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April 20,2026

To:
Wenzheng Qiu
Wenzheng.Qiu@pjm.com

Emmanuele Bobbio
Emmanuele.Bobbio@pjm.com

PIM Interconnection
2750 Monroe Blvd.
Audubon, PA 19403

Re: Feedback on 2026 RTEP Assumptions (as presented at the April 7, 2026, TEAC)
Via E-mail
Dear Wenzheng and Emmanuele,

CEBA is pleased to submit the following feedback on your presentation at the April 7, 2026, Transmission Expansion
Advisory Committee (TEAC) regarding assumptions for the 2026 Regional Transmission Expansion Plan (RTEP). In sum,
CEBA supports PIM'’s proposal to implement capacity expansion modeling in RTEP planning. We also offer detailed
feedback on certain technical assumptions.

Capacity expansion modeling in RTEP

CEBA supports PIJM'’s proposal to incorporate capacity expansion modeling into RTEP. This approach aligns with
practices in other RTOs and strengthens PIM's ability to proactively plan regional transmission that, in turn, should help
ensure that backbone transmission investments are both prudent and deliver savings over time to consumers. CEBA
believes that capacity expansion modeling confers several key advantages over current planning assumptions,
including:

e Better reflecting how economic generation is deployed to meet expected demand growth plus reserve margin
requirements;

e Producing a more realistic view of future generation buildout, by incorporating PIJM's own resource
characteristics, technology costs and performance, siting constraints, and other commercial factors;

e Leading to more efficient and cost-effective transmission solutions by using more accurate projections of
generation type and location; and
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e Building transparency and trust with states on the amount and location of needed transmission.

Feedback on additional technical assumptions

Below, we offer CEBA's feedback on additional technical assumptions as presented to the April 7, 2026, TEAC. For
convenience, we have organized our feedback by slide number and topic.

Slide 24: Policy and Planning Inputs

PJIM should retain flexibility to consider a broader set of factors—beyond state and federal policies—that may influence
the generation mix and reliability needs over the planning horizon. This could include utility-level energy commitments
or large energy customer direct procurement trends. CEBA suggests that PIJM include additional discretion for
consideration of additional factors, consistent with PIM's approach proposed on Order No. 1920 compliance.

Slide 26: Generation Queue Assumptions

PJIM should revisit its assumption that all queued generation that has not yet received a GIA is built before allowing the
capacity expansion model to select new resources. Given historical withdrawal rates in the queue, allowing the model
to economically determine buildout, rather than assuming full queue completion, may better reflect likely outcomes,
especially for early-stage projects in future planning cycles. This will be particularly relevant in future RTEP studies that
consider queued projects beyond TC1 and TC2, which are already commercially advanced.

We also encourage direct engagement with vertically integrated utilities in the footprint to reflect state-approved
generation plans.

Slide 26: Sensitivities

PJIM should consider a broader set of sensitivities, including natural gas price variations and high/low load growth
scenarios, both of which materially impact resource economics and planning outcomes. For reference, MISO took this
approach in its recent refresh of planning futures.

Slide 26: Retirement Assumptions

Limiting retirements in the base case to only those units that have announced deactivation may understate future
system needs given that the planning horizon is through 2046 (while generation deactivations are commonly
announced on a shorter horizon than 8 years out). PJM could instead consider incorporating age-based retirement
assumptions, with opportunities for asset owner adjustments, consistent with MISO's approach.

Slides 27 & 34: Storage Technologies

PJIM should expand the range of storage durations modeled beyond just 4- and 10-hour systems to better align with
the full suite of storage technologies included in PIJM's ELCC technology set, including 6- and 8-hour battery storage.

T MISO, Futures Redesign: Large Load Siting Methodology (Nov. 18, 2025), Slide # 8,
https://cdn.misoenergy.org/20251118%20Workshop%201tem%2001%20Intro%20%200verview727689.pdf.
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Slide 34: Nuclear Technologies

PJIM should consider including advanced nuclear technologies (e.g., small modular reactors, SMRs) in capacity
expansion modeling to reflect a broader set of potential future resources. MISO currently includes nuclear SMRs by
relying on 2024 baseline technology assumptions from the U.S. Department of Energy’s National Laboratory of the
Rockies.

Slide 38: Learning Curves

PIM should expand learning curves to include longer-duration storage technologies, including 6-, 8-, and 10-hour
durations to better reflect expected cost trajectories. The 10-hour technology is listed but not depicted on the graph.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this feedback. We appreciate PIM's thoughtful approach to developing robust
RTEP assumptions that increase the likelihood of selecting regional transmission solutions that meet the needs of a
rapidly evolving grid. Please do not hesitate to contact our team with any questions.

Sincerely,

John Miller
Director, Transmission Policy
jmiller@ceba.org

Bryn Baker
Senior Director, Organized Markets Policy
bbaker@ceba.org
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Comments of FirstEnergy to PJM Planning Staff on
2026 RTEP 8-Year Capacity Expansion Assumptions

April 22, 2026

Submitted via Email

FirstEnergy provides these written comments on the 2026 Regional Transmission Expansion
Planning (“RTEP”) 8-year capacity expansion modeling and assumptions.! FirstEnergy
appreciates PJM staff’s efforts to share with stakeholders how it is planning to address the 2034
solvability challenge in the RTEP power flow cases, as well as PJM’s willingness to discuss
results of the capacity expansion modeling at the May 8, 2026 TEAC meeting. It is FirstEnergy’s
understanding that in this cycle, the 8-year analysis (inclusive of impacts from the capacity
expansion modeling) is intended to inform (i.e., affirm or validate) the 5-year power flow
modeling results rather than serve as a stand-alone source of transmission needs and therefore
would not on its own introduce needs outside of those identified by the 5-year model.

Against that backdrop, FirstEnergy offers the comments below with the goal of supporting the
development of a clear problem statement for the 2026 RTEP cycle. This includes seeking
clarification and asking questions to enable better interpretation of the modeling assumptions,
results, and implications to regional transmission needs. This will help FirstEnergy, PJM and
stakeholders understand and apply the 8-year results in a practical and useful manner.
FirstEnergy appreciates and encourages PJM’s continued stakeholder engagement on this and
any future use of capacity expansion modeling in regional transmission planning processes at
PIM.

Overview of Comments

As discussed in more detail below, as PJM conducts the initial capacity expansion modeling,
FirstEnergy recommends that PJM address the following before or at the May 8 TEAC meeting:

1. Provide confirmation that the capacity expansion modeling and subsequent transmission
power flow analysis in both the 5-year model and 8-year model, will not take into
account PJM’s proposed Connect and Manage framework, or any other additional load
flexibility mechanism(s).

2. Provide confirmation regarding which resources from the current interconnection queue
will and will not be included in the modeling and how PJM plans to weigh any alternate
scenarios; and confirm PJM’s modeling assumption concerning the types of resources the
model will assume will be constructed.

! See Review of 2026 RTEP Assumptions, presentation before the Transmission Expansion Advisory Committee, at
slide 28 (Apr. 7, 2026), https:/www.pjm.com/-/media/DotCom/committees-
groups/committees/teac/2026/20260407/20260407-item-10---2026-rtep-assumption-update.pdf.




3. Provide clarification on how new resources and load will be mapped from zonal capacity
expansion inputs and portfolios to nodal power flow cases.

1. Confirmation Regarding Load Flexibility

In the current Expedited Critical Issue Fast Path process on the Reliability Backstop Procurement
(“RBP”), PJM has proposed two components to address resource adequacy: 1) a voluntary bi-
lateral transaction system facilitated by PJM (via Charles River Associates) with eligibility
requirements for Bring Your Own New Generation (BY ONG) and gating criteria for new load
characteristics and 2) a subsequent centralized procurement by PJM for any load needs that are
not met by a bilateral contract. It is FirstEnergy’s current understanding that if load does not
affirmatively participate in one of those two RBP components, PJM is proposing to require the
load to interconnect under its “Connect and Manage” approach, meaning the load would be
subject to possible curtailment until the region is resource adequate.

If these load flexibility mechanisms, such as the aforementioned Connect and Manage
framework, are still in place in 5 or 8 years, this could have a material impact on how much (and
where) new capacity is selected in the capacity expansion modeling PJM is conducting in this
RTEP cycle, and importantly impacts on subsequent transmission power flow analysis. Given the
possible impact of these assumptions, FirstEnergy would appreciate PJM’s confirmation of this
assumption and modeling choice.

2. Clarification of Interconnection Queue Incorporation

FirstEnergy would appreciate PJM’s confirmation regarding how resources from the
interconnection queue will be incorporated into the capacity expansion model. At various points,
PJM has indicated that all planned resources in the existing interconnection queue would be
included in the model as if they will all reach commercial operation. However, PJM’s April 7,
2026 TEAC presentation indicates that certain resources in the interconnection queue may be
excluded from the capacity expansion modeling effort. For example, Slide 9 of that presentation
lists that certain offshore wind projects may not be included. FirstEnergy requests that PIM
confirm whether it is, indeed, including “all” projects from the interconnection queue or whether
certain resources are being excluded. Additionally, to the extent PJM plans to run any alternate
scenarios or sensitivities involving the inclusion or exclusion of resources from the
interconnection queue, FirstEnergy believes it would be helpful if PJM shared its planned
weighting of these alternatives (i.e., will some scenarios or sensitivities be weighted more
heavily in PJM’s ultimate decision-making and/or be treated as more credible or likely?).

In addition, FirstEnergy notes that in light of historical completion rate data and the pending
RBP effort, the current makeup of the interconnection queue may not accurately reflect the types
of resources that will actually come to bear in five or eight years. For example, it seems likely
that the RBP will increase the amount of natural gas generation constructed. PIM’s base scenario
appears to assume that there will be no material differences in transmission location(s) or need(s)
based on the potential mismatch between the technologies in the queue and technologies that are
more likely to reach commercial operation. Put another way, FirstEnergy understands PJM’s
base case scenario as assuming that, for transmission planning purposes, the transmission



locations and needs will be materially similar regardless of whether, for example, more gas than
solar reaches commercial operation in the near and medium term. FirstEnergy would appreciate
PJM’s confirmation of this assumption and modeling choice.

3. Request for Additional Information on Zonal to Nodal Mapping

Lastly, FirstEnergy requests that PJM provide details on how it will map zonal load and zonal
capacity expansion portfolios to nodal power flow cases. It is important for stakeholders to
understand this mapping to specific locations on the transmission system for input into the power
flow models because these siting assumptions have a material impact on the subsequent
examination of transmission needs.?

Among peer RTOs, this portfolio mapping process is typically treated explicitly (e.g., via queue-
based siting, deliverability zones, or structured allocation methods), and subject to extensive
stakeholder input and feedback.® Recognizing the compressed nature of the RTEP timeline,
additional documentation and transparency on how this mapping is being conducted during this
cycle will be valuable to help stakeholders better understand and interpret the transmission
system findings.

Conclusion

FirstEnergy offers these comments with appreciation for PJM staff’s work on this set of complex
and challenging modeling issues, which is driven by the lack of supply in PJM. The suggestions
above are intended to help PJM and stakeholders better interpret and apply the 8-year results
within the current cycle’s stated role for that analysis as way to inform and ideally test the
robustness of the 5-year results. FirstEnergy’s goal is to establish a clear problem statement in
the 2026 RTEP cycle — a benefit to both PJM and all stakeholders and essential for managing
reliability in regional planning processes. FirstEnergy looks forward to the May 8 preliminary
modeling readout and to any further discussion that may be useful once stakeholders have had an
opportunity to review the initial results. FirstEnergy may submit additional comments following
the May 8 preliminary modeling readout.

2 In future discussions, FirstEnergy may also request additional clarifications of key assumptions that impact the
attractiveness and location of resource builds within the capacity expansion model. As one example, it may be
helpful to better understand how projected gas prices are translated into generator fuel costs in the capacity
expansion analysis, e.g. whether the model relies on a single Henry Hub price path across PJM reflects regional gas
price differences, transportation considerations, or other east-west distinctions that may have a material impact on
the costs a generator incurs for its fuel.

