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About this Slide Deck:

This report presents an annual snapshot of trends in large-scale energy facility permitting. The visualizations summarize publicly available empirical data
collected from state and local government authorities.

This edition of the report primarily summarizes data collected through March of 2026. Except for a few select projects which were updated based on quality
control checks and newly available data, any updates to the data and trends that occurred since March 2026 would not be represented in this report. A
previous version of this report, which focused only on data from state agencies, was published in 2025, and can be found at:
https://emp.lbl.gov/publications/outcomes-and-timelines-state-based

This deck neither directly comments on nor recommends any specific policies — it simply summarizes and explains data trends.

Disclaimer

This document was prepared as an account of work sponsored by the United States Government. While this document is believed to contain correct
information, neither the United States Government nor any agency thereof, nor The Regents of the University of California, nor any of their employees, makes
any warranty, express or implied, or assumes any legal responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information, apparatus, product, or
process disclosed, or represents that its use would not infringe privately owned rights. Reference herein to any specific commercial product, process, or
service by its trade name, trademark, manufacturer, or otherwise, does not necessarily constitute or imply its endorsement, recommendation, or favoring by the
United States Government or any agency thereof, or The Regents of the University of California. The views and opinions of authors expressed herein do not
necessarily state or reflect those of the United States Government or any agency thereof, or The Regents of the University of California.

Ernest Orlando Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory is an equal opportunity employer.

Copyright Notice

This manuscript has been authored by an author at Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory under Contract No. DE-AC02-05CH11231 with the U.S.
Department of Energy. The U.S. Government retains, and the publisher, by accepting the article for publication, acknowledges, that the U.S. Government
retains a non-exclusive, paid-up, irrevocable, worldwide license to publish or reproduce the published form of this manuscript, or allow others to do so, for U.S.
Government purposes
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Project Overview
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Authority Having Jurisdiction (AHJ) refers to the organization,
agency, or office that has the legal power to review plans and

Findings: issue the permit.
Permit Timelines
Permit Stages We report on state and sub-state AJHs. In most cases sub-

: state AHJs are counties, except for MA and NY where they
Permit Outcomes e e
are towns and municipalities.

Conclusions
This report considers timelines and outcomes of the

permitting process for energy facilities developed largely on

private land in the US, where the primary AHJ is typically a

state agency or local government.
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High-Level Findings

Data

Permitting dates and outcomes were collected for 1,169 unique projects from 27 states and 429 counties, totaling over 130 GW
capacity

Our data represent ~38% of wind & solar capacity and ~15% of wind & solar projects that came online in all US states within our
time scope. Data representation is higher for projects permitted by state AHJs compared to sub-state AHJs.

Timelines
Sub-state AHJs issue permit decisions about 6 months faster than the state AHJs on average
At both state and sub-state levels, some state timelines are substantially longer (3x) than others.
There are no significant differences in average processing times between wind and solar for either sub-state or state AHJ
Sub-state AHJs are slower to issue decisions for >100 MW solar-only projects, compared to <100 MW solar-only projects
There is some evidence of increasing processing times for sub-state AHJs in recent years.
Stages
At both state and sub-state levels, ‘Completion to Decision’ is the longest stage, followed by ‘NOI to Submission’
Certain states (CA, WA, OR, NY) have substantially longer ‘Submission to Completion’ stages than most other states
Outcomes
Approximately 90% of projects that apply are permitted in our sample
Sub-state AHJs are slightly more likely to deny permit applications than state authorities

ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES AREA | ENERGY ANALYSIS DIVISION | ENERGY MARKETS & PLANNING 4



”~~N

:}l n Energy Markets & Planning
BERKELEY LAB

Introduction

ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES AREA ENERGY ANALYSIS DIVISION ENERGY MARKETS & PLANNING




Background and Motivation

Permitting refers to the process for obtaining Primary Authority for large-scale energy project siting in the U.S.
permission to construct an energy facility in a specific
location B Local M State M Both [ Contingent

This may be referred to as a ‘land use permit’, ‘conditional

use permit’, ‘certificate of public convenience and necessity’, ‘

‘permit for a major renewable energy facility’, etc.

