’s 
interconnection study process before the Application deadline of April 27, 2026.7  
Advantage Renewables states that on June 2, 2026, PJM issued a formal deficiency 
notice requesting additional information for the Project (Deficiency Notice).8  Advantage 
Renewables asserts that it responded to PJM’s Deficiency Notice on June 16, 2026, 
before the June 17, 2026 deadline, addressing all Initial Deficiencies that PJM identified.9  
Advantage Renewables explains that it attempted to submit cure materials through PJM’s 
NextGen portal before the deadline, which flagged only two transformer fields as 
incomplete.10  Advantage Renewables asserts that PJM confirmed receipt after those 
fields were addressed and did not identify any stability-related deficiencies during the 

4 PJM, Intra-PJM Tariffs, 403, OATT Part VIII.B 403 (Application Rules) (0.1.0),   
§ B(1)(a)-(b).

5 Id. § B(1)(c).

6 Complaint at 4-5.

7 Id. at 8.

8 Id.  Advantage Renewables states that the Deficiency Notice identified five types 
of deficiencies:  (1) attachment line data; (2) project capability; (3) point of 
interconnection; (4) transformer information; and (5) site control and supporting docs and 
provided comments in the “Additional Comments” section directing Advantage 
Renewables to NextGen with respect to short-circuit data and load-flow data to address 
during the cure period and stating that stability data is deficient (collectively, the Initial 
Deficiencies).

9 Id. at 9.

10 Id. at 11-12.
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cure period.11  Advantage Renewables states that on July 7, 2026, three weeks after 
submission of cure materials, PJM purported to identify 14 deficiencies in Advantage 
Renewables’ Application (July 7, 2026 Deficiencies).12  Advantage Renewables explains 
that on August 3, 2026, PJM issued a notice withdrawing the Project (Withdrawal 
Notice).13  

4. Advantage Renewables argues that PJM failed to inform Advantage Renewables 
of all alleged deficiencies within the time the Tariff requires and that the Tariff does not 
permit PJM to reject an Application on grounds first disclosed after the cure period has 
ended.14  Advantage Renewables argues that PJM did not meet the section 403(B) 
requirement, because the July 7, 2026 Deficiencies were first recorded on July 7, 2026, 
beyond the prescribed window, and were never communicated during the cure period.15  
Advantage Renewables argues that the Withdrawal Notice cited stability-related issues 
and missing Dynamic Model Development Guidelines (DMDG) materials, but PJM’s 
own date-stamps show that these concerns arose weeks after Advantage Renewables 
submitted its cure materials.16  Advantage Renewables explains that after it submitted its 
cure materials on June 16, 2026, section 403(B)(1)(c) of the Tariff obliged PJM to review 
the response and either validate or reject the Application.17  Advantage Renewables states 

11 Id. at 12.  Advantage Renewables states that it came to understand that four 
stability data-related comments were embedded within the Dynamic File(s) section of the 
NextGen portal, but because they were not properly communicated to Advantage 
Renewables, they were not substantively addressed during the cure period.  Id. at 13.

12 Id. at 13.  Advantage Renewables argues that certain July 7, 2026 Deficiencies 
imposed requirements that PJM had never articulated to Advantage Renewables and the 
remainder were outgrowths of the stability comments that PJM never communicated 
during the cure period, and that consequently went unaddressed.  Advantage Renewables 
asserts that one deficiency imposed a requirement that PJM had never previously 
identified for the Project regarding short circuit data.  Advantage Renewables also argues 
that the July 7, 2026 Deficiencies concerning stability do not justify withdrawal because 
it had good cause to believe that it addressed all deficiencies based on PJM’s responses.  
Id. at 13-18.

13 Id. at 18.

14 Id. at 19.

15 Id. at 19-20.

16 Id. at 20.

17 Id. at 20-21.
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that PJM instead issued the July 7, 2026 Deficiencies, which was beyond the scope of its 
authority under the Tariff.18  Advantage Renewables argues that construing section 403 to 
allow PJM to raise requirements after the Applicant’s response window had closed, while 
refusing any opportunity to address them, would render the Tariff’s 10-business-day 
response period illusory and create the type of unfair and absurd result the Commission’s 
precedent forbids.19

5. Additionally, Advantage Renewables argues that failure to adhere to the DMDG is 
not grounds for deeming an Application deficient.20  Advantage Renewables states that 
the filed rate doctrine prohibits a public utility from enforcing any rate, term, or condition 
of service that it has not filed with the Commission.21  Advantage Renewables argues that 
the Commission has adopted the formulation in City of Cleveland22 as its governing 
standard for deciding what belongs in a tariff rather than a manual:  the filing obligation 
reaches practices that matter to the service a customer receives, and excuses only those of 
“practical insignificance” to serving customers.23  Advantage Renewables argues that the 
DMDG is not of “practical insignificance” because PJM’s assertion that Advantage 
Renewables violated the DMDG caused the Project to lose its position in Cycle 01, and 
that the DMDG’s requirements were the only stated reason for withdrawal in the 

18 Id. at 21.

19 Id. at 22 (citing Monterey MA, LLC v. PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 165 FERC 
¶ 61,201, at P 45 (2018) (“[T]ariffs must have a reasonable construction and should be 
interpreted in such a way as to avoid unfair, unusual, absurd, or improbable results.”) 
(quoting Penn Cent. Co. v. Gen. Mills, Inc., 439 F.2d 1338, 1341 (8th Cir. 1971))).

20 Id.

21 Id. at 22-23 (citing Keyspan-Ravenswood, LLC v. FERC, 474 F.3d 804, 810-11 
(D.C. Cir. 2007) (Keyspan-Ravenswood); Pub. Serv. Comm’n of N.Y. v. FERC, 813 F.2d 
448, 454 (D.C. Cir. 1987) (Pub. Serv. Comm’n of N.Y.)).