3 FirstEnergy is able and willing to provide PJM a briefing and/or materials concerning the practices of other RTOs
for similar modeling exercises.
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Maryland DNR Power Plant Research Program Response to 2026 RTEP Assumptions

The Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Power Plant Research Program (PPRP) appreciates this opportunity
to comment on PJM’s proposed capacity expansion assumptions for the 8-year (2034) reliability cases under the 2026
Regional Transmission Expansion Plan (RTEP), as presented through the Transmission Expansion Advisory Committee (TEAC)
stakeholder process.

PPRP functions to ensure that Maryland meets its electricity demands at a reasonable cost while protecting the State’s natural
resources. In this role, PPRP coordinates a comprehensive, multi-agency review of proposed generation and transmission
projects for the Maryland Public Service Commission’s (PSC’s) Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN)
process. PIJM Interconnection’s (PJM’s) RTEP process informs the transmission projects ultimately submitted to the PIJM
Board of Managers for approval and subsequently put forth to entities like the Maryland PSC and PPRP for state-jurisdiction
siting and permitting. Given PPRP’s statutory responsibility to evaluate proposed energy infrastructure in Maryland, PPRP
has a strong interest in ensuring that the assumptions underlying the PJM RTEP process are accurate.

On April 7, 2026, PJM, through TEAC, proposed updated modeling assumptions underlying the 8-year (2034) component of
the 2026 RTEP, including assumptions related to load forecasts, generation and retirement schedules, and applicable public
policy requirements.! The 2026 RTEP introduces a substantive methodological departure: the application of capacity
expansion modeling to the 8-year (2034) cases.? PJM has acknowledged that existing and committed resources are
insufficient to satisfy forecasted load across the planning horizon. This finding, in PJM’s view, necessitates the endogenous
development of additional generation within the model.3

A consequence of PIJM’s proposed approach is that transmission planning outcomes will depend on the novel assumptions
regarding resource availability, policy trajectories, and development constraints embedded within the proposed capacity
expansion framework. These inputs carry inherent uncertainty and warrant careful evaluation. Ideally, such an evaluation
would also give stakeholders an opportunity to substantively engage. PIJM provided stakeholders with an initial opportunity
to comment on the capacity expansion plan during the April 7 TEAC meeting and requested additional written comments by
April 22. P]M'’s stated intent is to finalize the 2026 RTEP assumptions at the May 8 TEAC meeting. *

PPRP is greatly concerned that the timeframe and process proposed for stakeholder review and comment on these proposed
assumptions is inadequate. In PPRP’s assessment, the proposed application of capacity expansion modeling to the 2026
RTEP represents a significant methodological change with potentially far-reaching implications, yet stakeholders will not be
afforded sufficient opportunity to evaluate the underlying assumptions, understand their interaction, and assess their
reasonableness if PJM proceeds with its proposed schedule.

PPRP also understands that PJM is undertaking parallel stakeholder processes to evaluate capacity expansion modeling in
the context of FERC Order 1920 implementation. This includes PJM’s plan to “discuss capacity expansion in more detail as
part of Order 1920 manual revisions later this year.”> Incorporating proposed changes into the 2026 RTEP at this time would
preempt important stakeholder engagement that may occur in the coming months. Accordingly, PPRP recommends that PJM
not finalize or rely on the proposed capacity expansion assumptions for the 2026 RTEP without providing an additional
stakeholder process sufficient to allow meaningful review of the underlying assumptions and methodology.

1 PJM Planning (April 7, 2026). “Review of 2026 RTEP Assumptions.” Transmission Expansion Advisory Committee. PJM Interconnection, LLC.
21d. at 22-28.

31d. at 25.

41d. at 28.

51d. at 25.
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Having identified the foregoing concerns and made the above recommendation, PPRP respectfully submits the following
questions and comments concerning the assumptions and methodologies presented by PIM:
1. PJM presents two 8-year scenarios (Scenario A and Scenario B) to assess the impact of differing assumptions on

resource availability and transmission needs. PPRP seeks additional clarification on the role and interpretation of
these scenarios, including:
a) What are the primary objectives of Scenario A and Scenario B, and how will the results from each scenario
be used in identifying and sizing transmission solutions?
b) What is the rationale for selecting these two scenarios, and were alternative scenario designs considered?
c) Are Scenario A and Scenario B intended to represent bounding cases (e.g., differing levels of resource
availability or development), and how should stakeholders interpret the range of outcomes between them?
d) Does PIM plan to adopt a consistent and transparent methodology for the treatment of interconnection
gueue resources across scenarios?

2. PIM applies build limits within the capacity expansion framework that allow generation to scale up to multiples of
existing capacity and interconnection queue levels (e.g., up to 2x by 2034 and 3x by 2045, with higher limits on
Virginia). What is the basis for the selected build multipliers?

3. PJM proposes utilizing Energy Exemplar’s modeling framework for the capacity expansion analysis. Please explain
how transmission is represented within the model. In particular:

a) Does the model incorporate transmission constraints and network topology explicitly, or does it rely on a
more simplified representation of the system?

b) How does the model represent the interaction between transmission expansion and generation additions?
Does the model treat transmission and generation as alternative solutions, or are transmission needs
determined after generation expansion is modeled?

c) To what extent are interregional solutions incorporated into the model? PPRP suggests that PIM consider
assessing the potential role of expanded external transfer capability
in meeting resource adequacy needs, as this could provide additional insight into the value of interregional
solutions.

4. Will the capacity expansion model allow for existing resources to be retired and replaced based on economic
conditions?

5. Will production cost modeling be conducted to assess system economics in future scenarios? If so, how does the
modeling framework represent key drivers such as fuel costs, weather variability, and dispatch dynamics?

6. Does the model evaluate system performance on an hourly (8760) basis to capture reliability and operational
constraints, or does it rely on representative time periods (e.g., seasonal or peak load conditions) to approximate
system availability?

7. Are ELCCvalues and the 1-in-10 resource adequacy target treated as dynamic within the modeling framework (i.e.,
updated as new capacity is added), or are these parameters fixed exogenously at the outset of the analysis?

8. Community solar and other distributed energy resources (DERs) are expected to play an increasing role in
Maryland’s energy mix. In this context, it is not clear how these resources are represented within the modeling



10.

11.

12.

framework. What assumptions are made regarding the role of community solar and other DERs, and how are their
impacts on load and capacity needs reflected in the analysis?

SB 937 (Next Generation Energy Act) establishes a policy direction in Maryland to encourage the development of
nuclear resources, including small modular reactors, and directs state agencies to pursue related regional and
federal arrangements. Why is nuclear not included as an expansion candidate within the capacity expansion
framework, especially in the out-years?

How does the model account for Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI) compliance costs in resource cost
assumptions, and how are these costs reflected in the relative competitiveness of fossil versus non-emitting
resources?

PJM assumes Henry Hub pricing for natural gas inputs. We suggest the use of index adjustments or basis differentials
to account for the diversity of gas supply costs across the PIM footprint.

PIM notes that capacity expansion modeling has been used indirectly in prior RTEP cycles to assess expected
regional flows. PPRP requests additional clarification on how this approach has been applied in past planning cycles,
including any specific examples, and how those applications inform the current modeling framework.

PPRP appreciates PJM’s willingness to engage regarding the proposed assumptions. PPRP also wishes to again emphasize
that the assumptions being considered, if inaccurate or mischaracterized, may result in planning decisions that materially
over- or understate transmission needs, with attendant implications for system reliability and ratepayer costs in Maryland.
As such, PPRP again recommends that PIJM defer application of capacity expansion modeling in the 2026 RTEP until
stakeholders have had a meaningful opportunity to review and respond to the relevant assumptions and methodologies.

Respectively,

Fosbant Saazgméa

Robert Sadzinski
Director, Power Plant Research Program
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ORDER ON THE STATE
AGREEMENT APPROACH (SAA)
MUTUAL TERMINATION
AGREEMENT

IN THE MATTER OF DECLARING TRANSMISSION
TO SUPPORT OFFSHORE WIND A PUBLIC
POLICY OF THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY
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DOCKET NO. Q020100630
Parties of Record:

Brian O. Lipman, Esq., Director, New Jersey Division of Rate Counsel
Susan McGill, PJM Interconnection, L.L.C.

Thomas Donadio, Jersey Central Power & Light Company

Cynthia Holland, Exelon Corporation

Matthew Virant, Mid-Atlantic Offshore Development, LLC

Jason Niven, LS Power Grid Mid-Atlantic, LLC

Shadab Ali, PPL Electric Utilities

Jodi Moskowitz, Public Service Electric and Gas Company

Maria J. Malguarnera, Transource Energy, LLC

BY THE BOARD:

By this Decision and Order, the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (“Board” or “BPU”) considers
whether to enter into a Mutual Agreement to Terminate the Amended and Restated State
Agreement Approach Agreement with PJM Interconnection, LLC (“‘PJM”) (“Mutual Termination
Agreement”).

BACKGROUND AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY

By Order dated November 18, 2020, the Board initiated a proceeding for New Jersey to become
the first state to integrate its offshore wind ("OSW’) transmission goals with its regional electric
transmission grid’s planning and development process, one of many steps taken to advance
timely, effective, and efficient deployment of major in-state energy generation sources.! By the
November 2020 Order, the Board formally requested the inclusion of the state’s plans for OSW
generation into PJM’s regional transmission expansion plan (“RTEP”) through the State
Agreement Approach (“SAA”), a first-in-the-nation mechanism that allows a state to pursue its

1 In_the Matter of Declaring Transmission to Support Offshore Wind a Public Policy of the State of New
Jersey, BPU Docket No. Q020100630, Order dated November 18, 2020 (“November 2020 Order”).
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energy priorities within PJM’s RTEP if that state agrees to assume cost responsibilities for any
transmission projects selected to support the state’s public policy goals.? On December 18, 2020,
PJM submitted to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) an executed SAA Study
Agreement between PJM and the Board to begin implementing the SAA.3

In January 2022, PJM filed Rate Schedule 49 at FERC, setting out the agreement between the
Board and PJM to implement the SAA process for New Jersey (“SAA Agreement”).* In the SAA
Agreement, PJM committed to preserving transmission capability necessary to realize New
Jersey’s goals for in-state generation.® In exchange, PJM required and New Jersey, through the
Board, agreed to accept cost responsibility for the transmission projects that would facilitate that
in-state generation, subject to cost-sharing for certain projects that also resolved regional
reliability needs.® On April 14, 2022, FERC approved the SAA Agreement.” The Board and PJM
subsequently modified, and on March 6, 2023 FERC approved, the SAA Agreement to expressly
incorporate the costs and in-service dates for the selected SAA Projects.?

PJM then opened a competitive solicitation to receive project proposals to advance New Jersey’s
targeted OSW goals. By Order dated October 26, 2022, the Board awarded SAA Projects to nine
(9) SAA Developers. These developers proposed to make major investments in New Jersey,
upgrading and strengthening the state’s electric grid and associated facilities necessary to deliver
4,890 megawatts (“MW”) of electricity from New Jersey-built wind projects to New Jersey
customers. Taken together, those investments were planned to save ratepayers an estimated
$900 million compared to interconnecting OSW generation through a traditional non-SAA

2 Amended and Restated Operating Agreement of PJM Interconnection, LLC , Sch. 6, § 1.5.9 (“PJM
Operating Agreement”); PJM Open Access Transmission Tariff, Sch. 12(b)(xii) (‘PJM Tariff).

3 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 174 FERC 161,090 at P 1 (2021).
4 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 179 FERC 61,024 at P 1 (2022).