Permitting is distinct from the interconnection agreement

Permitting policies vary widely from state to state. The
primary may be the local government, a state agency, it
may be contingent on the project type or size, or both
may share authority (see image on the right for a simplified
depiction of permitting authority by state)

There is limited empirical data to allow comparisons
between different states and AHJs within those states

"Laws in Order: An Inventory of State Renewable Energy Siting Policies" (2024)

https://www.enerqy.qov/cmei/systems/siting-larqge-scale-renewable-enerqy-projects

ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES AREA ENERGY ANALYSIS DIVISION ENERGY MARKETS & PLANNING 6
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Project Overview

Objectives:

Research large-scale (=1 MW) solar and wind energy project permitting timelines and outcomes

Provide empirical data to support discussions of permitting bottlenecks and delays

Methods:

Manually collect detailed, time-series, and annually updated project-level dataset on permitting timelines and outcomes

Analyze permitting timelines and outcomes across a set of cohorts, including, among many other aspects, project type,
location, project size, permit authority having jurisdiction (AHJ), and technology

Scope of this report:

Solar projects with application date after 1/1/2018, or decision date after 1/1/2021. Wind projects with application date
after 1/1/2015, or decision date after 1/1/2018

This report summarizes permitting outcomes and timelines for data collected through March 31, 2026

ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES AREA ENERGY ANALYSIS DIVISION ENERGY MARKETS & PLANNING



Combined State and Sub-state AHJ Data

27 states; 429 counties

7/ states have both state and sub-
state projects: WA, OR, CA, MN, W],
NY, and SC

1,169 projects; 137,461 MW Total

Capacity
1,044 Solar Projects; 110,880 MW

116 Wind Projects; 23,886 MW
9 Wind + Solar Hybrid; 2,695 MW

Nationwide, our data represents
approximately 38% of all capacity
and 15% of all projects that became
operational within our time scope*

81% of projects (949) have reached B st
a permit decision, while 19% (220)
remain under consideration

Projects in Scope (All) by State

B state

*Description of estimations provided in Appendix

ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES AREA ENERGY ANALYSIS DIVISION ENERGY MARKETS & PLANNING 8



State AHJ Data

636 projects from 330 counties across 20 states Number of Projects by State

519 solar projects; 108 Wind projects; 9 Wind + Solar; ~ State A
Total capacity ~108,000 MW

Data is from the state siting AHJs, which include

Energy Facility Siting Boards or Siting Coordination = —
Offices, Public Utility or Service Commissions, Land
Use Commissions, or similar bodies with legal power to wi
review and issue permits for an energy project 18

Data representation: 2
47

The states were selected based on data availability but

also represent most states with substantial A
development permitted at the state level. This data
represents approximately 76% of all capacity and 39% ;
of all projects estimated to have been permitted

nationwide by state-level AHJs*

We collected all available data from each state’s AHJ.
The data represents nearly 100% of all capacity and
73% of all projects estimated to have been permitted by
state AHJs within the 20 states where we collected
data*

*Description of estimations provided in Appendix.

ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES AREA | ENERGY ANALYSIS DIVISION | ENERGY MARKETS & PLANNING 9



Sub-state AHJ Data

533 projects from 133 counties across 14 states .
- Number of Projects by State
525 solar projects; 8 wind projects; Total capacity ~30,000 MW Sub-State AHJ

Data is from the sub-state AHJs, which typically are county
commissions, land use planning boards, boards of supervisors,
or similar entities with legal power to review and issue permits.
Typically, this is data from a county, but from MA and NY the AHJ
is a town

Data representation:

This is a sample of projects. Data availability is heterogenous
across localities.

We first selected states with high estimated capacity of projects
permitted at the sub-state AHJ. This data represents
approximately 15% of all capacity and 9% of all projects
estimated to have been permitted nationwide by sub-state AHJs

T

17 co
16

5C

in our time scope* AR 16

Within the 14 states states, we targeted counties with highest

installed capacity, lowest installed capacity, and randomly

selected additional counties to broaden our sampling beyond

those most likely to approve or deny projects. This data FL
represents approximately 57% of all capacity, and 14% of all A

projects estimated to have been permitted by sub-state AHJs
within the 14 states where we collected data.

*Description of estimations provided in Appendix

ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES AREA | ENERGY ANALYSIS DIVISION ENERGY MARKETS & PLANNING 10
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Permit Timelines

Permit Decision Time is the total time
from AHJ application submission to
application decision. These dates are
available for most completed projects.
Therefore, this is the key timeline for
comparison across cohorts.

Permit Decision Time

Permitted

Withdrawn permits are excluded from this E ? .

timeline analysis because they were ' ’ ® " =t '
withdrawn by the applicant prior to a intent NO) Application Ayl Application S Cecation
decision Submission Decision

We present all results in means; therefore,
we include the effects of significantly longer
and shorter timelines in our averages.
Medians were examined as well, and tell
roughly the same story, but are often
smaller in value. See Appendix.

ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES AREA | ENERGY ANALYSIS DIVISION ENERGY MARKETS & PLANNING 12



State AHJ timelines are on average ~1 year (360 days), while sub-state
AHJ timelines are just over half a year (189 days)

Permit Decision Time by AHJ

All States
Total time from permit application to decision

State (n = 444) I - I

-
E Sub-State (n = 322) I i I

All (n = 766) I—I—|

0 100 200 300 400
Mean with 95% CI (days)

ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES AREA ENERGY ANALYSIS DIVISION | ENERGY MARKETS & PLANNING 13



State median timeline is 307 days, while sub-state median is 103 days.
Some projects permitted at both AHJs exceed 1,000 days.

Median: 307 days

100
@
Q
@
50
c
)
o 0 .
8 I Median: 103 days
o
o
100
w
c
g
@
L
50 o
0

0 400 800 1,200
Permitting Time: Application to Decision (days)
The x-axis is truncated to 1,250 days.
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Average sub-state timelines are substantially shorter compared to the

state timelines in MN, NY, OR, SC, and WI

Permit Decision Time by State

CA(28,2) : = —

_ MN (55, 31) HEH —
)
8

n

A — .
g NY (32, 53) HEH
8

9
K.l HEH
OR (55, 17 .

3 ( ) [ O

as
N

n
. SC (14, 5) ——

o

s
3 WA (9,9) ’ " — 0
9

8
* Wi (22, 21) i —_—

All States (215, 138) il ——

0 400 800 1,200

Mean with 95% CI (days, truncated to 1,250)
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AHJ

4 Sub-State
i State

Notes: Includes all
available data. The states
shown have a contingency
threshold, where state
permitting occurs for larger
projects, therefore state
projects are typically larger
capacity. See slide 22 for
capacity results. States
with low counts of projects
(SC, WA, CA) should be
interpreted with caution.
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Average timelines in 9 states (WV, NV, WY, CT, IA, KY, MS, SD, SC) are

substantially shorter than the overall average for all state AHJs

WV (n = 13)
NV (n = 19)
WY (n=17)

CT(n=9)
IA (n=17)
KY (n = 43)
MS (n = 34)
SD (n = 19)

SC (n = 5)
OR (n=17)
MD (n = 52)
OH (n = 64)

NH (n = 2)
MN (n = 31)
WI (n = 21)
ND (n = 17)
NY (n = 53)

CA(n=2)
WA (n = 9)
All (n = 444)

State (n)

Permit Decision Time by State

(State AHJ)
i
[ |
i
——
L
i~
—J—
L]
i
—{—
—J—
— ——
_— —
i
HiH
i
500 1,000 1,500

Mean with 95% CI (days, truncated to 1,500)
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Tukey CLD Group

0000000

¢

e

de

cde
bcde

bc

b

abcde
abcd

a

All states

Note: Includes all
available data. States with
low counts of projects
(SC, NH, CA, WA, CT)
should be interpreted with
caution. Compact Letter
Display (CLD) indicate the
results of Tukey-HSD
pairwise comparisons
(a=0.05). States sharing
at least one CLD letter
are not significantly
different by Tukeys test at
95% confidence interval
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For sub-state AHJs, six states (AR, SC, MN, WI, NC, OR) have timelines
significantly below the overall average

AR (n = 6)
SC (n = 14)
MN (n = 55)
WI (n = 22)
NC (n = 36)
OR (n = 55)

UT (n=9)
FL (n = 21)
CO (n = 15)
MA (n = 20)
NY (n = 32)
WA (n = 9)
CA (n = 28)
All (n = 322)

State (n)

ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES AREA | ENERGY ANALYSIS DIVISION | ENERGY MARKETS & PLANNING

Permit Decision Time by State

HilH
—{
HEH
-
T
HlH
—{
——
— =
] —
L
HilH
500

(Sub-State AHJ)

1,000

Mean with 95% CI (days)

1,500

Tukey CLD Group

0000

¢

d

cd

bcd

abcd
abc

ab

a

All states

Note: Includes all
available data. States
with low counts of
projects (AR, UT, WA)
should be interpreted
with caution. Compact
Letter Display (CLD)
indicate the results of
Tukey-HSD pairwise
comparisons (a=0.05).
States sharing at least
one CLD letter are not
significantly different by
Tukeys test at 95%
confidence interval
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In certain regions (CA-ISO, NE-ISO, Southeast), there is no substantial
difference between average timelines of the state and sub-state AHJs

Region (sample size: sub-state, state)

ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES AREA

Permit Decision Time by Region

Mean with 95% CI (days, truncated to 1,000)

ENERGY ANALYSIS DIVISION

ENERGY MARKETS & PLANNING

(All data)
California ISO (28, 2) i
Midcontinent ISO (78, 109) i ——
New England ISO (20, 11) —y—
New York ISO (32, 53) = ——
PJM ISO (154) o
Southeast (non-ISO) (71, 31) —
SPP (5, 22) —— -
West (non-ISO) (88, 62) —i— -
All Regions (322, 444) - ——
0 250 500 750 1,000