22 City of Cleveland v. FERC, 773 F.2d 1368 (D.C. Cir. 1985) (City of Cleveland).  

23 Id. at 23 (citing Energy Storage Ass’n v. PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 162 
FERC ¶ 61,296, at P 103 (2018); Cal. Indep. Sys. Operator Corp., 122 FERC ¶ 61,271, at 
P 16 (2008); Pub. Serv. Comm’n of N.Y., 813 F.2d at 454 (holding that the Commission 
properly excused utilities from filing policies or practices that dealt with only matters of 
“practical insignificance” to serving customers)).
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Withdrawal Notice.24  Advantage Renewables also states that the same features in 
Keyspan-Ravenswood are present here, and that the Commission should find that the 
DMDG is subject to the filed rate doctrine and that PJM’s reliance on it as a basis for 
withdrawal violates that doctrine.25  Advantage Renewables argues that the DMDG 
imposes materially different and more demanding obligations that do not appear in 
section 403(A)(1) of the Tariff.26

6. Advantage Renewables asserts that under the Commission’s “rule of reason,” used 
to determine when rates, terms and condition of service must be filed under section 205 
of the FPA, PJM should have filed the DMDG in its Tariff before relying on it as a basis 
to reject Advantage Renewables’ Application.27  Advantage Renewables asserts that all 
three prongs of the rule of reason confirm that the DMDG must be included in the Tariff 
before PJM may rely on it to reject an Application.28  Advantage Renewables first argues 
that the DMDG “significantly affect rates, terms, and conditions” because failure to 
satisfy it was the basis for PJM’s withdrawal of the Project.29  Advantage Renewables 
then asserts that the DMDG’s requirements are “readily susceptible of specification,” as 
demonstrated by PJM’s detailed written requirements.30  Advantage Renewables lastly 
argues that the DMDG requirements are not “generally understood in a contractual 
agreement,” as these DMDG requirements do not appear in the Tariff, and cannot be 
derived from Good Utility Practice, or from any other publicly available source.31

7. Advantage Renewables argues that Commission precedent confirms that material 
provisions affecting service must be filed and cannot be confined to manuals.32  

24 Id.

25 Id. at 23-24 (citing Keyspan-Ravenswood, 474 F.3d at 806, 807, 810-11).

26 Id. at 25.

27 Id. at 23.

28 Id.

29 Id. at 25-26 (citing Energy Storage Ass’n, 162 FERC ¶ 61,296 at P 103).

30 Id. at 26.

31 Id. at 26-27.

32 Id. at 27-28 (citing Energy Storage Ass’n, 162 FERC ¶ 61,296 at PP 103-06; Sw. 
Power Pool, Inc., 169 FERC ¶ 61,048, at P 62 (2019); Cal. Indep. Sys. Operator Corp., 
169 FERC ¶ 61,126, at PP 160-61 (2019)).
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Advantage Renewables argues that PJM’s assertion that the DMDG requirements are 
merely “implementation details” cannot be sustained because requirements whose 
non-satisfaction results in queue withdrawal “significantly affect” the terms and 
conditions of interconnection service.33  

8. Furthermore, Advantage Renewables argues that PJM’s process for evaluating 
Applications is fundamentally unjust, unreasonable, and unduly discriminatory, which 
culminated in the impermissible withdrawal of the Project.34  Advantage Renewables 
asserts that PJM’s administration of the Application Review Phase failed in three 
respects:  Advantage Renewables first states that when Advantage Renewables asked 
PJM to identify what remained outstanding, PJM named only two Transformer 
Information fields, omitting the stability comments it later invoked as grounds for 
withdrawal.35  Advantage Renewables also states that the NextGen portal allowed the 
Application to be submitted as complete after initially stating it was incomplete, which 
gave Advantage Renewables reasonable grounds to believe that there were no       
stability-related deficiencies that needed to be addressed.36  Second, Advantage 
Renewables states that PJM fragmented deficiency comments across emails and the 
NextGen portal, failed to consolidate them when it mattered, and then treated items it 
never communicated as grounds for withdrawal.37  Third, Advantage Renewables states 
that PJM withdrew the Project based on requirements that were not communicated to 
Advantage Renewables during the applicable cure period.38

9. Advantage Renewables asserts that PJM’s conduct was unduly discriminatory.39  
Advantage Renewables argues that upon information and belief, PJM accepted other 
Cycle 01 Applications containing the same categories of information it deemed deficient 
for the Project.40  Advantage Renewables states that removing a generation resource from 
the interconnection queue based on procedural deficiencies largely attributable to PJM’s 

33 Id. at 28 (citing Energy Storage Ass’n, 162 FERC ¶ 61,296 at P 106).

34 Id. at 29.

35 Id. at 29-30.

36 Id. at 30.

37 Id. 

38 Id 

39 Id. 

40 Id. at 31.
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own disorganized process demonstrates that PJM failed its fundamental obligation to 
administer the interconnection process in a just, reasonable, and non-discriminatory 
manner.41  Advantage Renewables requests that the Commission direct PJM to reinstate 
the Project into Cycle 01 with its original queue position preserved.42

III. Notice of Filing and Responsive Pleadings

10. Notice of the complaint was published in the Federal Register, 91 Fed. Reg. 
55849 (August 31, 2026), with interventions and protests due on or before September 14, 
2026.  On August 31, 2026, an errata notice shortening the comment period to September 
8, 2026 was issued.  Monitoring Analytics, LLC, acting in its capacity as the Independent 
Market Monitor for PJM filed a timely motion to intervene.  On September 8, 2026, PJM 
filed an answer to the complaint.  On September 17, 2026, Advantage Renewables filed a 
motion for leave to answer and answer to PJM’s answer.  On September 23, 2026, PJM 
filed a motion for leave to answer and answer to Advantage Renewables’ answer.  On 
September 28, 2026, Advantage Renewables filed a motion for leave to answer and 
answer to PJM’s September 23, 2026 answer.  