5 The provisions of the SAA Agreement formally establish the terms and obligations, under FERC
jurisdiction, for the management of the SAA. The SAA Agreement sets forth PJM’s ongoing obligation to
preserve the transmission capability created by projects selected for the Larabee Collector Solution (“LCS”)
project, consisting of Mid-Atlantic Offshore Development, LLC’s LCS and Jersey Central Power & Light
Company’s Clean Energy Corridor, for the purpose of enabling New Jersey’s OSW generation
procurements—referred to as “SAA Capability.” See SAA Agreement at § 6.2(c) (“The SAA Capability will
be based, modeled and reserved in a manner (i) consistent with PJM’s reliability criteria, study assumptions,
and modeling processes for offshore wind turbines as detailed in PJM Manuals, and (ii) as described and
identified in any subsequent FERC filings, as well as in Appendix B herein (citing PJM Competitive Planning
Webpage, 2021 NJ OSW Proposal Overview, at Appendix).”) SAA Capability is defined as “all transmission
capability created by a SAA Project(s), including but not limited to the capability to integrate resources
injecting energy up to the Maximum Facility Output (“MFQ”), capability which may become CIRs through
the PJM interconnection process, and any other capability or rights under the PJM Tariff, and consistent
with the reliability study criteria applied to the evaluation of a SAA Project(s) as set forth in Paragraph 6 [of
the SAA Agreement].” SAA Agreement § 1.2.

6 The SAA Agreement incorporates by reference the provisions of PJM’s Tariff that provide for cost-
sharing of Multi-Driver Projects that both support state public policies and solve a reliability problem. See
SAA Agreement § 15.0; PJM Tariff, Sch. 12(b)(xiv).

7ld.
8 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., ER23-775 (Mar. 6, 2023).

2
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approach.® All projects were planned to be complete and operational by June 1, 2030."°

By Presidential Action, in the form of a memorandum issued January 20, 2025 (“PM”), the federal
government halted all new OSW leasing and permitting and initiated a comprehensive review of
federal wind leasing and permitting practices. Following that Presidential Action, the U.S.
offshore wind industry, its investors, the manufacturing, maritime, and construction workers who
were actively employed in it, and the ratepayers who looked forward to its promised relief from
skyrocketing utility costs have been thrown into turmoil and uncertainty. Repetitive environmental
reviews, unnecessary permitting costs, and even stop-work orders on active construction projects,
have deeply eroded near-term confidence in the federal regulatory regime for a broad swath of
U.S. energy projects, including offshore wind.'?

In light of this market uncertainty, on May 23, 2025, Jersey Central Power and Light Company
(“JCP&L") filed a Motion for Declaratory Guidance in this docket, requesting the Board “either
affirm[] the schedule for Movant's development of its project supporting the State’s goal of
offshore wind development and transmission reliability, or, in the alternative, . . . modify[] said
schedule.””™ JCP&L requested “this relief due to the occurrence of new facts and circumstances,
primarily at the federal level.”'* As examples, JCP&L’s motion cited both the PM and a decision
from the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (“EPA”) Environmental Appeals Board
(“EAB”) approving EPA’s request for a voluntary remand of the Clean Air Act permit it granted to
the Atlantic Shores OSW project.”® JCP&L explained that under its Designated Entity Agreement
(“DEA”) with PJM, it would soon need to commence construction on several SAA Projects that
had substantial costs.'® JCP&L thus asked the Board to specifically state whether it should

9 In re Declaring Transmission to Support Offshore Wind a Public Policy of the State of New Jersey, BPU
Docket No. Q020100630, Order dated October 26, 2022 (“October 2022 Order”).

10 1d., App. A.

" Presidential Action: Memorandum to Agency Heads, Temporary Withdrawal of All Areas on the Outer
Continental Shelf from Offshore Wind Leasing and Review of the Federal Government’s Leasing and
Permitting Practices for Wind Projects, (Jan, 20, 2025),
https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidentialactions/2025/01/temporary-withdrawal-of-all-areas-on-the-outer-
continental-shelf-from-offshore-wind-leasing-andreview-of-the-federal-governments-leasing-and-
permitting-practices-for-wind-projects/ (“Presidential Memorandum?”).

2 See, e.q., Director's Order from Walter D. Cruickshank, Acting Dir., Bureau of Ocean Energy Mgmt, to
Matthew Brotmann, Sec'y, Empire Offshore Wind LLC (Apr. 16, 2025),
https://www.boem.gov/sites/default/files/documents/renewable-energy/state-
activities/BOEM%20Director%26%23039%3Bs%200rder%20Empire%20Wind.pdf; In re Atlantic Shores
Offshore  Wind, LLC, OCS Appeal No. 24-01, slip op. at 5 (EAB Mar. 14, 2025).
https://yosemite.epa.gov/oa/eab_web docket.nsf/9C7B7CF33923032185258C4D0058F4A7/$File/Atlantic
%20Shores%200rder%20Granting%20Motion%20for%20Voluntary%20Remand,%20FINAL.pdf  (“EAB
Voluntary Remand Order”).

3 Mot. for Decl. Guidance by The Jersey Central Power & Light Company on Current Project
Development Schedule, or, Alternatively, for Modification of Current Project Schedule at 1 (May 23,
2025).

141d.
5 1d. at 3-4 (citing President Memorandum & EAB Voluntary Remand Order).
61d. at 2, 5-6.
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proceed with “development as required to meet the current DEA schedule commitments, or
should delay near-term commencement of construction pending further OSW development
guidance from the Board.”"”

On June 9, 2025, the New Jersey Division of Rate Counsel (“Rate Counsel’) filed a letter in
response to JCP&L’s Motion for Declaratory Guidance and its own Cross-Motion for Rehearing. '
Rate Counsel stated that it opposed JCP&L’s motion “to the extent that motion seeks to affirm the
current schedule without further consideration.””® Through its Cross-Motion for Rehearing, Rate
Counsel requested that the Board instead reopen the record to reevaluate costs, prudency, and
ratepayer impacts, and further sought a stay of project development pending such review.?

By Order dated August 13, 2025, the Board addressed JCP&L’s motion and the development
schedule of SAA transmission projects previously selected by the Board and incorporated into
the RTEP.?'" By the August 2025 Order, the Board found that recent federal policy developments
introduced significant uncertainty into the development timeline for the OSW projects the SAA
transmission projects were designed to support. To protect New Jersey ratepayers from near-
term expenditures and to realign transmission development with generation timelines, the Board
(1) directed JCP&L to delay, to the extent practicable, expenditures associated with SAA Projects
identified under PJM upgrade identification number b3737 for a period of approximately two-and-
one-half years; (2) requested that PJM revise the expected in-service dates for the affected SAA
Projects from June 1, 2030 to January 1, 2033; and (3) directed Board Staff (“Staff’) to coordinate
with PJM and SAA Project developers to defer other SAA related expenditures consistent with
the Board’s directives.

On August 28, 2025, PJM filed a Request for Clarification, or in the alternative, Motion for
Reconsideration of the August 2025 Order.?? In its filing, PJM asked for clarification of the precise
meaning of the Board’s request that PJM delay certain SAA Projects, noting that there was an
important distinction between “delaying” and “suspending” SAA Projects.?® PJM further noted that
the existing SAA Agreement does not contain provisions authorizing suspension or delay of
approved SAA Projects and either a delay or a suspension would require modification of the SAA
Agreement.?

By letter dated September 22, 2025, Rate Counsel filed a Response to PJM’s motion.?® By its

17 |d. at 6.

8 Rate Counsel Resp. to Mot. for Decl. Guidance by the Jersey Central Power & Light Company on
Current Project Development Schedule, or, Alternatively, for Modification of Current Project Schedule;
and Cross-Motion for Rehearing (June 9, 2025).

191d. at 1.
20 See id. at 1-3, 7.

21 In re Declaring Transmission to Support Offshore Wind a Public Policy of the State of New Jersey, BPU
Docket No. Q020100630, Order dated August 13, 2025 (“August 2025 Order”).

22 Request for Clarification or, in the Alternative, Mot. for Reconsideration or Rehearing of PJM
Interconnection, L.L.C. (August 28, 2025).

23 |d. at 4-5.
241d.

25 Rate Counsel Resp. to PJM Mot. for Reconsideration (Sept. 22, 2025).
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Response, Rate Counsel urged the Board to deny PJM’s request, asserting that PJM failed to
demonstrate any legal or factual error in the August 2025 Order and reiterating the importance of
ratepayer protection amid uncertainty surround OSW.2

Thereafter, on November 21, 2025, PJM submitted a Request for Assurances, asking that the
Board in writing: (1) affirm whether the Board’s decision was to delay or suspend the SAA Projects
and acknowledge modeling and cost implications thereof; (2) affirm the Board’s commitment to
proceed with the SAA Projects after the two-and-one-half-year delay, including paying 100% of
all associated and escalated costs; (3) commit to establish new OSW in-service dates that align
with the transmission delay; and (4) commit to fund PJM’s own studies necessary to determine
which projects can be delayed.?” PJM made such commitments a condition for its continued
cooperation.?®

For the limited purpose of facilitating continued negotiations for modification to the SAA
Agreement necessary to incorporate suspension authority and clarify procedures governing
scope, cost, and schedule modifications, on January 3, 2026, the Executive Director of the New
Jersey Board of Public Utilities transmitted a Letter of Assurances to PJM pursuant to its request.?°

Rate Counsel also responded to PJM’s Request for Assurances and the Executive Director’s
Letter of Assurances by letter dated February 20, 2026.%° In its letter Rate Counsel urged the
Board to undertake an updated prudency and cost-benefit analysis before taking further action on
the SAA Agreement, because of material changes in the OSW landscape.®' As such, Rate
Counsel opposed any further commitment of ratepayer funds absent stronger evidentiary support
and further analysis.*?

Finally, since the Board’s last action in this docket on August 13, 2025, material changes to both
the Leading Light Wind Project (“LLW Project”) and Attentive Energy Two Project (“Attentive
Project”) that the Board awarded in January 2024 as part of Offshore Wind Solicitation Three
indicate that the projects are unlikely to move forward. Specifically, on November 7, 2025
Invenergy Wind Offshore, LLC (“Invenergy”) sent a notice to the Board stating that it “has
determined it cannot move forward with the Project under the terms and conditions set out in the
Board’s January Order,” because of the “economic and regulatory conditions that have made
the development of new offshore wind energy projects extremely difficult” discussed above.?* On

26 See id. at 2, 6-10.

27 Req. for Assurances Regarding State Agreement Approach Agreement at 3-5 (Nov. 21, 2025) (“PJM
Demand Assurances Letter”).

28 ]1d. at 4-5.

29 Letter from Robert Brabston, Exec. Dir., N.J. Bd. of Pub. Utils., to Stu Bressler, Chief Operating Officer,
PJM Interconnection, LLC (Feb. 3, 2026) (on file in BPU Docket No. Q020100630).

30 Rate Counsel Resp. to PJM Request for Assurances (Feb. 20, 2026).
311d. at 5.
321d.

33 LW Project Notice to the BPU at 1, BPU Docket No. Q022080481 (Nov. 7, 2025) (citing In re the
Opening of New Jersey’s Third Solicitation for Offshore Wind Renewable Energy Certificates (OREC),
Order Approving Leading Light Wind 2400 MW Project as a Qualified Offshore Wind Project, BPU Docket
No. Q022080481, Order dated January 24, 2024.

34 1d. at 2.
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March 23, 2026, TotalEnergies, the parent company of Attentive Energy, LLC (“Attentive”),
announced that in exchange for a nearly $1 billion payment from the federal government,*® it was
“relinquish[ing] its Carolina Long Bay lease (Lease OCS-A 0545) and its New York Bight lease
(Lease OCS-A 0538),”* the latter of which included the Attentive Project. As the Attentive Project
was planned to be built in the New York Bight lease area,® TotalEnergies’ agreement with the
United States Department of the Interior (“Interior”) likely means the Attentive Project cannot
proceed.

The loss of the LLW Project and the likely loss of the Attentive Project, so long as Interior’s
agreement with TotalEnergies remains in effect, means there are no viable OSW generation
projects with a discernable pathway to commercial operation on the ambitious timeline anticipated
both by the state’s goals for in-state generation and corresponding investments in the electric grid
planned through the SAA.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

In the months following the August 2025 Order, Staff attempted to work with PJM to limit New
Jersey’s ratepayers cost exposure during the delay or suspension period. However, PJM stated
they were unable to perform more than a preliminary “desktop analysis” absent FERC acceptance
of a revised SAA Agreement and a binding commitment on the Board’s part to both fund the
necessary studies and force New Jersey ratepayers to pay the costs of suspension before
knowing what they would be.3®

The desktop analysis PJM provided sorted SAA Projects into (1) Category 1 projects that “could
be suspended without negatively impacting the transmission system,” (2) Category 2 projects
“that cannot be terminated, delayed, or suspended without negatively impacting the transmission
system,” and (3) Category 3 projects “that require further study before PJM can make a
determination about whether they can be delayed.”® PJM’'s desktop analysis showed that a
material amount of projects fell into Category 3, making it difficult to determine the actual benefits
delay or suspension might provide to ratepayers. PJM also asserted that effectuating a delay or
suspension would be a very lengthy process during which projects would continue as scheduled
and costs would continue to mount until at least the latter half of 2026,%° diminishing the potential
value of delay or suspension to ratepayers below what was envisioned at the time of the August
2025 Order.