AHJ

4 Sub-State
4 State

Note: Includes all
available data.
Regions with low
count of projects
(SPP, CAISO, NE-
ISQO) should be
interpreted with
caution
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Based on the application decision year, sub-state timelines show modest
evidence of an increase from 2022 to 2025

Application Decision Year (sample size: sub-state, state)

ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES AREA

Permit Decision Time by Application Decision Year

(All data)

2015 (4) -

2016 (3)

2017 (4) 0
2018 (72, 12) =
2019 (74, 39) . . .
2020 (28, 35) —— - AHJ
2021 (47, 78) = o & Sub-State
2022 (30, 62) —— - * State
2023 (27, 61) & o
2024 (18, 48) _—
2025 (23, 78) P m—

2026 (20) =
All Years (322, 444) —— ——
0 200 400 600

ENERGY ANALYSIS DIVISION

Mean with 95% CI (days)

ENERGY MARKETS & PLANNING

Minimum n: 2 projects

Note: Sub-state
timelines averaged
less than 200 days in
2022, and over 300
days in 2025 (p-value
= 0.038). Data for
2026 should be
interpreted with
caution, because only
a portion of 2026 data
were collectable at the
time of this report
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Based on application submission year, state timelines decrease slightly

over time, while sub-state timelines remain more consistent

Permit Decision Time by Application Submission Year

2015 (7)
)
2 2016 (2, 8)
g
8 2017 (16)
@
o)
=
s 2018 (95, 30)
=
N
” 2019 (63, 42)
2
Q.
£ 2020 (45, 65)
K
S
] 2021 (35, 78)
>
<
-g 2022 (30, 49)
2
£
S 2023 (22, 50)
=
7
<
s 2024 (18, 72)
]
©
L2
s 2025 (10, 27)
Q.
<

All Years (322, 444)

(All data)

400 800
Mean with 95% CI (days, truncated to 1,250)
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AHJ

& Sub-State
4 State

1,200

Minimum n: 2 projects

Note: Most recent
years should be
interpreted with
caution. Projects
submitted recently
that have been
decided have
shorter timelines
that projects that
will be decided
later, and those
projects are not
shown here.
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No substantial differences observed between wind and solar. Sub-state
solar + storage take substantially longer than sub-state standalone solar

Technology (sample size: sub-state, state)

ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES AREA

Permit Decision Time by Technology

Solar (284, 294)

Solar + Storage (34, 58)

Solar + Wind (4)  |—=——

Solar + Wind + Storage (1)

Wind (4, 82)

Wind + Storage (5) |

All Technologies (322, 444)

(All data)
- HEH
—
i i
—{—
= |
HiH
HEH
0 400 800

ENERGY ANALYSIS DIVISION

Mean with 95% CI (days)

ENERGY MARKETS & PLANNING

1,200

AHJ

4 Sub-State
& State

Note: Includes all
available data.
Techs with low

count of projects
(SW, SWS, WS)
should be
interpreted with
caution
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For solar projects, sub-state appears to be slower for the largest capacity
projects, but small sample sizes complicate interpretation

Permit Decision Time by Solar Capacity

(Solar projects)

0 Less than 5 MW (162, 29 HIH
5 ess than (162, 29) ——
(7]
g 5 MW to <20 MW (66, 28) i -
¢
E
@ 20 MW to <50 MW (21, 15) —— -
o
g AHJ
© 50 MW to <100 MW (41, 64) ——— . B Sub-State
3 & State
(1]
L 100 MW to <200 MW (11, 136) : - i
=y
(3]
S ; =
8 200 MW or more (15, 85) ——
1 5
3 - -
8 All Capacities (316, 357) HEH

0 250 500 750 1,000 1,250

Mean with 95% CI (days)
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For wind projects, capacity has no discernible impact on timelines

Permit Decision Time by Wind Capacity

(Wind projects)
@ _ -
3
n
g Less than 50 MW (1, 9) . -
©
P
Q L
3 50 MW to <100 MW (2,4) !} = -
o
N AHJ
@ 100 MW to <200 MW (35) | - | B/ Sub-State
3 ® State
©
L |
> 200 MW or more (1, 44) ; =
g
2 - ! - . Note: Includes all
O All Capacities (4, 92) —_— available data.
j= Capacities with low
< 0 300 600 900 count of P Oﬁ‘zs
Mean with 95% CI (days) . terpfe t‘;‘(’j Wl.ﬂ‘j
caution
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Permit Stages

Permitted

[ =\
» » Denied #
N\
Notice of

Intent (NOI) Application Acpfrl:,i,?;'&n App"?a-tlon gr?d"étgg.i.tt'i%ﬂ
Submission Decision