A. PJM’s September 8 Answer

11. PJM states that the Tariff provides a single deficiency review along with a single 
response opportunity that serves to move the interconnection process along faster.43  PJM 
asserts that it reviewed the deficiency responses from Advantage Renewables and 
determined that there were a number of deficiency comments (eight in total) that were not 
resolved following the cure period and thus rejected the Application.44  PJM argues that 
the assertion that PJM withdrew the Project based on comments that were never brought 
to Advantage Renewables’ attention is incorrect as all the comments were submitted in 

41 Id. 

42 Id. 

43 PJM September 8 Answer at 5.

44 Id. at 2, 9-10.  PJM also states that the Withdrawal Notice listed a number of 
newly identified deficiencies.  PJM states that Advantage Renewables in its Application 
did not submit its .raw file in a format that was compatible with the PSSE software 
platform, as PJM requires.  Id. at 7 n.33.  PJM states that it was able to view the .raw file 
after the deficiency review process and identified new deficiencies that were intended to 
provide guidance in the event Advantage Renewables chooses to apply its Project in a 
future cycle. 
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NextGen and dated before PJM issued its Deficiency Notice.45  PJM states that the 
stability-related comments were all contained in one data field in NextGen and in 
response to the data field, Advantage Renewables submitted its comments with an 
updated DMDG package and thus NextGen did not flag the data field as outstanding.46  
PJM asserts that it would not be able to identify the uncured deficiencies without 
inspecting the uploaded DMDG package.47  PJM states that rather than generally pointing 
to the DMDG, the deficiency comments call out every item that was required to resolve 
the issues raised, and thus there was no “moving target” as Advantage Renewables 
suggests.48

12. PJM argues that it withdrew the Project pursuant to the requirements of the 
Tariff.49  PJM explains that in Energy Storage, while finding that PJM’s methodology for 
calculating benefits factor must be in PJM’s Tariff, the Commission agreed with PJM in 
that it must retain operational flexibility and that implementation and operational details 
were better suited in its manuals.50  PJM argues that section 403(A) of the Tariff 
explicitly requires Project Developers to submit a Completed Application that includes 
all information required under the Tariff, as detailed further in the Application and PJM’s 
Manuals.51  PJM states that PJM Manual 14H then provides additional guidance on 
Application requirements, reiterating the importance of complying with the DMDG and 
specifically stating that failure to adhere to the requirements will result in withdrawal.52

13. PJM asserts that in KeySpan-Ravenswood, New York Independent System 
Operator, Inc. implemented a methodology in a manner that directly conflicted with its 
filed commitment to enforce New York State Reliability Council’s installed capacity 
requirements.53  PJM argues that by contrast here, PJM did not change any of the 

45 Id. at 10.

46 Id. at 11.

47 Id. at 12.

48 Id. 

49 Id. 

50 Id. at 13-14 (citing Energy Storage Ass’n, 162 FERC ¶ 61,296 at P 108).

51 Id. at 14.

52 Id. 

53 Id. at 15-16 (citing Keyspan-Ravenswood, 474 F.3d at 810).
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Application requirements from what is stated in the Tariff and that Advantage 
Renewables has not identified any DMDG requirements that contradict the Tariff.54  PJM 
argues that the DMDG should not be filed in the Tariff, since PJM must retain 
operational flexibility, to keep up with ever changing technological advancements.55  
PJM asserts that Advantage Renewables misinterprets the rule of reason policy, and that 
although matters of practical insignificance are not subject to the filing requirement, 
Advantage Renewables stretches the conclusion in Public Service Commission of New 
York v. FERC to state that only matters of practical insignificance may be excused from 
the filing obligation.56  

14. PJM argues that it applied its Application Review procedures in a just and 
reasonable manner in compliance with its Tariff.57  PJM argues that NextGen identifies 
whether or not a deficient data field includes a comment, but that it is not designed to 
validate the contents of the Project Developer’s submission.58  PJM asserts that 
Advantage Renewables’ suggestion that PJM should have initiated its review of the 
Deficiency Response, prior to the close of the cure period, would have made PJM 
disregard the plain language of the Tariff.59

15. PJM explains that the Deficiency Notice states that “[t]he deficiency comments 
provided below are not intended to be exhaustive and reflect only the most recent 
comment for each field.”60  PJM further states that all of the stability-related deficiency 
comments that Advantage Renewables argues were never brought to its attention, were 
listed together in one data field and made available to Advantage Renewables at the 
beginning of the cure period.61  PJM also argues that there were eight deficiency 
comments raised on June 2, 2026, that were left unresolved following the cure period and 

54 Id. at 15.

55 Id. at 16.

56 Id. at 17 (citing Pub. Serv. Comm’n of N.Y., 813 F.2d at 454).

57 Id. 

58 Id. at 18.

59 Id. 

60 Id. (citing PJM September 8 Answer Ex. 1).

61 Id. at 18-19.
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therefore PJM withdrew the Project.62  PJM argues that without supporting evidence, 
PJM cannot address the assertion that PJM did not consistently evaluate information 
submitted by Applicants, nor does Advantage Renewables satisfy its burden of proof 
under Rule 206(b).63  PJM states that it applied the same Application Review process for 
the hundreds of Cycle 01 Applications for projects that advanced beyond the Application 
Review Phase, in accordance with the Tariff.64  PJM argues that the relief requested by 
Advantage Renewables is not just and reasonable and therefore should be denied and that 
the reinstatement of the Project will substantially delay Cycle 01 and may adversely 
affect future cycles.65