Moreover, the loss of the LLW Project in November 2025 and TotalEnergies’ March 2026

35 Alex Brown, Trump Administration Will Pay $1B to Block 2 Offshore Wind Farms, N.J. Monitor (Mar. 25,
2026), https://newjerseymonitor.com/2026/03/25/repub/turmp-offshore-wind-farms/.

36 Press Release, TotalEnergies, United States: TotalEnergies Signs Agreements with U.S. Department
of Interior to End its U.S. Offshore Wind Projects (Mar. 23, 2026), https://totalenergies.com/news/press-
releases/united-states-totalenergies-signs-agreements-us-department-interior-end-its-us.

37 In re the Opening of New Jersey’s Third Solicitation for Offshore Wind Renewable Energy Certificates
(OREC), Order Approving Attentive Energy Two 1342 MW Project as a Qualified Offshore Wind Project,
BPU Docket No. Q022080481, Order dated January 24, 2024 at 22, 22 n.88.

38 PJM Request for Assurances at 4-5.
39 |d. at 4.

40 |,
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agreement with the Department of Interior have further eroded the case for continuing with the
SAA Agreement. At the time of the August 2025 Order, both the LLW Project and Attentive Project
were experiencing significant difficulties, but it remained plausible that they or similar projects
could eventually reach commercial operation on a delayed timeline.*' That is no longer the case
in the wake of Invenergy’s decision not to proceed with the LLW Project at the approved offshore
wind renewable energy credit price, and Attentive’ s likely decision to not proceed with the
Attentive Project due to Interior's payment to TotalEnergies in exchange for its agreement to
cease all US OSW development. Instead, New Jersey is now facing a situation in which there
will be no identified, large-scale in-state generation projects under active development that can
make use of SAA Capability on the timeline the state and PJM initially envisioned.

Because the SAA Projects and their associated power flows are currently assumed to be part of
PJM’s transmission system for its RTEP planning process, transmission and interconnection
upgrades may be built on top of the SAA Projects. This risks inefficiencies if the power flows
assumed to result from the SAA Projects and/or the generation resources they were intended to
support do not materialize.

In light of the above, Staff now believes that terminating the SAA Agreement as quickly as possible
is in the best interest of New Jersey ratepayers. Staff emphasizes that prompt Board action is
essential to avoiding a potentially significant increase in New Jersey ratepayers’ cost exposure.

The reasons for this are that (1) PJM will finalize its 2026 RTEP planning assumptions by the start
of July 2026, and (2) PJM is legally unable to remove SAA Projects from its RTEP planning
assumptions absent FERC approval of a decision to terminate the SAA Agreement. Obtaining
such FERC approval will require PJM to make a Federal Power Act Section 205 filing to FERC
after the Board agrees to terminate the SAA Agreement. As FERC will have sixty days to issue
its ruling,*? that filing must be made to FERC by the end of April to ensure FERC acts before the
beginning of the 2026 RTEP planning cycle. That in turn means the Board must decide to
terminate the SAA Agreement before the end of April to prevent SAA Projects from remaining in
the 2026 RTEP planning assumptions.

New Jersey ratepayers likely face a significant escalation in cost exposure if all SAA Projects
remain in PJM’s assumptions for the 2026 RTEP planning cycle. As explained above, new
transmission projects may be planned in reliance on SAA Projects if they remain in the model.
Once PJM selects new RTEP projects that rely on SAA Projects, it will no longer be possible to
terminate the SAA Projects on which the new RTEP projects rely. Conversely, agreeing to
terminate the SAA Agreement now will allow PJM to remove the SAA Projects from the 2026
RTEP planning cycle, assuming timely FERC approval. That would minimize further cost
exposure to New Jersey under the SAA Agreement by ensuring additional system upgrades are
not built in reliance on the SAA Projects. It will also allow PJM to develop a more efficient
transmission system, reducing the total amount of transmission costs assessed to ratepayers
across the entire PJM region.

To that end, following the announcement of Interior’s intent to pay TotalEnergies nearly $1 billion
to cancel its leases, Staff began negotiating a draft Mutual Termination Agreement with PJM.

41 Attentive Energy LLC’s Mot. for a Limited Stay of Order, BPU Docket No. Q022080481 (Jan. 23,
2025); Leading Light Wind’s Amended Mot. to Extend the Stay, BPU Docket No. Q022080481 (May 16,
2025).

42 See 16 U.S.C. § 824d(d).
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Under the proposed Mutual Termination Agreement, 52 out of the 58 SAA Projects will be
canceled, leaving six SAA Projects to be completed. Based on information provided by PJM and
SAA Project developers, Staff estimates that the cost of completing those six SAA Projects plus
spend-to-date on SAA Projects amounts to approximately $400 million. As the cost of completing
all 58 SAA Projects is estimated to be approximately $1.2 billion,*? this suggests SAA termination
will save New Jersey ratepayers approximately $800 million.*4

Three of the six SAA Projects, specifically b3737.1, b3737.45, and b3737.60, that will not be
canceled are already completed projects. PJM has determined that the remaining three projects,
specifically b3737.47, b3737.38, and b3737.39 that have yet to be completed are needed for
reliability or the interconnection of non-OSW resources and will therefore be used and useful even
in the absence of any OSW projects.

One of these projects, b3737.47, is a Multi-Driver Project that addresses a baseline reliability
need in Pennsylvania and as such will have 26.73% of its cost allocated as a Reliability Project,
such that only 73.27% of its total cost will be allocated to New Jersey ratepayers as an SAA
Project.*® PJM’s public database estimates that the total cost of b3737.47 will be $104.1 million,*®
and New Jersey’s share of the Reliability Project component comes to approximately $77.8
million.

New Jersey ratepayers are responsible for any prudently incurred costs of the SAA Project
component of b3737.47 due to a FERC-approved provision in PJM’s Operating Agreement, which
was incorporated into the SAA Agreement by reference.*” Specifically, it provides that when “a
state governmental entity(ies) withdraws its support of the [SAA Project] component of a Multi-
Driver Project” but the “Multi-Driver Project must be retained in the Regional Transmission
Expansion Plan . . . the withdrawing state governmental entity(ies) shall continue to be
responsible for its/their share of the FERC-accepted cost allocations.”® As b3737.47 must
continue to meet the baseline reliability needs of the regional grid, New Jersey ratepayers remain

43 The original cost estimate for the entire portfolio of SAA Projects was $1.08 billion. October 2022
Order at 61. However, subsequent adjustments to cost estimates increased the cost estimate by
approximately $127 million in June 2023, decreased it by about $29 million in March 2024, and
decreased again by about $8 million in December 2024. In re Declaring Transmission to Support
Offshore Wind a Public Policy of the State of New Jersey, BPU Docket No. Q020100630, Order dated
Dec. 18, 2024 at 4, 6. That produces a revised total cost estimate of approximately $1.17 billion. Given
the fluctuation in SAA projects cost and the fact that transmission cost estimates tend to increase over
time, Staff believes it is best to round this cost estimate to $1.2 billion.

44 Staff notes that transmission cost estimates can change significantly during development and
construction. Moreover, a portion of the money spent on SAA Projects to date has been spent on parts
and equipment that transmission developers can and should redeploy, and reallocate the costs of, to
other transmission projects. It is also possible that some of that expenditure could be deemed imprudent
and not recoverable from ratepayers, which would further reduce total costs charged to ratepayers. As
such, Staff cannot present a precise value of the ultimate savings from terminating the SAA Agreement.

45 PJM Tariff, Sch. 12, App. C, § 1.

46 project Status and Cost Allocation, PJM, https://www.pjm.com/planning/m/project-construction (last
visited Apr. 9, 2026).

47 Amended and Restated State Agreement Approach Agreement § 15.0.
48 Amended and Restated Operating Agreement of PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., Sch. 6, § 1.5.10(d).
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responsible for all prudently incurred cost of its SAA Project component if it ultimately proves to
be used and useful.

The other two projects, b3737.38 and b3737.39 are needed to support the interconnection of non-
OSW resources, including uprates to two existing New Jersey natural gas plants, and will have
100% of their costs allocated to New Jersey ratepayers.*® Because of the Board’s continued
prioritization of in-state generation and capacity resources, New Jersey ratepayers will receive
substantially the same benefit from b3737.38 and b3737.39 they would have if OSW development
proceeded on the originally envisioned timeline. Project b3737.38 will support two uprates at
existing natural gas generating facilities, while project b3737.39 will permit interconnection of the
Two Rivers Storage project at the Bergen Generating Station in Ridgefield, which the Board
awarded in Tranche 1 of the Garden State Energy Storage Program on March 4, 2026 to help
meet New Jersey’s statutory storage targets.®® As such, by paying for the cost of b3737.38 and
b3737.39, New Jersey ratepayers are receiving the benefit of facilitating the interconnection of
three in-state generation and capacity investments that help achieve New Jersey’s policy goals
and provide much needed capacity and relief from PJM’s market spikes.

The total costs of b3737.38 and b3737.39 are estimated to be $35.3 million and $5.5 million
respectively,5! Thus, the combined cost to New Jersey ratepayers of these three projects amounts
to approximately $118.6 million, assuming all costs were prudently incurred.

Because there are generation resources under development that have a substantial reliance
interest on project b3737.38, Staff concludes that this cost allocation of b3737.38 is reasonable
given the cost savings that will be realized from terminating the SAA agreement and cancelling
52 SAA projects. As shown above, failure to terminate the SAA Agreement could leave New
Jersey ratepayers exposed to additional costs of approximately $800 million.

Consequently, Staff believes that on balance the proposed Mutual Termination Agreement
dramatically reduces New Jersey ratepayers’ cost exposure by effectuating the swift cancellation
of 52 of the 58 SAA Projects. Staff therefore recommends that the Board authorize the President
to execute the proposed Mutual Termination Agreement on the Board's behalf.

DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS

As discussed above, recent action taken by the federal government, including but not limited to
Executive Orders, memoranda, and stop-work orders to individual projects, and payments to
foreign energy developers have created significant regulatory uncertainty and disruption in the
domestic energy industry. These actions have altered federal permitting and leasing processes
and undermined the regulatory framework necessary for New Jersey to continue progress toward
investing in certain in-state generation resources and associated transmission planning. The
resulting regulatory instability has materially impacted in-state generation projects that formed the
basis of the SAA Agreement and New Jersey and PJM’s coordinated transmission planning
decisions. These federal actions render the investments contemplated by the SAA Agreement

50 See In re the Garden State Energy Storage Program (“GSESP”) Pursuant to P.L. 2018, C.17, BPU
Docket No. Q0220805400rder dated March 4, 2026; N.J.S.A. 48:3-87.8(d); N.J.S.A. 48:3-121.3(a)(2).

5t d.
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infeasible on the timeline envisioned when the SAA Agreement was executed.

While the SAA Capability was not intended to serve any single OSW project, the predictable
procurement of OSW projects on the BPU’s Solicitation Schedule, included as Appendix A to the
SAA Agreement, served as the foundation for the development of the SAA Projects. However, in
light of the federal actions described above, the LLW Project is unable to move forward and the
Attentive Project will likely not proceed as well. The probable loss of both projects plus the
continued federal regulatory block of OSW development—and thus potential replacement OSW
capacity—renders the solicitation schedule set forth in the SAA Agreement infeasible. In addition,
alternative pathways to coordinated transmission, such as FERC Order 1920,°2 now exist that did
not exist at the time of the SAA Agreement. These alternative pathways and mechanisms for
coordinated transmission development may serve OSW projects in New Jersey via offshore lease
areas, including the area occupied by the Attentive Project.