\ i\ J
|

NOI to Completion to
Submission Decision

'I.'yplcally,.the timeline of Authority reviews initial AuthorltyI reviews appllgatlon Note: We are
this stage is dependent on application and either for compliance with applicable collecting data on
developer’s preparation of , - laws and regulations and many more

N issues a determination of : . ermitting steps
application issues a decision p g steps,
completeness or requests but they are often

. . . additional information . not generalizable

NOI is not required in all Some states have established across states

states limits for duration of this stage

ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES AREA | ENERGY ANALYSIS DIVISION | ENERGY MARKETS & PLANNING 24



At both state and sub-state level ‘Completion to Decision’ is the longest
stage, followed by ‘NOI to Submission’

Permit Stage Timelines by AHJ

Permit Stage

< State (=211, 406, 324)

Sub-State (n=1, 75, 77)

All (n=212, 481, 401)

AHJ (n for each stag

ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES AREA ENERGY ANALYSIS DIVISION

(Both AHJs)

NOI to Submission === Submissicn to Completion m== Completion to Decision

0 200
Mean (Days)

Time O represents the Day of Application Submission

ENERGY MARKETS & PLANNING

Note: Sub-state
AHJs have less
standardized data
than state AHJs,
and many lack an
NOI requirement or
application
completion dates,
which reduces the
sub-state sample
sizes for those
stages
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Outliers demonstrate individual projects can differ substantially from
mean and median values, sometimes spending over 1000 days in a stage

Durations Between Permitting Stage Key Dates

® NOI to Submission (n=211) F oo a» ) oo oo oo
g
n
State AHJ E’ Submission to Completion (n=406) 1——— 0 o0 oo o o
=
=
£
S
[
o Completion to Decision (n=324) 4-7 000 @ecee ® o oo
0 500 1,000
Duration (Days)
o NOI to Submission (n=1)
>
S
(]
=2 o . _
Su b-State AHJ § Submission to Completion (n=74) I» ®w o o
£
=
)
o

Completion to Decision (n=76) ~l— o o

0 1,000 2,000
Duration (Days)

Statistics fl} Boxplot (Q1 - 1.5xIQR , Q1, Median, Q3, Q3 + 1.5xIQR) @ Mean

e = Qutlier
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1,500

3,000

Note: Includes all
available data.
Categories with low
count of projects
(n) should be
interpreted with
caution

26



Median timelines for each permit stage, at the state AHJ, are quite
consistent regardless of solar project size

Solar Capacity (n for each stage)

ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES AREA

Permit Stage Timelines by Solar Capacity

(State AHJ)

Permit Stage NOI to Submission === Submission to Completion =

Less than 5 MW (n=0, 57, 21)

5 MW to <20 MW (n=0, 43, 21)

20 MW to <50 MW (n=8, 13, 11)

50 MW to <100 MW (n=45, 54, 51)
100 MW to <200 MW (n=88, 106, 99)
200 MW or more (n=51, 71, 65)

All (n=192, 344, 268)

-250

ENERGY ANALYSIS DIVISION

0 250 500
Mean (Days)

Time O represents the Day of Application Submission

ENERGY MARKETS & PLANNING

Completion to Decision

Note: Includes all
available data.
Categories with low
count of projects (n)
should be
interpreted with
caution
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For the sub-state AHJ, timelines of each permit stage are more variable,
and largest projects have slowest timelines

Permit Stage Timelines by Solar Capacity

(Sub-State AHJ)

Permit Stage NOI to Submission &= Submission to Completion === Completion to Decision

Less than 5 MW (n=0, 42, 43)
5 MW to <20 MW (n=0, 10, 13)
20 MW to <50 MW (n=0, 5, 5)
50 MW to <100 MW (n=1, 3, 3)
100 MW to <200 MW (n=0, 6, 6)
200 MW or more (n=0, 8, 6)

All (n=1, 74, 76)

Solar Capacity (n for each stage)

-250

ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES AREA ENERGY ANALYSIS DIVISION

-_ Note: Includes all

available data.
Categories with low
0 250 500 count of projects (n)

hould be
Mean (D S .
ean (Days) interpreted with
Time O represents the Day of Application Submission caution
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Permit Outcomes

Projects may be either permitted or

cancelled. For the latter, we consider AHJ-driven cancellation
four distinct forms:

one developer-driven and

Authority terminates the

. roposal prior to a decision
three AHJ-driven. LS POpesaRr =
Developer-driven cancellation {,{:&l Authority decision is to deny
= the permit
: DENIED

Developer decides to

withdraw the project from —

consideration prior to a ‘_/ Authority revokes the permit
WITHDRAWN permit decision —XJ N after previously having

approved it
REVOKED PP
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Most projects are permitted (86% at state AHJ, 93% at sub-state AHJ).
There are more denials at sub-state, and more withdrawals at state.