B. Advantage Renewables’ September 17 Answer

16. Advantage Renewables argues that it has met its burden under the FPA section 
206 and that PJM’s answer fails to rebut the complaint’s showing.66  Advantage 
Renewables asserts that PJM admits that the July 7, 2026 Deficiencies cannot serve as a 
valid basis for withdrawing the Project by stating that the comments were “advisory” and 
“intended to provide guidance in the event Complainant chooses to apply its Project in a 
future cycle.”67  Advantage Renewables also argues that whether withdrawal of the 
Project was justified under the Tariff must stand or fall on whether Advantage 
Renewables addressed the deficiencies that PJM communicated during the cure period.68

17. Advantage Renewables states that while the stability comments appear 
timestamped in NextGen today, its affiant attests that those comments were not visible to 
its engineer when she reviewed the portal during the cure period.69  Advantage 
Renewables argues that PJM cannot satisfy its Tariff obligation to “inform” an Applicant 
of deficiencies and provide adequate notice by pointing to comments in a portal that the 

62 Id. at 19.

63 Id. 

64 Id. 

65 Id. at 20.

66 Advantage Renewables September 17 Answer at 2-3.

67 Id. at 5 (citing PJM September 8 Answer at 8 & n.33).

68 Id. at 5.

69 Id. at 7-8 (citing attach. I (Affidavit of Farah Neha (Neha Aff.)).

Document Accession #: 20261001-3012      Filed Date: 10/01/2026



Docket No. EL26-99-000 - 11 -

Applicant could not see.70  Advantage Renewables avers that it had to proactively push 
PJM to identify outstanding items, and that PJM’s incomplete response, identifying only 
two Transformer Information fields while omitting any stability-related comments or 
deficiencies, led directly to the alleged stability deficiencies going unaddressed.71

18. Advantage Renewables alleges that it was PJM’s incomplete response to 
Advantage Renewable’s inquiry that caused Advantage Renewables to not respond to any 
stability-related deficiencies because none were identified by PJM at any time during this 
exchange.72  Advantage Renewables’ affiant further attests that if such stability-related 
comments had existed and been visible at that time, she would have expected PJM to 
identify them in response to the direct request for help.73  Advantage Renewables 
questions why the stability comments were not communicated to Advantage Renewables 
when it directly asked PJM to identify any remaining deficiencies before the deadline.74

19. Advantage Renewables argues that PJM failed to comply with its Tariff obligation 
to “inform [Advantage Renewables] of Application deficiencies,” and therefore, 
Advantage Renewables’ failure to respond to the stability-related deficiencies cannot 
serve as a valid ground to remove the Project because the stability-related deficiencies 
were never communicated to Advantage Renewables in a time and manner prescribed by 
the Tariff.75  Advantage Renewables contends that it would be required under the rule of 
reason or the filed rate doctrine for the DMDG requirements to be filed in the Tariff to 
serve as a valid basis to remove the Project from the interconnection queue.76  Advantage 
Renewables argues that by requiring “stability requirements” submitted in accordance 
with the DMDG guidelines in order to have a completed Application, PJM is creating a 
new substantive obligation for Applicants, not merely documenting the Tariff’s 
implementation details.77  Advantage Renewables disagrees with PJM’s argument that 

70 Id. at 8.

71 Id. at 8-9.

72 Id. at 9 (citing Neha Aff.).

73 Id.

74 Id. at 10.

75 Id.

76 Id. at 12.

77 Id. at 13.
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the DMDG should not be filed in the Tariff to retain operational flexibility,78 and instead 
argues that PJM can file tariff amendments under FPA section 205 and obtain prospective 
Commission approval to update its requirements as technology evolves.79

20. Advantage Renewables argues that all three prongs of the Commission’s rule of 
reason test require filing of the DMDG.80  Advantage Renewables first asserts that the 
DMDG requirements significantly affect rates, terms, and conditions of interconnection 
service because DMDG noncompliance was the sole basis for withdrawing the Project.81  
Advantage Renewables further argues that the DMDG requirements are readily 
susceptible of specification, and that PJM’s list of requirements proves that the 
requirements can be reduced to writing and placed in the Tariff.82  Advantage 
Renewables avers that the DMDG requirements, including the prescribed Siemens PTI 
PSS/E (PSSE) version, enumerated file deliverables, Dynamic Model Report and 
Checklist, and specified generator and transformer configurations, are not generally 
understood in a contractual agreement, and that an Applicant reading section 403(A)(1) 
would not know any of these details.83  Advantage Renewables contends that PJM cannot 
purport that the DMDG requirements are mere implementation details that need not be 
anchored in the Tariff and have them be the sole basis for withdrawing a project from the 
interconnection queue if they are not complied with.84

21. Advantage Renewables argues that the Mid-Atlantic Renewable Energy Coalition 
(MAREC) email attached to the Complaint reports inconsistent application of the 
deficiency-cure process across Cycle 01 projects, and states that MAREC reported that 
some projects were withdrawn after the initial deficiency response period, while others 
received additional feedback identifying remaining deficiencies and an opportunity to 
address them before acceptance.85  Advantage Renewables argues that the disparity in 

78 Id. at 14 (citing PJM September 8 Answer at 17).

79 Id. at 14.

80 Id. at 16.

81 Id. at 16.

82 Id. at 17 (citing PJM September 8 Answer, Ex. 3).

83 Id.

84 Id. at 18 (emphasis included).

85 Id. at 19 (citing Complaint, attach. G).

Document Accession #: 20261001-3012      Filed Date: 10/01/2026



Docket No. EL26-99-000 - 13 -

process is precisely the kind of inconsistent treatment that gives rise to an undue 
discrimination claim.86