The Board’s August 2025 Order initially looked to delay the SAA Projects by 2.5 years to account
for uncertainty in the OSW industry. It is now apparent, based upon the subsequent above-
described developments related to the LLW Project and Attentive Project, that such a delay will
not be sufficient to ensure SAA Capability will be timely used by awarded OSW projects. In
addition, after the August 2025 Order, the Board, through its Staff, learned from PJM that
amending the SAA Agreement to limit project expenditures via delay, as envisioned by the August
2025 Order, would entail a lengthy process that would postpone effectuation of the delay until at
least the latter half of 2026. During that time, SAA Projects would continue to be constructed and
incur costs, contrary to the Board’'s August 2025 Order goal of pausing costs.

The SAA Agreement’s coordinated transmission solution was designed to provide efficiencies
and ratepayer savings through reduced upgrade costs, improved siting outcomes, and greater
certainty surrounding transmission development. Transmission capability that provides access
to the grid at a known cost and on a defined timeline commands meaningful value, particularly in
a constrained and competitive development environment. However, this value is dependent on
the type, timing, and scale of resources seeking to utilize the capability. The ability to monetize or
utilize any SAA Capability that might result from completing the SAA Projects remains uncertain
in the absence of a defined procurement framework, fully-studied or identified generation
interconnection needs outside of OSW, or committed OSW generation.

Accordingly, there is insufficient value in the SAA Agreement to justify continued ratepayer
exposure under recent changed circumstances. As such, the Board HEREBY FINDS that
continued investment in the SAA Projects is not in the best interest of the State and New Jersey’s
ratepayers. The Board FURTHER FINDS that continuing the SAA Projects as contemplated in
the SAA Agreement unduly risks imposing costs on New Jersey ratepayers with little, or no,
guarantee of any return on investment. Rate Counsel has similarly emphasized the need to
reassess prudency and avoid additional ratepayer exposure under current conditions.
Termination of the SAA Agreement addresses these concerns by ensuring that transmission
planning remains prudent and aligned with reasonably foreseeable system needs. Prompt
termination of the SAA Agreement will also result in the cancellation of the bulk of the SAA
Projects, but the Mutual Termination Agreement is designed to continue support for a subset of

52 Building for the Future Through Elec. Reg’l Transmission Planning & Cost Allocation, Order No. 1920,
187 FERC { 61,068 at P 813 (May 13, 2024), (on reh’g & clarification, Order No. 1920-A, 189 FERC q
61,126 at P 976 (Nov. 21, 2024) (located at R.976), on reh’g & clarification, Order No. 1920-B, 191 FERC
161,026 at P 1050 (Apr. 11, 2025).
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projects necessary to maintain reliability or support interconnection of much needed new capacity
resources, including storage resources, that will increase in-state electric generation and capacity.
As noted by Staff, cancellation of the remaining SAA Projects will likely save ratepayers well over
haif the total cost of completing the entire portfolio.

As such, the Board FURTHER FINDS that it is appropriate to remove the majority of SAA Projects
from the RTEP ahead of the 2026 RTEP and PJM's Cycle 1 interconnection process, retaining
only those projects necessary for regional reliability or non-OSW interconnection, in order to limit
costs to New Jersey ratepayers. The Board FURTHER FINDS that accepting the terms of the
Mutual Termination Agreement is necessary for the reasons explained by Staff. As such, the
Board FURTHER FINDS that executing the proposed Mutual Termination Agreement negotiated
by Staff is in the best interest of New Jersey ratepayers.

Therefore, the Board HEREBY AUTHORIZES President Christine Guhl-Sadovy to sign the
Mutual Termination Agreement on behalf of the Board so that PJM can submit it to FERC for
review and approval.

This Order shall be effective on April 22, 2026.

DATED: April 22, 2026 BOARD OF PUBLIC UTILITIES
BY:

CHRISTINE GUHL-SADOVY

PRESIDENT
WLLD,
il : Pl
DR. ZENON CHRISTODOULOU MICHAEL BANGE X
COMMISSIONER COMMISSIONER
EMMA REBHOR AOSEPH COVIELLO
COMMISSIONE COMMISSIONER
ATTEST:
ERRI L. LEWIS
OARD SECRETARY
L};EREBYCERRFY that ﬁhgfm
cument is
in t!;‘e ﬁ?es éf?tfg’;o?rgyof Pmic amﬂes. 11

BPU DOCKET NO. Q020100630



Agenda Date: 4/22/26
Agenda ltem: LSA

IN THE MATTER OF DECLARING TRANSMISSION TO SUPPORT OFFSHORE WIND A PUBLIC
POLICY OF THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY

DOCKET NO. Q020100630

New Jersey Division of Rate Counsel
140 East Front Street, 4t Floor
Trenton, NJ 08625-0003

Brian O. Lipman, Esq., Director
blipman@rpa.nj.gov

Maura Caroselli, Esq., Managing Attorney
mcaroselli@rpa.nj.gov

T. David Wand, Esq., Managing Attorney
dwand@rpa.nj.gov

Robert Glover, Esq.
rglover@rpa.nj.gov

New Jersey Division of Law
R.J. Hughes Justice Complex
Public Utilities Section

25 Market Street, P.O. Box 112
Trenton, NJ 08625

Pamela Owen, Assistant Section Chief
pamela.owen@law.njoag.gov

Terel Klein, Deputy Attorney General
terel.klein@law.njoag.gov

Steven Chaplar, Deputy Attorney General
Steven.Chaplar@law.njoag.gov

NJBPU Consultant

The Brattle Group
1800 M Street NW, Suite 700
Washington, DC, 20036

Michael Hagerty
michael.hagerty@brattle.com

Hannes Pfeifenberger
hannes.pfeifenberger@brattle.com

SERVICE LIST

NJBPU Consultant, cont’d.
Joe DelLosa
joe.delosa@brattle.com

Carson Peacock
carson.peacock@brattle.com

Ethan Snyder
ethan.snyder@brattle.com

Steven Herling
herling.hpgc@gmail.com

Mark Kalpin
mark.kalpin@hklaw.com

New Jersey Board of Public Utilities
44 South Clinton Avenue, 1st Floor
Trenton, NJ 08625-0350

Sherri Lewis, Secretary
board.secretary@bpu.nj.gov

Bob Brabston, Executive Director
robert.brabston@bpu.nj.gov

Stacy Peterson, Deputy Executive Director
stacy.peterson@bpu.nj.gov

Benjamin Tabor, Chief of Staff
benjamin.tabor@bpu.nj.gov

Taryn Boland, Senior Advisor
taryn.boland@bpu.nj.gov

Dr. Ben Witherell, Chief Economist
benjamin.witherell@bpu.nj.gov

Division of Clean Energy

Veronique Oomen, Director
veronique.oomen@bpu.nj.gov

Katharine Perry, Deputy Director, RA
katharine.perry@bpu.nj.gov

Genevieve DiGiulio, Project Manager
genevieve.digiulio@bpu.nj.gov

12
BPU DOCKET NO. Q020100630



NJBPU Counsel’s Office

Ava-Marie Madeam, General Counsel

avamarie.madeam@bpu.nj.gov

Elspeth Hans, Deputy General Counsel

elspeth.hans@bpu.nj.gov

Michael Hunter, Senior Counsel
michael.hunter@bpu.nj.gov

lan Oxenham, Associate Counsel
ian.oxenham@bpu.nj.gov

Atlantic City Electric Company
500 N. Wakefield Drive
Newark, DE 19714-6066

Harsha Jasti
harsha.jasti@exeloncorp.com

Neil Hlawatsch
neil.hlawatsch@exeloncorp.com

Jacob (Jake) B Sneeden
jacob.sneeden@exeloncorp.com

Amber Thomas
amber.thomas@exeloncorp.com

Jennifer Walker
jennifer.walker@exeloncorp.com

Mihai Cosman
mihai.cosman@exeloncorp.com

Clark M. Stalker
stalker@exeloncorp.com

LS Power Grid Mid-Atlantic, LLC
16150 Main Circle Drive, Suite 310
Chesterfield, MO 63017

Jason Niven
JNiven@Ilspower.com

Neil Layton
NLayton@lspower.com

Lawrence Willick
Iwillick@lspower.com

Agenda Date: 4/22/26
Agenda Item:

LS Power, cont’d.
Murray E. Bevan
mbevan@bmg.law

Jennifer McCave
imccave@bmag.law

PJM
2750 Monroe Blvd
Audubon, PA 19403

Stu Bresler
stu.bresler@pjm.com

Christopher C. O’Hara
chis.ohara@pjm.com

Jessica Lynch
jessica.lynch@pjm.com

Jason Connell
jason.connell@pjm.com

Asim Haque
asim.hagque@pjm.com

Susan McGill
susan.mcgill@pjm.com

Sami Abdulsalam
sami.abdulsalam@pjm.com

Augustine Caven
augustine.caven@pjm.com

Stuart Widom
stuart.widom@pjm.com

Hunton Andrews Kurth, LLP
2200 Pennsylvania Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20037

John Lee Shepherd, Jr.
ishepherd@hunton.com

Kenneth R. Carretta
kcarretta@hunton.com

Blake Grow
bgrow@hunton.com

13

BPU DOCKET NO. Q020100630



Transource Enerqy, LLC
1 Riverside Plaza
Columbus, OH 43215

Maria J. Malguarnera
mjmalguarnera@aep.com

Jersey Central Power & Light Company
300 Madison Ave
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Tori L. Giesler
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Bradford M. Stern
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Martin Rothfelder
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Stephen Tutor
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Mid-Atlantic Offshore Development, LLC
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San Diego, CA 92128

Andrew Messieha
Andrew.Messieha@shell.com

Chris Sternhagen
christopher.sternhagen@edf-re.com

Norris McLaughlin, P.A.
400 Crossing Blvd., Eighth Floor
Bridgewater, NJ 08807

Jim Laskey
jlaskey@norris-law.com

Nicole Portu
nportu@norris-law.com
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New Jersey Dept. of Environmental Protection
P.O. Box 420
Trenton, NJ 08625

Katherine Nolan
katherine.nolan@dep.nj.gov

Megan Brunatti
megan.brunatti@dep.nj.gov

Elizabeth Lange
elizabeth.lange@dep.nj.gov

New Jersey Dept. of Military & Veterans Affairs
P.O. Box 340
Trenton, NJ 08625

Peter Espeut
Peter.espeut@dmava.nj.gov

Jacob Daly
Jacob.daly@dmava.nj.gov

Paul Rumberger
paul.rumberger@dmava.nj.gov

Steven Hoffman
steven.hoffman@dmava.nj.gov

PPL Electric Utilities
2 N. Ninth St.
Allentown, PA 18101
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Public Service Electric and Gas Company
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Newark, NJ 07102

Aaron Karp
aaron.karp@pseg.com

Ana J. Murteira
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Jodi Moskowitz
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Organization of PJM States, Inc. (OPSI)

President: Hon. Dennis P. Deters Commissioner, PUC of Ohio
Vice President: Hon. Stephen DeFrank Chairman, Pennsylvania PUC
Secretary: Hon. Zenon Christodoulou Commissioner, New Jersey BPU
Treasurer: Hon. Kim Drexler Commissioner, Delaware PSC

Members:

Delaware Public Service Commission ® Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia e Illinois Commerce
Commission e Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission ® Kentucky Public Service Commission ® Maryland Public Service
Commission ® Michigan Public Service Commission ® New Jersey Board of Public Utilities ® North Carolina
Utilities Commission ® Public Utilities Commission of Ohio e Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission e Tennessee
Public Utility Commission e Virginia State Corporation Commission ® Public Service Commission of West Virginia

April 24, 2026

PJM Planning Department
PJM Interconnection, L.L.C.
2750 Monroe Boulevard
Audubon, Pennsylvania 19403

The Organization of PJM States, Inc. (OPSI) appreciates PJM’s recognition of the role of states
in contributing to the assumptions and methods that PJM uses in its transmission planning
processes. In recognition of this role, OPSI provides the following feedback on the assumptions
in PJM’s proposed capacity expansion modeling for the 2026 RTEP 8-year planning cases.!