State AHJ Sub-State AHJ

Denied (3.2%)

Revoked (0.2%)

Terminated (1.3%) Denied (4 .3%)

Permitted Other
93% 7%

Permitted
87%

Withdrawn (8.5%)

Revolked (1.1%)
Terminated (0.2%)

VWithdrawn (1.1%)
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CA, WA, OR, SC, NV and OH have highest proportion of state
cancellations. MN, NC, and MA have highest proportion at sub-state.

State AHJ Sub-State AHJ

& & W T

50% CA 50% CT 1A KY MD AR CA CcO FL
(n=2) (n=9) (n=17) (n=52) (n=52) (n=8) (n=75) (n=15) (n=39)
89% 100% o8 H500 100% 91% 100% 95%
| \ - o | N a @
5%
MN MS 5% ND NH NV IL MA MN NC
(n = 30) (n=34) (n=19) (n=2) (n=26) (n=42) (n=24) (n=51) (n=43)
Qutcome Outcome
74% 1%
93% 97% 100% Permitted 98% 88% 86% 88% Permitted
Revoked Revoked
Denied . Denied
‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ . Terminated “ ‘ . Terminated
115 ‘ K B withdawn B winhdawn
NY OH OR SC SD NY OR SC uT
(n = 59) (n = 64) (n = 20) (n=5) (n=19) (n=52) (n = 56) (n=13) (n=17)
85% 81% 80% &b 84% 90% 100% 92% 100%
tVA wi wv WY WA wi
(n=28) (n=21) (n=13) (n=17) (n=10) (n=24)
75%
100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Ohio has denied 7 projects at the state level; no other state exceeds 2.
MD, KY, and NY each have 7 withdrawn projects.

Counts of Cancelled Projects by State
State AHJ

B Withdrawn Terminated Denied Revoked

State
Ozx=E2EZz00W=ESsS00=20
TXX00< DOZ>>» 4900

| III II
) “

N

(6)]

0 2 4 6
Developer-Withdrawn Count Authority-Driven Cancellation Count
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Sub-state AHJs in NY, NC, and CA each denied 4 projects. MN has revoked
5 projects. Few projects were withdrawn from sub-state AHJs.

Counts of Cancelled Projects by State
Sub-State AHJ

B Withdrawn I Terminated Denied Revoked

P
O

MN
o -
0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 0 2 4 6
Developer-Withdrawn Count Authority-Driven Cancellation Count
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Denied and withdrawn projects do appear to have longer timelines on
average, but the long error bars indicate a wide range of these timelines

Permit Decision Time by Outcome

(All data)
)
©
® . = |
n Denied (14, 15) [ -
L)
3
e
E -
7 Permitted (290, 398) HEH
% AHJ
N
" 4 Sub-State
o - & State
2, Withdrawn (2, 23)
£ L
©
L
£ -
o All Outcomes (306, 436) Note: Includes all
8 HH available data.
8 Categories with low
counts of projects
0 250 500 750 1,000 (n) should be
Mean with 95% CI (days, truncated to 1,000) interpreted with

caution
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Key takeaways: Permit timelines

On average, sub-state AHJs issue permit decisions about 6 months faster than state AHJs

In states where we have data from at least 5 projects at both the state and sub-state levels (MN, NY,
OR, SC, and WI), the average sub-state decision time is faster than the state decision time

In many states, larger projects are more likely to be sited by state AHJs due to state policies. For the
limited number of larger projects (>100 MW) that were processed at the sub-state AHJ, the timelines
were longer

There are no significant differences in processing times on average between wind and solar projects

Sub-state AHJs are slower to issue decisions for Solar + Storage projects than solar-only projects
without storage

There is some evidence of increasing processing times for sub-state AHJs in recent years.
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Key takeaways: Permit stages

Agency review time (‘Completion to Decision’) is typically the longest stage of permitting

At both state and sub-state level ‘Completion to decision’ is the longest stage, followed by ‘NOI to
Submission’. The time from ‘Submission to Completion’, when the agency may be requesting additional
information from the developer, is not typically the longest part of the process.