22. Advantage Renewables contends that the record of other complainants that have 
challenged their project’s withdrawal from Cycle 01 corroborates Advantage 
Renewables’ undue discrimination claim.87  Advantage Renewables argues that PJM’s 
generic individualized-review rationale does not rebut the specific evidence of disparate 
treatment submitted by Advantage Renewables and other Cycle 01 complainants.88  
Advantage Renewables also argues that reinstatement of the Project in its original queue 
position is the appropriate corrective remedy and will not materially disrupt Cycle 01.89

C. PJM’s September 23 Answer

23. PJM argues that after receiving notice of the stability deficiency comments, 
Advantage Renewables did not cure the deficiencies through its submitted deficiency 
responses, which led to the withdrawal of the Project.90  PJM asserts that the stability 
deficiency comments were all contained within the Dynamic File(s) Data-Field, where 
Advantage Renewables submitted two responses in the comment field.91  PJM argues that 
Advantage Renewables overlooks that the Deficiency Notice states that the deficiency 
comments provided in the letter “are not intended to be exhaustive and reflect only the 
most recent comment for each field” and directs Advantage Renewables to review all 
deficiency comments in NextGen twice.92  

24. PJM argues that Advantage Renewables cannot assert that the stability deficiency 
comments are mere documentation or file-format issues yet argue that the DMDG are not 

86 Id. at 19.

87 Id. at 19-23 (citing Oklo Inc., Complaint, Docket No. EL26-101-000 (Aug. 27, 
2026); Hydro LLC, Complaint, Docket No. EL26-102-000 (Sept. 1, 2026); Agilitas 
Energy, Inc. on behalf of Tygart, LLC, Complaint, Docket No. EL26-105-000 (Sept. 4, 
2026); RWE Americas, LLC, Complaint, Docket No. EL26-106-000 (Sept. 4, 2026); 
Lanyard Power Holdings, LLC, Complaint, Docket No. EL26-107-000 (Sept. 9, 2026)).

88 Id. at 23 (citing PJM September 8 Answer at 19).

89 Id. at 24.

90 PJM September 23 Answer at 3.

91 Id. at 4.

92 Id. at 5 (citing Complaint at 6, 18; PJM September 8 Answer at Ex. 1, 2).
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mere implementation details and thus should be filed in the Tariff to be enforced.93  PJM 
asserts that Advantage Renewables misinterprets the rule of reason policy and that the 
relevant inquiry is not whether compliance with the DMDG is an outcome-determinative 
requirement.94  PJM explains that the Tariff requires Project Developers to “[s]pecify the 
proposed voltage and nominal capability of new facilities” and “[p]rovide a detailed 
description of the equipment configuration and electrical design specifications for the 
project,” “as detailed further in the Application and PJM’s Manuals.”95  PJM argues that 
thus the DMDG are anchored in the Application Rules of the Tariff.96  PJM also asserts 
that the DMDG must be able to evolve to reflect, among other things, changes to North 
American Electric Reliability Corporations’, Transmission Owners’, and PJM’s practices 
and procedures and that if the DMDG were filed in the Tariff, Project Developers would 
have to seek waiver requests from the Commission for projects with unique scenarios or 
for those not covered in the DMDG.97 

25. PJM argues that Advantage Renewables was not treated in an unduly 
discriminatory manner and that Advantage Renewables does not raise anything for PJM 
to meaningfully address with respect to its Project.98  PJM argues that the relief requested 
by Advantage Renewables is not just and reasonable and therefore should be denied and 
that reinstatement of the Project will substantially delay Cycle 01 and may adversely 
affect future cycles.99

D. Advantage Renewables’ September 28 Answer

26. Advantage Renewables argues that PJM’s claim that Advantage Renewables saw 
and responded to the stability deficiency comments is contradicted by the record.100  
Advantage Renewables asserts that PJM cannot simultaneously assert that NextGen 

93 Id. at 8.

94 Id.

95 Id. at 9 (citing PJM, Intra-PJM Tariffs, 403, OATT Part VIII.B 403 Application 
Rules (0.1.0), § A.4.).

96 Id.

97 Id. at 10.

98 Id. at 11.

99 Id. at 12.

100 Advantage Renewables September 29 Answer at 3.
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requires responses to all deficient data fields before accepting a submission and also 
assert that NextGen accepted a submission as being completed even though Advantage 
Renewables allegedly failed to respond to all deficient data fields.101  Advantage 
Renewables argues that the disclaimer in the Deficiency Notice which states that the 
comments “are not intended to be exhaustive and reflect only the most recent comment 
for each field” cannot substitute for PJM’s duty under section 403(B)(1)(a).102  
Advantage Renewables asserts that PJM cannot disclaim, limit, or delegate that Tariff 
obligation through a boilerplate disclaimer in an email.103

27. Advantage Renewables argues that PJM’s shifting characterization of what it calls 
“round 2” further illustrates PJM’s inability to defend its notice practices and that if it is 
indeed correct that NextGen cannot validate substantive responses, then PJM’s manual 
review process was the process through which the Stability Deficiency Comments should 
have been identified and communicated to Advantage Renewables.104  Advantage 
Renewables also asserts that at a minimum, the complaint raises issues of material fact, 
including, but not limited to, whether the stability deficiency comments were visible and 
accessible to Advantage Renewables in the NextGen portal during the cure period, which 
warrants hearing procedures.105

IV. Discussion

A. Procedural Matters

28. Pursuant to Rule 214 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure,        
18 C.F.R. § 385.214 (2025), the timely, unopposed motions to intervene serve to make 
the entities that filed them parties to this proceeding.