OPSI understands that PJM’s 2034 planning models anticipate a generation shortfall of roughly
25 GW in the Summer and 18 GW in the Winter, and that even after adding all queued projects
through Transition Cycle 2, PJM will remain roughly 3.5 GW short in both seasons. OPSI
recognizes that for PJM’s models to be solvable and credible, sufficient generation must be
present to cover forecasted load and that capacity expansion modeling is an established industry
practice used by utilities, RTOs, and planning organizations across the country. OPSI agrees that
PJM must build defensible generation assumptions into its transmission planning models;
however, PJM should also thoroughly explain any anticipated reliability challenges identified
through its modeling.

Scenario A is a reasonable base case and is most consistent with assumptions from the 2025
RTEP. Running Scenario B as a sensitivity would appear to provide a useful distinction from
Scenario A as long as PJM can explain how it decides which projects in the queue it deems to be
uneconomic or otherwise unlikely to be built. The language in Scenario A excluding offshore
wind and new gas in New Jersey, Maryland, Delaware, Illinois, and eastern Pennsylvania unless
backed by an ISA, GIA, or SAA also appears to be PJM making a determination about which
generation is feasible. If PJM’s concern is that projects in the queue, and especially those that

! This letter was approved unanimously by the OPSI Board on April 24, 2026.



have an interconnection agreement, are unlikely to materialize, PJM should apply a generation
expansion methodology transparently, and in a way that is rigorous, plausible, and consistent
with state policy.

Separately, running a capacity expansion model right before an Interconnection Cycle Application
Deadline will not be as informative as if that data from Cycle 01 was included. Therefore, PJM
should consider the impact of new generation submitted in Cycle 01.

Lastly, PJM should consider a step in its planning process that informs states of capacity shortfalls
and those areas where generation would most cost-effectively meet growing capacity needs
considering transmission costs. States with authority to direct generation resource growth should
be given the opportunity to evaluate PJM capacity shortfalls and provide input to aid PJM
planning.

skskok
OPSI recognizes the reality of a generation shortfall in the 2034 planning models. However,
OPSI supports reflecting that shortfall reasonably in PJM’s modeling assumptions and only
expanding the capacity mix where generation can realistically be expected to come online. OPSI

welcomes further dialogue with PJM on these issues and looks forward to the continued
discussion during the May 8 TEAC meeting.

Respectfully submitted,

PATCSN

Dennis P. Deters
President, Organization of PJM States



To:  PJM Staff of the PJM Transmission Expansion Advisory Committee (TEAC)

From: Melanie Joy El Atieh, Deputy Consumer Advocate
Zach Teti, Senior Regulatory Analyst
Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate (PA OCA)

Date: April 22, 2026 (Updated May 4, 2026)
RE: 2026 RTEP Assumptions
1. Request for Delay

At the April 7, 2026 TEAC meeting, PJIM informed stakeholders that even when
including existing generation, projects in the queue with signed generation interconnection
agreements (GIAs), and queue projects without GIAs, PJM cannot solve the 2034 reliability
cases due to insufficient generation to meet demand.'

At this meeting, PJM proposed to use a capacity expansion model (CEM)? to estimate
where new generation may be expected to interconnect in 2034 in order to construct its base and
sensitivity cases for the 8-year-out cases. PJM said it would take stakeholder input at the prompt
4/7 TEAC meeting and in writing by 4/22, on assumptions to incorporate into the CEM.

The PA OCA requests PJM to not use the CEM and instead delay the base case
development for the 2026 RTEP until it can be informed by the completed Cycle 1
interconnection application review process (7/27/2026) and/or the completed Phase 1
decision point (12/24/2026). These new market-based generation queue projects would better
inform transmission expansion planning, as opposed to — or as a validation for — theoretical CEM
results. We believe the best data will be available after completion of the Phase 1 decision point,
where some projects will drop out of the queue based on network upgrade economics and other
factors.

We have concerns about the justness and reasonableness of PJM approving billions of
dollars of ratepayer costs for transmission expansion projects to solve theoretical reliability
violations that are based on a hypothetical system using CEM assumptions about the location of
future generation. Delaying the 2026 RTEP by just a few months would provide PJM with real,
market-based interconnection queue data to better inform its power flow modeling.

Capacity expansion models (CEM), including those that co-optimize between generation
and transmission for least-cost capacity expansion, are industry standards in vertically integrated
states that use integrated resource planning (IRP). In these states, CEM results inform real-world,

! https://www.pjm.com/-/media/DotCom/committees-groups/committees/teac/2026/20260407/20260407-item-10---
2026-rtep-assumption-update.pdf.
2 PJM proposes to use Energy Exemplar’s capacity expansion model.



https://www.pjm.com/-
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/DotCom/committees-groups/committees/teac/2026/20260407/20260407-item-10---2026-rtep-assumption-update.pdf

ratepayer investments in capacity expansion through the IRP and subsequent utility rate cases. In
PJM, CEMs are useful to inform long-term planning efforts, such as FERC Order No. 1920
compliance, where the 20-year time horizon requires model-based information. However, even
in long-term planning, PJM does not intend to use CEMs to plan the transmission system, rather
the CEM will be used to simulate the projected future resource mix based on input assumptions.

CEMs are not consistent with PJM’s competitive market-based approach to generation
capacity expansion for near term (5-to-8 year) transmission planning. This is because in PJM
generation investment decisions are not centrally planned using co-optimization. Rather, these
decisions are based on private developer decisions and market dynamics.

CEMs are not consistent with PJM’s developing approaches to connect-and-manage,
bring your own new generation (BYONG), or reliability backstop central procurement (RBCP),
all of which are relevant to the 2034 horizon. For example, BYONG has generation buildout
decisions being driven by bilateral negotiations between buyers and sellers, and RBCP is
essentially a market-based central procurement.

Beyond the inconsistencies mentioned above, regional CEMs require detailed calibration
on a state-by-state basis, considering state and federal policy drivers that impact generation
investment decisions. PJM’s proposal to give states less than 2 weeks to inform such calibration
is woefully insufficient. Once calibrated with detailed assumptions, CEMs require validation to
ensure results are robust and dependable. PJM has offered no information on the steps it would
take — post assumption input — to validate results. For example, would CEM model runs for past
years yield new generator interconnection results consistent with real-world observations?

2. Request for Additional Scenarios

Please refer to Item 10 of the April 7 meeting materials, available here:
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/DotCom/committees-
groups/committees/teac/2026/20260407/20260407-1tem-10---2026-rtep-assumption-update.pdf

In addition to Scenarios A&B on P 26, we request PIM to include additional scenarios for
purposes of understanding the impact of load growth uncertainty. The requested additional
scenarios should include the following:

Additional Scenario #1: Keep load flat at current levels (i.e., do not incorporate Table
B9:Adjustments Above Embedded to Summer Peak Load (MW) for Each PJM Zone and RTO
(2026-2046)) — to directly compare to Scenarios A & B where we understand peak load is
218,339MW in the Summer and 204,549 in the Winter.

Additional Scenario #2: Cut-off load growth at Summer 2027 (i.e., do not incorporate
load growth past Summer 2027 illustrated in Table B9: Adjustments Above Embedded to
Summer Peak Load (MW) for Each PJM Zone and RTO (2026 - 2046)).


https://www.pjm.com/-
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3. Clarification Questions

In the capacity expansion assumptions for Scenarios A&B on P 26, has PJM included in
its assumptions any specific information related to large load BYONG arrangements (whether co-
located or not)? We have heard PJM express during the RBP E-CIFP process that they are not
privy to the details of data center’s decisions to enter into BYONG arrangements with
generators; however, this information would seem to be critically important to be included in
PJM’s assumptions for purposes of determining capacity expansion and transmission needs.

On P 25, “PJM is forecasting 218,339MW of peak load in the Summer and 204,549 in the
Winter” — then, during the TEAC it was explained that this was noncoincident peak load; but per
Load Report Table B1 Note 1: “All forecast values are non-coincident as estimated by PJIM
staff.” Can you please explain the difference between the amount on P 25 and the amount in the
Load Report Table B1?

Conclusion

We appreciate PJM’s consideration of this reasonable request to delay development of the
2026 RTEP to ensure real-world data informs system needs and billions of dollars in ratepayer
cost recovery.



Input on RTEP 2026 Window 1
April 22, 2026

The undersigned organizations appreciate the opportunity to provide feedback on PJIM’s 2026
Regional Transmission Expansion Plan (RTEP). We recognize the dilemma that PJM is facing, with a lack
of sufficient generation available to meet forecasted load growth. We commend PJM for developing
capacity expansion modeling tools to meet the needs of the 2026 RTEP and also comply with FERC
Order No. 1920. We believe the following recommendations can enhance PJM’s transmission planning to
continue to address load growth and other drivers of change in the region.

Incorporate data from the first cycle of PJM s interconnection cluster study into the 2026 RTEP.

The deadline for applicants for PJM’s first cluster study is April 27, 2026, and PJM will review
and confirm the final list of eligible applicants by July 27, 2026. We believe that the list of confirmed
applicants from this initial cluster study could help better inform PJM’s capacity expansion modeling
assumptions, as well as inputs, with respect to the types and locations of generation. Rather than allow
these two study processes to move forward asynchronously, we urge PJM to incorporate initial
application data from the first cycle into the 2026 RTEP inputs and assumptions. We feel that any
perceived time delay imposed by the integration of these cluster study applicants into the capacity
expansion modeling assumptions is insignificant to the potential improvements in study accuracy by the
use of most-up-to-date data inputs.

Additionally, if not already doing so, PJM should incorporate common, repeating network
upgrades that meet the Order 1920 criteria into the 2026 RTEP. These are network upgrades that are > 230
kV, cost more than $30 million, and are associated with generator withdrawals in at least 2 historic
interconnection cycles in the last 5 years. Incorporating these repeatedly identified network upgrades
offers the opportunity to unlock gigawatts of new capacity.

Ensure RTEP is consistent with PJM s connect and manage decisions.

Connect and manage rules currently under discussion at PJM are likely to place load growth
beyond available capacity on some type of interruptable service. This suggests that PJM should consider
increasing load management assumptions in RTEP cases with insufficient supply as a sensitivity to adding
new generation resources.

Fully incorporate state public policies into capacity expansion model inputs.

Several states in PJM have public policies that impact generation and storage additions. We urge
PJM to continue to work with its states through venues such as the Independent State Agencies
Committee (ISAC) to incorporate state policies as inputs into the capacity expansion model to ensure the
resulting resource additions are accurate and reflective of state priorities.



Increase valuation of storage resources.

PJM’s capacity expansion model should consider investments that increase ELCC without
requiring CIRs, such as increasing the duration of existing storage and adding storage using surplus
interconnection. This can enable demand to be met more affordably.

PJM should also consider 6 hr and 8 hr battery storage resources as expansion candidates. As 4 hour
battery storage becomes saturated and grid needs change over time, it is valuable to assess and consider
the role of medium duration storage to meet future needs.

Deactiviations

We support PJM’s decision to not model deactivations beyond those already announced in the
8-year base case. State policies that require deactivations almost always have a reliability safety valve,
and we believe it is reasonable to assume that states will either delay deactivations or create in-place
replacements for deactivated units.

Integrate external generation resources into transmission models.

PJM should study the impacts of increasing imports of generation from outside of its own
footprint, and specifically the cost benefits that this could provide to ratepayers. Several studies have
shown how increasing interregional transfers along PJM’s seams with its neighbors could save ratepayers
millions of dollars.' If PJM finds that it is land- or resource-constrained for new generation in its capacity
expansion modeling, incorporating a modest amount of external resources into the model could help it
solve at lower cost.

Even if PJM decides not to fully integrate external generation into the capacity expansion model,
an increased capacity imports scenario should be included as a sensitivity analysis.

Ensure generator outage rates are treated consistently

PJM’s capacity expansion model needs are currently driven by scenarios where gas plants have
high outage rates during winter events (slides 49-50). It would be inconsistent to determine supply needs
based on this assumption while determining transmission needs based on average EEFORA (slide 17). If
PJM is considering ELCCs in the capacity expansion model, it should also treat gas plants in its
transmission planning models as having an outage rate based on the outage rate in ELCC model during
loss of load hours, at least during winter peak conditions.