While mean and median values demonstrate the general tendency of the data, the presence of outliers,
especially in the state level data, shows there are projects with substantially longer timeframes for each
stage. (See Appendix for median values)

Certain states (CA, WA, OR, NY) have projects with longer median ‘Submission to Completion’ stages
than most other states, which may indicate these applications are more cumbersome to prepare

While state timelines for different permit stages remain consistent regardless of the project capacity,
sub-state timelines are substantially longer for large solar projects

Informal sub-state processes lead to less data availability to compare the duration between key dates
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Key takeaways: Permit outcomes

Most projects that submit applications are permitted
Sub-state authorities are slightly more likely to deny permit applications than state authorities

There is a marginally higher rate of developers withdrawing projects from state level consideration than
sub-state consideration. Withdrawals may occur for reasons unrelated to the permitting process (e.g.
interconnection costs) or because developers opt to change project details and submit new applications
sometimes at a different AHJ, that may ultimately be permitted.

At least 4 project withdraws from state AHJ in MD, KY, NY, and OH
The state AHJ in Ohio has denied 7 permit applications, more than any other state AHJ
Sub-state authorities have denied, revoked, or terminated at least 3 permits in NY, NC, CA, and MN

On average, it takes longer for a permit decision to be reached for denied and withdrawn projects
compared to permitted projects
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Additional future and related research

These data will be updated annually to improve representation across the country

These data will be merged with other pre- and post-operation timeline data, such as interconnection,
construction and operation (USWTDB & USPVDB) dates

We are investigating causes and patterns of permit cancellations with case-study analyses

|dentify drivers of heterogeneous permit timelines across states, including consideration of
implementation of state siting policy changes to examine pre- and post- timeline differences

We are currently collecting permit cost data

We are collecting permitting data for large-scale geothermal projects
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-

Data representation notes and selected results of median™
timelines /s

(figures only)

Note: For cohorts with n<5, R estimates quantiles using the
default, Type 7. See R documentation for more details
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Data Representation Notes

Data Level

State AHJ
data

Scope

Within the 20
states where data
was collected

Capacity

coverage

~100%

Projects
coverage

73%

Nationwide
(permitted by
state-level AHJs)

76%

39%

Sub-state
AHJ data

Within the 14
states where data
was collected

57%

14%

Nationwide
(permitted by
sub-state AHJs)

15%

9%

All data
(combined)

Nationwide
(became
operational within
time scope)

38%

15%

Estimations are based on dividing our project
count and summed MW by the total project
count and MW of projects that became
operational in our time scope from EIAS860M
July 2026 data

Operational month and year are filtered to Jan
2018 - March 2026 for solar projects, and Jan
2015 to March 2026 for wind projects

EIA does not provide a permitting authority, so
to make the state and sub-state estimations,
we identified an expected AHJ based on state
policies and evidence from projects in our
dataset matched to EIA. Given shifting
permitting policies over our time scope, these
estimations are approximate. We have
collected all available state AHJ data within the
20 states
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State (n = 444)

J

T Sub-State (n = 322)
<C

All (n = 766)

ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES AREA

Permit Decision Time by AHJ

(All data)
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Median Permit Stage Timelines by AHJ

Permit Stage NOI to Submission == Submission to Completion E Completion to Decision

-100 0 100 200 300
Median (Days)

Time O represents the Day of Application Submission

State (n=211, 406, 324)

AHJ (n for each stage)
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Permit Decision Time by State

(All data)
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Median Permit Stage Timelines by State: State AHJs

Permit Stage NOI to Submission === Submission to Completion === Completion to Decision
CA En=0, 4, 2; ]
CT (n=0, 8, 8 ]
—_ IA (n=0, 12, 12 I
o Ky En=48, 47, 43 ]
@ MD (n=0, 102, 43 ]
s MI (n=0, 4, 0
MN (n=23, 34, 31 I
S ND ﬂ=o, 16, 12 I
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©®  NY (n=49, 57, 53 - |
5 OH(n=67,65 63 ]
u— R(n=9,7,7 |
c SC (n=2,0,0
~ WA (n=0, 1, 1
9 WI (n=0, 19, 19 ]
8 WV (n=13 11,11 [
N WY (n=0, 17, 17) ]
All (n=211, 406, 324) I
-400 0 400

Median (Days)

Time O represents the Day of Application Submission
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Median Permit Stage Timelines by State: Sub-State AHJs

Permit Stage NOI to Submission === Submission to Completion ==== Completion to Decision

CA (n=0, 19, 18) s
= CO(n=0,3,3) i ]
o FL(=111) N |
£ MA (n=0, 6, 6) I
£ MN (n=0, 5, 5) .
§ NC (n=0, 3, 3) ]
« NY(N=0,2 7) [
& OR (n=0, 26, 26) [
£ Ut (n=0,0,1)
2 waA(n=0,10,7) ]
&

All (n=1, 75, 77) b

-400 0 400

Median (Days)

Time O represents the Day of Application Submission
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Permit Decision Time by Application Decision Year

2015 (4)

2016 (3)

2017 (4)
2018 (72, 12)
2019 (74, 39)
2020 (28, 35)
2021 (47, 78)
2022 (30, 62)
2023 (27, 61)
2024 (18, 48)
2025 (23, 78)