29. Rule 213(a)(2) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R.     
§ 385.213(a)(2) (2025), prohibits an answer to an answer unless otherwise ordered by the 
decisional authority.  We accept Advantage Renewables’ and PJM’s answers because 
they have provided information that assisted us in our decision-making process.

101 Id. at 5.

102 Id. at 6 (citing Complaint attach. A).

103 Id.

104 Id. at 7-8.

105 Id. at 8-9.
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B. Substantive Matters

30. We deny the complaint.  Under FPA section 206, “the burden of proof to show 
that any rate, charge, classification, rule, regulation, practice, or contract is unjust, 
unreasonable, unduly discriminatory, or preferential shall be upon . . . the 
complainant.”106  The Commission has also repeatedly found that “rather than bald 
allegations, [a complainant] must make an adequate proffer of evidence including 
pertinent information and analysis to support its claims.”107  We find that Advantage 
Renewables failed to meet its burden to show that PJM violated the Tariff during the 
interconnection process for the Project.  

31. Section 403(B)(1)108 of the Tariff sets forth requirements of the Transmission 
Provider and Applicant.  As relevant here, section 403(B)(1)(a) required PJM to exercise 
“Reasonable Efforts” to inform Advantage Renewables of deficiencies with its 
Application within 15 business days of the Application deadline.  Section 403(B)(1)(b) of 
the Tariff provided Advantage Renewables with 10 business days to respond to PJM’s 
deficiency determination, after which section 403(B)(1)(c) required PJM to exercise 
“Reasonable Efforts” to review Advantage Renewables’ response within 15 business 
days and then either validate or reject the Application.  For purposes of section 
403(B)(1), the Tariff defines Reasonable Efforts as, “with respect to any action required 
to be made, attempted, or taken by an Interconnection Party [here, PJM] . . . timely and 
consistent with Good Utility Practice and with efforts that such party would undertake for 
the protection of its own interests.”109

32. On June 2, 2026 PJM issued a Deficiency Notice advising Advantage Renewables 
that “[s]hort [c]ircuit data is deficient” and “[s]tability data is deficient” and directing 
Advantage Renewables to “[p]lease see comments in NextGen and address deficiencies 
during cure period.”110  In its June 16, 2026, cure submission, Advantage Renewables 

106 16 U.S.C. § 824e(b); see, e.g., FirstEnergy Serv. Co. v. FERC, 758 F.3d 346, 
353 (D.C. Cir. 2014).

107 See, e.g., Ill. Muni. Elec. Agency v. Cent. Ill. Pub. Serv. Co., 76 FERC 
¶ 61,084, at 61,482 (1996).

108 PJM, Intra-PJM Tariffs, 403, OATT Part VIII.B 403 (Application Rules) 
(0.1.0), § B(1) (0.10).

109 PJM, Intra-PJM Tariffs, 400 R, OATT 400 Definitions R (6.1.0).

110 PJM September 8 Answer, Ex. 1.
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failed to resolve eight deficiencies identified by PJM in NextGen.111  Accordingly, we 
find that PJM properly withdrew the Project, as discussed below.

33. Advantage Renewables asserts that PJM impermissibly identified new deficiencies 
in its August 3, 2026 Withdrawal Notice that were submitted after PJM’s window to raise 
deficiencies, and therefore PJM failed to inform Advantage Renewables of all alleged 
deficiencies within the time the Tariff requires.  We disagree.  PJM identified the      
short-circuit and stability-related deficiencies in the Deficiency Notice112 and informed 
Advantage Renewables that the details of the deficiencies were in the NextGen portal.113  
More specific stability-related deficiency comments were present in the NextGen portal 
at the time (and at least nearly a month before) PJM issued its Deficiency Notice,114 and 
the record reflects, as PJM states, that the Project was rejected because Advantage 
Renewables failed to resolve these stability-related deficiency comments during the cure 
period.115  

111 PJM September 8 Answer, Ex. 2, 3. 

112 We disagree with Advantage Renewables’ argument that PJM never identified 
the stability-related deficiencies during the cure period because PJM failed to identify 
them over email.  PJM was not obligated to flag these specific deficiencies through email 
for Advantage Renewables, given that PJM had already informed Advantage Renewables 
of these stability-related deficiencies in the Deficiency Notice.  Further, as PJM explains, 
given that Advantage Renewables submitted an updated DMDG package in a zip folder 
in NextGen as part of its deficiency response, PJM did not identify stability-related items 
as outstanding in its email communications.  PJM September 8 Answer at 11.  

113 Complaint, attach. A at 2; PJM September 8 Answer, Ex. 1, 2.  The Deficiency 
Notice states that “[t]he deficiency comments provided below are not intended to be 
exhaustive and reflect only the most recent comment for each field” and that 
“[a]pplicants are responsible for reviewing each deficient field in NextGen and 
addressing all associated comments to ensure a complete and satisfactory cure.”

114 For example, Advantage Renewables argues that PJM’s Withdrawal Notice 
raised a new concern regarding the Lvpnt1 and Lvpnt0 values that was not a continuation 
of a comment in the Deficiency Notice.  Complaint at 22 n.57.  However, PJM provided 
deficiency comments in NextGen regarding these values and recommended that the 
Lvpnt1 value to be 0.01 and for the Lvpnt0 value to be 0.  PJM September 8 Answer, Ex. 
2 at 3.