Ensure that build limits recognize natural gas pipeline constraints and expansion limitations.
Similar to land availability for wind and solar generation, there are limitations in natural gas
pipeline availability and locations. PJM frequently faces limited natural gas capacity during extreme
weather due to pipeline restrictions and firm service availability. Therefore, PJM should incorporate
appropriate build limits on natural gas CC and CT resources due to those limitations and restrictions.

! See, for instance, Economic, Reliability, and Resilience Benefits of Interregional Transmission Capacity, GE
Consulting, October 2022,
https:/www.pim.com/-/media/DotCom/committees-groups/user-groups/pieoug/2022/20221201/item-02-ge-nrdc-inte

rregional-transmission-study.pdf.
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Integrate co-optimization into PJM s capacity expansion model, including the transmission value of
storage.

Research has shown that a model with co-optimization of supply-side (generation) and
transmission solutions can result in the most efficient and cost-effective outcomes for ratepayers.? PJM’s
model today looks only at transmission solutions. We urge PJM to integrate co-optimization methods in a
timely fashion to its modeling, recognizing that this requires additional technical resources. In particular,
given storage’s siting advantages, it is especially important that the capacity expansion model consider
avoided transmission costs when deciding between storage and other generation resources (e.g., gas).

Consider shifting to a Consolidated Planning Process (CPP)-style approach.

FERC recently approved SPP’s new Consolidated Planning Process (CPP)’ and commended it for
more fully integrating the interconnection queue with the transmission planning process. We urge PJM to
consider ways that it could integrate CPP design elements into the RTEP. In addition to further analysis on
the opportunity to shift to a CPP model, there are at least two key components of the CPP model study
process that PJM could consider immediately including as part of this iteration of RTEP study:

1. Synching interconnection queue submission deadlines with key RTEP dates for finalizing inputs
and assumptions (see note above)

2. Using RTEP modeling to determine upfront cost information for interconnecting generators on an
annual basis, synchronized with RTEP near-term planning cycles

Shifting to a CPP-style approach can ensure that PJM has adequate resources (including
generation, storage, and demand side flexibility to meet load growth and other grid demands for every
planning cycle moving forward. This change would also be responsive to inputs that PJM has received
from other forums, notably including comments made during a recent Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission meeting in spring 2026 after the Commission’s approval of SPP’s CPP application.*

2 Coordinated vs Sequential Transmission Planning, NYU Institute for Policy Integrity, September 2025,
https://arxiv.org/abs/2509.24959

? Docket Nos. ER26-414-000 and ER26-414-001. See, e.g., Commissioner Rosner concurrence,
https://www.ferc.gov/news-events/news/commissioner-rosners-concurrence-southwest-power-pool-inc

4 During the meeting, FERC Commissioners David Rosner and Judy Chang urged PJM to look at other regional
approaches, specifically highlighting the Southwest Power Pool’s (SPP) new Consolidated Planning Process (CPP)
as a "better way" to improve interconnection. FERC Open Meeting, March 2026, Meeting recording available at
https://www.ferc.gov/news-events/events/march-19-2026-open-meeting-10082025, meeting notes at

https: fer news-events/n mmaries-march-2026-commission-meeting.
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Work with Transmission Owners (TOs) to identify ways to reduce costs to ratepayers from data
center-driven lines.

Much of the transmission investment in the RTEP today is being driven by data center load
growth.” The federal government and data center companies have collectively pledged that data centers
pay their fair share of necessary grid upgrades.® We urge PJM to work with its Transmission Owners to
develop methods for ensuring that these pledges and commitments are actionable in the context of
transmission rates. This may include changing cost allocation methodologies and/or sharing more
project-level data with FERC, NERC, and state utility commissions through the formula ratemaking
process. For instance, PJM and its TOs can proactively share annual project-level transmission spend data
with states, breaking down which transmission projects are being built explicitly for data centers to allow
states to more accurately fulfill their duties as retail rate regulators and implement any large load tariffs
they may have. While we recognize that ratemaking and cost allocation is not PJM’s responsibility, we
believe that PJM can play a critical role as a convenor and communicator between PJM state governments
and Transmission Owners in ensuring affordable transmission outcomes for ratepayers.

Signed,

RMI

Sierra Club

NRDC

Southern Environmental Law Center

5 Drivers of Transmission: Exammmg Demand Growth and State Clean Energy Polzczes NYU Institute for Policy
Integrity, January 2026, [
6 Ratepayer Protectzon Pledge Proclamatzon White House, March 4, 2026
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Hi PJM Transmission Planning Team,

Thank you for presenting your plans for capacity expansion modeling in the latest RTEP and
for offering the opportunity to comment on the assumptions for that modeling. Some of our
PJMCCC members have questions about some of these assumptions, and we'd appreciate
any answers you can offer.

e Onthe ELCC assumptions (presented on slide 48 of the TEAC presentation,
attached and shown below):

.é/ ELCC Assumptions

Battery Onshore Solar

5C setta 0

05 battery ELCC

* onshore ELCC

1. Could you please explain why hybrid solar+storage resources will only receive half
of the ELCC of a battery plus the full ELCC of a solar resource. Why shouldn't the
hybrid resource receive the full ELCC credit of a battery? How does the team
reconcile this assumption with PJM's 2023 ELCC report, which calculates hybrid
solar+storage resources achieving ELCC values between 0.65 and 1 and, especially,
increasing over time? See excerptfrom PJM's 2023 ELCC report below:



Figure 4: 2024 — 2033 ELCC Class Ratings for 4-hr Storage, 6-hr Storage, Solar Hybrid Open Loop (OL) -
Storage Component, Solar Hybrid Closed Loop (CL) - Storage Component
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2. Could you please explain why the ELCC of a battery declines with increasing
penetration? Why does PJM assume that battery ELCC declines with greater battery
penetration in two of three summer scenarios and all three winter scenarios, when
NREL modeling shows that battery ELCC stays fairly high (between 0.7 and 1) over
various levels of penetration and various weather scenarios (see attached NREL
report)? See excerpt from NREL report below:
Solar PV " Onshore Wind . Offshore Wind . 4-Hour Battery . 8-Hour Battery
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Figure 5: National average capacity credits vs. generation shares across technologies. The x-axes
are the ratios of solar PV generation, onshore wind, and offshore wind over total system
generation, and ratios of 4-hour and 8-hour battery capacities over total system capacity.

3. Could you please explain why the ELCC of battery resources is consistently much
lower in the summer than in the winter? Why does PJM think the ELCC of battery
resources will be consistently low (0.6 to 0.3) in the winter scenarios, when NREL's
calculations show battery resources achieving such low ELCC values only rarely
(see same attached NREL report and same excerpt above)?



On the assumptions for overnight capital costs (presented on slide 36 of the TEAC
presentation, attached - the combined cycle values appear to range from
$1,411/kW to $1,649/kW, while the combustion turbine values appear to range from
$1,339/kW to $1,495/kW):

Fixed Costs
Qvemight Capital Cost (20285/kW) FOM (20288/kW-year)
Combined Cycle
EMAAC 1517 41.0
SWMAAC 1411 61.0
Rest of RTO 1418 57.0
WMAAC 1476 48.0
COMED 1649 38.0
Combustion Turbine
EMAAC 1395 210
SWMAAC 1339 330
Rest of RTO 1361 25.0
WMAAC 1390 21.0
COMED 1495 21.0
BESS 4-hr
EMAAC 1832 57.0
SWMAAC 1753 62.0
Rest of RTO 1750 55.0
WMAAC 1784 57.0
COMED 1980 59.0
Brattle 2025 CONE Report for PJM (Quadrennial Review)
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/DotCom/committees-groups/committees/mic/2025/20250411-specialitem-01-2-cone-report-final.pdf
36 PJM©2026

How does the team reconcile these values with recent reports showing that just the
cost of turbines alone have risen to between $2,000/kW to $3,000/kW over the past
few months? How does the team reconcile these values with recent modeling by E3

that assumes $2,800/kW for combined cycle and $2,500 for combustion turbine -
starting in 2030 and declining closer to the PJM team's values only by 2035 (see
attached report from E3)?

Given that the team's assumed values come from Brattle's calculations of the costs
of a resource that would come online specifically in 2028, as opposed to the time
horizon being considered by the team's capacity expansion modeling, how will the
values for overnight capital costs change over this time horizon? Does the team
assume the overnight capital costs of these technologies to remain constant
throughout the modeling time horizon? If so, how does the team reconcile this
assumption with recent modeling efforts, such as E3's, that assume changes in
resources' overnight capital costs over time?

Given that combined cycle resources use two different turbine technologies -
combustion turbines and steam turbines - can the team explain why the overnight


https://www.utilitydive.com/news/5-year-waits-and-rising-costs-how-demand-is-redefining-the-gas-turbine-mar/813385/
https://www.utilitydive.com/news/5-year-waits-and-rising-costs-how-demand-is-redefining-the-gas-turbine-mar/813385/

capital costs of combined cycle resources are assumed to be so similar to the
overnight capital costs of combustion turbines, which use only one turbine
technology? If the answer is in Brattle's report, please refer us to the report.

Given that this capacity expansion will model new resource builds in PJM, does the PIM
team have any plans to model storage as a transmission asset? If so, how does the team
plan to represent this? If not, why not? Does the team have knowledge of ERCOT’s
successful methods for modeling batteries as transmission assets?

What assumptions does the PJM team plan to use for the time-to-build of each resource
type? Does the PJM team have any assumptions that reflect how quickly different resource
types can be built in the capacity expansion modeling? Does the PJM team expect the
capacity expansion results to show quick-build resources like batteries coming online early
vs slow-build resources like combustion turbines coming on later (owing partly to the five-
year backlog of turbine orders discussed in the news source linked above)?

Thank you again for entertaining our questions. We look forward to your responses, and
please reach out to us with any questions you have.

Best regards,

Alex (on behalf of the PIMCCC)



PPL Comments to PJM on Use of Capacity Expansion
Modeling in 2026 RTEP Studies

PPL appreciates the opportunity to provide feedback on this effort. As a general comment,
PPL would like to emphasize that incorporating capacity expansion modeling into RTEP
study methodology is a significant change, with wide-ranging implications for the results of
those studies and subsequent project portfolios. Utilizing this methodology without taking
more time to solicit and incorporate feedback significantly increases the likelihood that it
will produce inaccurate results that lead PJM to develop the RTEP transmission portfolio in
a manner that is neither cost-effective, nor secure from a reliability perspective. To ensure
the 2026 RTEP cycle is not delayed, PPL strongly recommends that this cycle focus only on
5-year (2031) reliability needs (postponing 8-year case activities), and that PJM should
establish a separate but parallel stakeholder initiative in short order to discuss the
capacity expansion scenario selection methodology and/or process for use in long-term
assessments in the PJM Order 1000 process. These discussions should also address other
potential Order 1000 / Order 1920 process coordination issues in the interest of driving the
region towards a more holistic, efficient system planning process.

Technical Questions and Concerns

e PPL reiterates its request for access to more detailed capacity expansion modeling
data than has been provided to date. For example, during the December 2025 TEAC
meeting, PJM provided transfer deltas between the Scenario 5 cases (2032 with
policy deactivations) and the Scenario 3 cases (2032 base case). PPL requested
that transfer deltas be provided between the Scenario 5 cases and the Scenario 4
cases (2032 with NJ OSW out) that were used to determine the need for significant
765 kV solutions. Such data would have helped PPL and other stakeholders better
understand how the Scenario 5 capacity expansion case dispatch and transfers
compared to the method used for Scenario 4. However, no transfer deltas were ever
provided. PPL is still interested in seeing this data.

e Additionally, PPL would like to see a complete set of capacity expansion modeling
data, assumptions, and settings used for the 2025 RTEP Scenario 5 assessment and
the same suite of data as presently proposed for the 2026 RTEP Scenarios, to better
inform its position on capacity expansion assumptions PJM is proposing for the 2026
cycle.