2026 (20)

Application Decision Year (sample size: sub-state, state)

All Years (322, 444)

(All data)
——
—a
I . i
S
—— g
T
AHJ
= = # Sub-State
# State
= =
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— =
L .—'
I 1 |
= =
200 400

Median with 25th - 75th percentiles (days)
Minimum n: 2 projects
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Median Permit Stage Timelines by Permit Decision Year: State AHJs

Permit Stage NOI to Submission === Submission to Completion === Completion to Decision

2015 (n=0, 2, 2)
2016 (n=0, 2, 2)
2017 (n=0, 2, 2)
2018 (n=0, 9, 9)

2019 (n=9, 21, 21)
2020 (n=9, 15, 15)

2021 (n=48, 61, 61)

2022 (n=31, 53, 53)

2023 (n=24, 40, 40)

2024 (n=28, 41, 41)

2025 (n=31, 62, 62)

2026 (n=7, 16, 16)

All (n=187, 324, 324)

Decision Year (n for each stage)

0 200 400
Median (Days)

Time O represents the Day of Application Submission
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Median Permit Stage Timelines by Permit Decision Year: Sub-State AHJs

Permit Stage NOI to Submission === Submission to Completion === Completion to Decision

2015 (n=0, 1, 1)

2018 (n=0, 19, 19) ] 0
2019 (n=0, 17, 17) y
2020 (n=0, 5, 5) ]
2021 (n=0, 6, 10) .
2022 (n=0, 6, 8) D, |
2023 (n=0, 5, 5) .|

2024 (n=0, 8, 8) .
2025 (n=0, 3, 3) I
2026 (n=0, 1, 1) S

All (n=0, 71, 77) IS

Decision Year (n for each stage)

0 200 400
Median (Days)

Time O represents the Day of Application Submission
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Application Submission Year (sample size: sub-state, state)

ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES AREA

Permit Decision Time by Application Submission Year

(All data)

2015 (7) HE—

2016 (2, 8) = =

2017 (16) I - :
2018 (95, 30) —— -
2019 (63, 42) Hi—
2020 (45, 65) ——— AHJ

& Sub-State
2021 (35, 78) —— - = Stato
2022 (30, 49) —m—
2023 (22, 50) —-—
2024 (18, 72) ——
2025 (10, 27) - -
All Years (322, 444) ———
0 400 800 1,200

Median with 25th - 75th percentiles (days, truncated to 1,250)

ENERGY ANALYSIS DIVISION

ENERGY MARKETS & PLANNING

Minimum n: 2 projects

51



Median Permit Stage Timelines by Permit Application Year: State AHJs

Permit Stage NOI to Submission === Submission to Completion === Completion to Decision

2015 (n=0, 5, 5)

2016 (n=0, 5, 4)
2017 (n=4, 12, 12)
2018 (n=9, 19, 18)
2019 (n=12, 26, 26)
2020 (n=32, 45, 45)
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2026 (n=3, 2, 0)
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Application Year (n for each stage)

-200 0 200 400
Median (Days)

Time O represents the Day of Application Submission
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Median Permit Stage Timelines by Permit Application Year: Sub-State AHJs
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Permit Decision Time by Technology
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Median Permit Stage Timelines by Technology: State AHJs

Permit Stage NOI to Submission === Submission to Completion === Completion to Decision

Solar (n=166, 293, 222)

Solar + Wind (n=3, 3, 3) ]

Solar + Wind + Storage (n=1, 1, 1)

Wind (=17, 55,52 -
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Time O represents the Day of Application Submission
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Median Permit Stage Timelines by Technology: Sub-State AHJs

Permit Stage NOI to Submission === Submission to Completion === Completion to Decision

Solar (n=1, 62, 66) I-
Solar + Storage (=0 12, 10 - I
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Permit Decision Time by Solar Capacity

(Solar project data)
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Median Permit Stage Timelines by Solar Project Capacity: State AHJs

Permit Stage NOI to Submission === Submission to Completion === Completion to Decision
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Median Permit Stage Timelines by Solar Project Capacity: Sub-State AHJs

Permit Stage NOI to Submission === Submission to Completion === Completion to Decision
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Permit Decision Time by Wind Capacity
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Median Permit Stage Timelines by Wind Project Capacity: State AHJs

Permit Stage NOI to Submission === Submission to Completion === Completion to Decision

Less than 50 MW (n=2, 5, 5)
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0 200 400
Median (Days)
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Median Permit Stage Timelines by Wind Project Capacity: Sub-State AHJs

Permit Stage NOI to Submission === Submission to Completion === Completion to Decision

0 200 400
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