115 PJM September 8 Answer at 2, 19.  Advantage Renewables argues that the fact 
that NextGen accepted its June 16, 2026 submission confirms that there were no 
outstanding, uncommented deficiency fields at the time of the submission.  Advantage 
Renewables September 28 Answer at 5.  However, PJM explains that while NextGen can 
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34. While PJM confirms that the Withdrawal Notice lists several “newly identified 
deficiencies,” PJM states the Withdrawal Notice identified the deficiencies that were not 
cured and also listed these new deficiencies in the Withdrawal Notice because the new 
deficiencies were created as a result of Advantage Renewables’ failure to submit a .raw 
file in a format that was compatible with the required PSSE software, as PJM requires.116  
Thus, when PJM reviewed Advantage Renewables’ responses to the Deficiency Notice in 
accordance with section 403(B)(1)(c), PJM identified these new deficiencies, which it 
then included in its Withdrawal Notice as advisory in nature to provide guidance in the 
event Advantage Renewables chooses to apply its Project in a future cycle.117  In any 
event, we find that the Withdrawal Notice reflects that PJM appropriately withdrew the 
Project for, among other reasons, persistent deficiencies that PJM first identified in the 
Deficiency Notice, as detailed in NextGen, and which Advantage Renewables failed to 
timely cure.118  

35. With respect to modeling issue-related deficiencies, Advantage Renewables 
argues that, consistent with the filed rate doctrine and the rule of reason, PJM was 
required to have filed the DMDG in its Tariff before relying on it as a basis to reject the 
Application.  We disagree for several reasons, as discussed below.  

36. Advantage Renewables was on notice from the PJM Tariff that the details for 
submitting an Application were in the PJM Manuals, as the Tariff stated that “Applicant 
must include at a minimum each of the following, as further described in the Application 
and PJM Manuals.”119  Moreover, PJM Manual 14H, specifically in a highlighted section, 

identify whether a deficient data field has been commented on or not, it is not designed to 
validate the contents of the Project Developer’s submission and that this validation 
process is manually conducted by a PJM engineer.  PJM September 23 Answer at 6.

116 PJM September 8 Answer at 7 n.33.  See PJM, DMDG, §§ 3, 8, 
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/DotCom/planning/services-requests/pjm-dynamic-model-
development-guidelines.pdf.

117 PJM September 8 Answer at 7 n.33; PJM September 8 Answer, Ex. 5.

118 Although Advantage Renewables submitted the declaration of an employee 
testifying that certain disputed deficiencies were not listed in NextGen at the time PJM 
sent the Deficiency Notice, we find PJM’s evidence, including a screenshot of 
deficiencies listed in NextGen even prior to the date of the Deficiency Notice, to be more 
persuasive.

119 PJM, Intra-PJM Tariffs, 403, OATT Part VIII.B 403 Application Rules (0.1.0).  
PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 181 FERC ¶ 61,162 (2022), order on reh’g, 184 FERC 
¶ 61,006 (2023).  
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states that “Project Developers shall follow PJM Dynamic Model Development 
Guidelines on the PJM website to submit stability data specific to their project.  Project 
Developers should pay special attention to PJM Dynamic Model Development 
Guidelines to ensure all deliverables are met.”120  

37. Advantage Renewables nowhere argues that it was unaware of these requirements.  
Instead, Advantage Renewables argues that it should be permitted to ignore the clear 
Tariff requirement to follow the PJM Manuals, such that PJM must approve its 
Application, because the DMDG must be placed in the Tariff.  We disagree and find that 
the rule of reason does not require that the DMDG be placed in the Tariff.121  

38. Under the rule of reason, tariffs must include “practices that affect rates and 
service significantly, that are realistically susceptible of specification, and that are not so 
generally understood in any contractual arrangement as to render recitation 
superfluous.”122  However, “even specifiable practices that significantly affect rates need 
not be included if they are clearly implied by the tariff's express terms.”123  Moreover, as 
the court found in Hecate, “tariffs need not include all practices affecting rates,” and 
“[t]he tariff need not include mere implementation details.”124

39. Applying these principles here, we find, first, that the DMDG does not 
“significantly affect rates, terms, and conditions of service,” but rather provides 
implementation details, including a checklist, for developing dynamics modeling for a 

120 PJM, PJM Manual 14H: New Service Requests Cycle Process Revision § 2.1.2 
(Aug. 19, 2026), https://www.pjm.com/-/media/DotCom/documents/manuals/m14h.pdf.

121 See Energy Storage Ass’n, 162 FERC ¶ 61,296, at P 103.  Moreover, even if 
the Commission did decide that the implementation details in the DMDG belonged in the 
Tariff and required that omission to be fixed prospectively, that does not excuse 
Advantage Renewables’ failure to abide by the rules existing when it submitted its 
Application and would not justify the Commission requiring reinstatement of the Project 
into the queue.  

122 City of Cleveland, 773 F.2d at 1376.  See also Hecate Energy Greene Cnty. 3 
LLC v. FERC, 72 F.4th 1307, 1314 (D.C. Cir. 2023) (Hecate); Cargill Power Mkts., LLC 
v. Pub. Serv. Co. of N.M., 132 FERC ¶ 61,079, at P 23 (2010).

123 Hecate, 72 F.4th at 1314 (citing City of Cleveland, 773 F.2d at 1376).  “The 
Federal Power Act’s ‘amorphous,’ requirement that tariffs include ‘practices affecting 
rates’ means that FERC has ‘broad discretion’ in giving the Act ‘concrete application.’”  
Id. at 1312.

124 Id. at 1312.
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project.125  Second, while the DMDG does contain specifiable details as to the files that 
need to be submitted and the attributes of those files, those are not the type of details that 
are required to be in the Tariff.  Rather, they reflect the kind of technical and evolving 
implementation and operational details for which PJM needs to retain operational 
flexibility given the rapid pace of technological advancements.126  Third, the Tariff 
requires that the developer submit “a detailed description of the equipment configuration 
and electrical design specifications for the Generating Facility.”127  The Tariff further 
refers to the PJM Manuals, and PJM Manual 14H, in turn, refers to the DMDG.128  
Accordingly, we find that applicants should understand that the Tariff-imposed design 
specifications must include the data elements required by the DMDG.  We therefore 
conclude that the Tariff provisions specifically stating that the developer must comply 
with the requirements in the PJM Manuals and must provide a detailed description of the 
electrical design specifications, along with the highlighted requirement in PJM Manual 
14H to provide the data required by the DMDG, provided Advantage Renewables with 
“fair notice”129 that it had to comply fully with the requirements of the DMDG. 