Business Use
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o Examples of capacity expansion technical details that PPL would like PJM to
provide include, but are not limited to:

= Number/duration of time blocks used and how they are separated (ex.
by time of day, day of week, etc.)

= Reserve requirements and whether they are modeled on a zonal basis
or totaled for all of PJM

= Additional details on transmission expansion considerations

= Constraints on battery charge/discharge cycles, including hybrid
facility and time-of-day considerations

= Details on modeled external areas, including treatment and proxy
flows

= Particularly for the 2026 RTEP Capacity Expansion effort, confirmation
of whether Developers will be able to gain access to the PJM capacity
expansion database

Referring to the highlighted assumptions and capacity expansion summary on the
below slides:

= % Capacity Expansion Assumptions (2026 RTEP, 8-year cases)

Scenario A (Base 8-year cases):

— Include all remaining projects in the generation interconnection queue (except for bullet 3) before considering
additional generation

—  Model RPS policies and battery storage targets

— Do not model offshore wind nor new gas in NJ, MD, DE, IL, and eastern PA* unless the project has ISA/GIA or
existing SAA agreement

— Do not model deactivations beyond those already announced
Scenario B (sensitivity)

— Do not include the remaining projects in the generation interconnection queue unless economic/consistent with
state and federal policies

— Model offshore wind targets and allow new gas in NJ, MD, DE, IL, in eastern PA*
— Model policy-driven deactivations
The goal is to capture the impacts of each scenario assumptions to inform project selection and sizing

Planning assumptions will evolve over time and PJM will adjust its plans as the assumptions materialize or change

*Eastern PA refers to PECO, PPL, and METED

26 PJM®@2026
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é/ 2032 Scenario 5: Capacity Expansion Summary

i By TO/Region

= Policy T 95000 1 CE | West | WMACC | SWMACC | EMACC ISouth
Nameplate | Deactivation | Expansion I ! : !
Region (MW) (MW) (Mw) Total ! ! i
ComEd 33986 6762 18862 46,085 | 75000 i ; E
Westwiocs) 95,799 4374 62554 153,980 : i :
| |
WMACC 30,667 -3,400 3,966 31,234 | 55,000 } : :

|
SWMACC 6,672 0 1399 8071 | ! |
| I
EMACC 35,313 839 18584 53,057 | 35000 ; | :
. : |

South 40405 331 17389 57463 | ! |
Total 242,843 15706 122,754 349,890 | 15000 } i |
| |
| ! |
: ! '

« ComEd and West accounts for 66% (81 GW) of 123 GW of -5.000 %,

capacity expansion.
* Most of the expansion is forecasted in AEP (34 GW), CE (19 -
GW)’ DOM (17 GW)’ = (14 GW) gones (10 GW)' l © 2030 Nameplate Capacity Policy Deactivation ~ © Expansion |

PJM TEAC — 12/08/2025 | Public 150 PJM © 2025

o Under Scenario A (Base Case for 2034), PJM does not plan to model new gas
generation in NJ, MD, DE, and IL, aligning with those states’ clean energy
mandates. However, it is unclear why PJM also excludes new gas in eastern
Pennsylvania. Unlike NJ and MD, Pennsylvania has not enacted a “Carbon
Free” mandate prohibiting gas expansion. In fact, Pennsylvania’s policies and
tax incentives for energy infrastructure indicate continued support for gas as
a transitional resource. Over the past decade, eastern Pennsylvania has been
one of the focal points of greenfield gas development in PJM. In particular,
the PPL and MetEd zones have seen the highest concentration of new gas
builds in PJM’s footprint because they sit directly on the edge of the
Marcellus Shale production area. Modeling a “hard stop” to this established
trend in the 2026 RTEP deviates from geological and economic realities.
Given strong demand growth in eastern PA, including new gas generation in
this region will better reflect current state policy and avoids overstating
transmission needs. PPL also notes that initial applications in PIM’s
Generation Cycle 01 show significant natural gas submissions in the PPL
region, further confirming that PJM’s proposed assumptions are
inappropriate.

o PPLis concerned that studying only two scenarios that join offshore wind
and new gas generation together, as though these fuel types somehow have
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conjoined futures, is inappropriate. New gas generation in the PPL footprintis
not a conjoined future with new gas generation in other states, let alone
offshore wind. Based on slide 150 referenced above, PPL is left to conclude
similar assumptions were made for the Scenario 5 assessment last year,
resulting in no generation expansion in the PPL footprint in last year’s
Scenario 5 assessment. To date, PJM has not provided a reasonable
justification for this assumption.

PPL is concerned that utilizing the 2026 load forecast, with de-rating applied
to TO-submitted Large Load Adjustments, does not cover a wide enough
range of plausible demand growth outcomes for the 8-year cases. PIM
should include, at minimum, one scenario that assumes the TO Large Load
Adjustment forecast as provided by the TOs. However, as noted in the
beginning of these comments, PPL strongly recommends that the 2026 RTEP
cycle should focus only on 5-year (2031) reliability needs, postponing use of
the 8-year cases and all window-related activities associated with them until
completion of a separate but parallel stakeholder initiative involving
discussions on the capacity expansion scenario selection methodology for
use in long-term assessments in the PJM Order 1000 process. The
recommendation in this bullet is only one example of several in-scope items
to be discussed during this separate initiative. The study scenario selection
process, and clarity regarding how scenarios will ultimately influence
reliability need decision-making are two topics that are paramountto a
successful long-term planning process. PPL believes formal and transparent
stakeholder discussions focused on these matters and allowed appropriate
time for resolution are warranted at this time.

If PJM chooses to move forward with use of 8-year cases in this window, PPL

requests that:

O

PJM concretely defines how it intends to use the 8-year cases to make
decisions in the 2026 window. Prior Assumptions slides include use of the
term “right-size” to describe how the 8-year cases could potentially impact
solutions selected to address 5-year case reliability violations. PPL asks that
PJM provide a clear definition of the term “right-size” as itis used by PIM in
relationship to this matter, so there is transparency around the range of
scope creep that the 8-year cases may introduce after identification of
solutions that make the 5-year cases secure from a reliability perspective.



o PJM utilizes a 120-day solicitation window as noted in the PJM Operating
Agreement Schedule 6 Section 1.5.8 (C). If 8-year cases are to be used and
reliability violations from such cases are to become involved in the 2026
RTEP reliability window, PPL believes any solutions “right-sized” to resolve
violations from 8-year cases constitute Long-lead projects for which a 120-
day solicitation window should be used.

e Whether PJM utilizes 8-year cases in the 2026 RTEP window or postpones their use
until a separate but parallel initiative concludes, PPL requests that once 8-year case
scenarios have been developed, such cases also be used to reassess the need for
the “right-sized” portion of the 2025 RTEP upgrade portfolio.

Business Use



To help us better understand PJM’s approach—particularly in the context of scenario
development for scenario B—and related items addressed in the recent TEAC
presentations, we have compiled the following questions. We hope these questions will
help PJM develop talking points and clarifications at the upcoming May TEAC meeting.

1. Gas Generation Assumptions and Siting Considerations

o Use of Existing Generation Sites: Does PJM intend to prioritize or leverage existing
or retired generation sites (e.g., former coal plant locations) when siting new gas
generation in the capacity expansion model?

e Short Circuit and Fault Current Considerations: Will PJM account for existing
short circuit levels when determining the location of new gas generation? There is
concern that new resources could be placed in electrically constrained areas with
existing fault current challenges.

e Gas Infrastructure Dependencies and Risks:

o WIill PJM consider proximity to existing gas pipelines when siting new gas
generation to mitigate risks associated with common-mode failures (e.g.,
pipeline outages)?

o Will pipeline outage contingencies be modeled or provided for consideration
within the RTEP analysis?

e Pipeline Capacity and Expansion:

o Doesthe modeling framework account for existing pipeline capacity
constraints?

o If new pipeline infrastructure is required to distribute to gas units, is a cost
adder or constraint incorporated into the model?

o How does PJM represent the relationship between gas generation siting and
potential pipeline expansion?

o Itwill be important to ensure that sufficient gas infrastructure is developed in
parallel with generation expansion, with particular attention to avoiding
single points of failure. As the system evolves to meet unprecedented load
growth, maintaining fuel supply resilience will be critical to overall grid
reliability.



Geographic Realism of Gas Buildout: Will PJM apply any screening to ensure that
new gas generation is geographically consistent with plausible pipeline expansion
corridors, rather than dispersed in a manner that may not be physically
supportable?

Capital Cost Assumptions: The TEAC materials indicate gas generation capital
costs of approximately $1,500/kW, while more recent industry sources (e.g.,
GridLab’s 2025 Gas Turbine Cost Report) suggest costs will likely exceed
$2,000/kW.

o How does PJM plan to evaluate sensitivities to higher gas generation capital
costs, given that this assumption could significantly influence the level of
modeled gas buildout, particularly in Scenario B?

2. Offshore Wind Assumptions (Scenario B)

Development Feasibility and Timing: In Scenario B, how does PJM account for
permitting, interconnection, and construction timelines for offshore wind?
Specifically, is there an assessment of whether assumed offshore wind capacity can
realistically achieve commercial operation within the study horizon?

3. Relationship Between Scenario A and Scenario B

Divergent Outcomes Across Scenarios: Scenario A includes all remaining queue
projects, while Scenario B includes only those deemed economic or policy
consistent. This could lead to materially different system conditions and identified
needs.

o How does PJM plan to reconcile situations where the two scenarios produce
conflicting results?

o What framework will be used to determine which scenario (or combination of
scenarios) should drive project selection and sizing?

Reliability Need Identification: How will PJM treat cases where a reliability need is
identified in one scenario (e.g., Scenario A) but not in another (e.g., Scenario B)?

o What criteria will be used to determine whether a project is ultimately
selected?

o Itisimperative that RTEP project selection is grounded in realistic and
achievable generation expansion assumptions.

4. Battery Storage Deployment



Concentration Risk at Individual Locations: Will PJM impose any limits on the
amount of battery storage that can be modeled at a single point of interconnection
(POI) to avoid over-concentration and potential operational or reliability risks
associated with large, single-site deployments?

5. Transparency and Stakeholder Review

Access to Capacity Expansion Results: How does PJM plan to share the results of
the capacity expansion modeling with stakeholders? Our recommendation is that
PJM release the capacity expansion model should be made available to
stakeholders, an important way to establish transparency in this effort and future
1920 planning windows.

Opportunity for Review: Will stakeholders have the opportunity to review detailed
(e.g., locational and technology-specific) outputs prior to their incorporation into
the RTEP planning models?



Exelon’s questions and comments:

Does the RTEP Scenario A attempt to emulate the approach of ISAC Scenario 5?

o Fromthe 2/3/26 TEAC slides: “PJM will account for the PJM States (ISAC)
input towards the development of the 2026 RTEP Scenarios.”

Apart from the year (2034 vs. 2032), what are the differences between the RTEP
Scenario A and ISAC Scenario 5? In particular, the OSW?

How was Scenario B developed?
o Is Scenario B considered a low west-to-east transfer case?
o Doesitrelate to another ISAC scenario?

How will projects be right-sized against the two scenarios?

Will the PLEXOS model be released to stakeholders?

Will short-circuit impacts to the system be considered when siting generation in
the model?

WIill NG line capacity be considered when siting NG generation in the model?
o WIill NG line contingencies and associated risk be incorporated as well?

Exelon is generally supportive of PIM’s decision to perform the Capacity
Expansion Modeling for the 2034 model and have confidence in the team’s
ability to make reasonable resource decisions. We do have some questions
regarding the two scenarios (A&B), and how the results will be factored into
decision making within the window. In addition, how the assumptions and
results from these scenarios will be communicated to stakeholders, particularly
non-technical stakeholders. The one concern is that these two scenarios have
very different assumptions that will likely result in very different outcomes and
the messaging will be important to understand the significance for policy and
reinforcement decisions. Though a no regrets scenario analysis approach to
planning generally makes sense, our concern is that while we support this
approach, adding other scenarios can disrupt confidence in PJM’s capacity
expansion modeling. If PIM is leveraging the interconnection queue, public
policy and other data to inform its model, this should be the dominant
assumption in analysis.
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