40. Advantage Renewables cites to Keyspan-Ravenswood130 in support of its assertion 
that the DMDG requirements are specifiable and significantly affect rates, such that they 
must be included in the Tariff.  As discussed above, we find that the DMDG instead 

125 Advantage Renewables asserts that the “DMDG requirements include specific 
software, file, reporting, and configuration obligations,” which only further supports 
finding that the DMDG reflects implementation details, rather than a practice 
significantly affecting rates.  Advantage Renewables September 17 Answer at 13. 

126 For example, the DMDG specifies that the applicant provide the “.raw, .sav 
case, .cnv, .snp and .sld file for the project (case setup folder/files).”  And, the DMDG 
specifies different requirements if a library model is submitted, or if a user-defined model 
is submitted.  These are technical requirements necessary for PJM to run the PSSE 
software to evaluate the Application.

127 PJM, Intra-PJM Tariffs, 403, OATT Part VIII.B 403 Application Rules (0.1.0), 
§ A.1.k.  The data required by the DMDG model provide those technical specifications.

128 See PJM, Intra-PJM Tariffs, 403, OATT Part VIII.B 403 Application Rules 
(0.1.0), § A1. (“Applicant must include at a minimum each of the following, as further 
described in the Application and PJM Manuals”).  

129 Hecate, 72 F.4th at 1313.

130 See Keyspan-Ravenswood, 474 F.3d 804.  For the same reason, we do not find 
persuasive Advantage Renewables’ reliance on Keyspan-Ravenswood in alleging a 
violation of the filed rate doctrine.
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provides implementation details that do not need to be included in the Tariff, and, 
therefore, Keyspan-Ravenswood does not require a different result.  Moreover,    
Keyspan-Ravenswood involved a conflict between tariff requirements and the 
requirements in the manuals, which is not present here.  Rather, Advantage Renewables 
was on notice that it needed to comply with the DMDG, and it failed to meet those 
requirements.  The files it submitted had several deficiencies, and its package was 
missing multiple files.131

41. We further find Advantage Renewables failed to show that PJM’s process for 
evaluating applications is unjust and unreasonable or unduly discriminatory.  In support, 
Advantage Renewables alleges that:  (1) NextGen allowed its Application to be submitted 
as complete after initially stating it was incomplete due to the two Transformer fields;  
(2) PJM fragmented its deficiency comments across the NextGen portal and in email; and 
(3) PJM withdrew the Project based on requirements that were not communicated to it 
during the cure period.  The first allegation says nothing about the lawfulness of PJM’s 
process.  The second allegation is unpersuasive; based on the record here, we see no 
reason why deficiency notices should not refer to NextGen for a detailed description of 
deficiencies.  And, as discussed above,132 we disagree with the third allegation.  The 
evidence shows that PJM withdrew the Project for unresolved originally identified 
deficiencies.  Advantage Renewables’ allegations similarly do not support finding undue 
discrimination.  Advantage Renewables generally alleges that PJM did not consistently 
evaluate information submitted by Applicants but fails to provide sufficient evidence to 
meet its burden of proof.133  

42. Advantage Renewables argues that the disclaimer in the Deficiency Notice which 
states that the comments “are not intended to be exhaustive and reflect only the most 
recent comment for each field” cannot substitute for PJM’s duty under section 
403(B)(1)(a) to identify deficiencies by email.134  The Tariff provides only that PJM 
inform the developer of the deficiencies and does not preclude PJM from referencing 
comments in NextGen.  

43. Advantage Renewables argues that its complaint raises issues of material fact 
warranting hearing procedures, specifically requesting a hearing on whether the stability 

131 PJM September 8 Answer, Ex. 5. 

132 See supra PP 33-34.

133 Advantage Renewables largely points to other complaints recently filed with 
the Commission by entities whose projects were removed from Cycle 01, but most of the 
complaints remain pending.  

134 Id. at 6 (citing Complaint attach. A).
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deficiency comments were visible and accessible to Advantage Renewables in the 
NextGen portal during the cure period.  However, we do not believe that there are issues 
of material fact in this proceeding that cannot be resolved on the record; indeed, PJM 
provided evidence of the date-stamped comments that were submitted in NextGen prior 
to the issuance of the Deficiency Notice referencing those comments.135

44. While we deny the complaint, we note that Advantage Renewables can still 
attempt to cure the additional errors and submit the Project to PJM’s Cycle 02.136  

The Commission orders:

Advantage Renewables’ complaint is hereby denied, as discussed in the body of 
this order.

By the Commission.

( S E A L )

Debbie-Anne A. Reese,
Secretary.

135 PJM Answer, Ex. 2. Advantage Renewables in its complaint argues that 
expeditious resolution in this proceeding is necessary, but then in its September 28, 2026 
answer asserts that the Commission should instead set this proceeding for hearing and 
settlement judge procedures if the Commission does not grant this complaint, which is at 
odds with the request for expedited treatment.

136 While we find that Advantage Renewables failed to demonstrate PJM violated 
its Tariff, as we have in another recent order, we observe that, “in order to meet growing 
demand in the PJM Region, it is critical that PJM collaborate with project developers 
before, during, and after the interconnection application process to ensure guidance and 
expectations are clearly understood and properly implemented.” Oklo Inc. v. PJM 
Interconnection, L.L.C., 196 FERC ¶ 61,231, at P 46 (2026).
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