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 FERC Order 1920 thoughts

 Transparency concerns for local transmission projects 

 [Unsuccessful efforts]Transparency of local 

transmission projects

 CAPS Initiatives for 2025 in the transmission space
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*As presented to PJM stakeholders during the PJM Special TEAC Stakeholder process, 
September 24, 2024 (revised version.)

FERC Order 1920 thoughts
 Support for the overall purpose: Long-term holistic 

planning that is transparent and focuses on more efficient 
and cost-effective transmission solutions.

 “Meaningful” Transparency for local transmission projects. 
 Support for Alternative Transmission Technologies
 Concerns over FERC’s grant to incumbent transmission 

owners the Right of First Refusal on some projects. 
(particularly, without clear consumer transparency, 
accountability, and protections.)
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 FERC Order 1920 requires meaningful transparency of local planning 
projects.

 Both PJM and Transmission Owners have stated that the PJM M-3 
process provides “meaningful” transparency of local transmission 
planning.*

 While the M-3 process provides some good foundational pieces, it lacks 
some basic informational components and thus, it is not considered 
meaningful to consumers – for example, reviewing cost effectiveness.

 Question: Should “meaningful” transparency be defined by those 
presenting the information or those receiving the information?  

 Question: How can stakeholders evaluate whether something is cost-
effective if they are only provided the overall cost of the project? 

 Question: Who is evaluating cost-effectiveness?

*e.g. FERC Technical Conference: Transmission Planning and Cost Management, FERC Docket No. 

AD22-8-000 & AD21-15-000, Post Technical Conference Comments of PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 

March 23, 2023,  FN. 26  “It is clear that stakeholders have made use of the Planning Community and 

have had a meaningful opportunity to participate in the Attachment M-3 Process.” (emphasis added)
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Paragraph 1628 of FERC Order 1920

“….Lastly, we require that transmission providers must 
respond to questions or comments from stakeholders such that 
it allows stakeholders to meaningfully participate in these 
three required stakeholder meetings.”*

*Question: What accountability is there to ensure 
appropriate information is provided?

*FERC Order 1920, Building for the Future Through Electric Regional Transmission 

Planning and Cost Allocation, final rule, May 13, 2024, paragraph 1628.
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*PJM Planning Committee, Item 5 – cost drivers in M3 process, April 11,2023 – slide 16 & PJM 

Planning Committee, Item 6, presentation ”Cost drivers in M3 process”, May 7, 2023  - slide 3.

 Deep dive of information conducted during the PJM (M-3) 

local project planning process for information presented in 

March and April, 2023.

 March, 2023 – 21 local planning solutions posted by transmission owners;

o Approximately $133 million in overall proposed costs presented.

o State jurisdictions did not have oversight for 9 of the 21 (43%) or $76.6 million worth of 

projects based on my review.

 April, 2023 - 23 local planning solutions provided by transmissions owners;   

◦ Just over $410 million in overall proposed costs presented.

◦ State jurisdictions did not have oversight for 17 of the 23 (74%) or $386 million worth 

of projects based on my review.  
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 A few questions were posted in the PJM Planning 
Community for the 22 solutions presented.

 Responses for two questions were evasive – what I call 
litigation mode responses:
◦ Please Provide a breakdown of the project budget for the 

identified solution?
 All of the responses provided a similar canned response.

 Thus, consumers only have the “sticker price” for these projects. 

◦ Does the state utility commission have planning oversight over 
this solution, which state?
 All of the responses provided the same canned response that did not 

answer the solution specific question.  (Some of the diagrams made it 
hard to tell the state(s) that were involved in the proposal.)   
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 In November, 2024, follow-up questions were asked 
for nearly all of the projects through the PJM 
Planning Community. (The questions varied based on 
the status of the projects.)
◦ Is there an updated budget [for the project]?
◦ Can you provide additional details into the costs for 

this project at this point?
 Essentially, the answers to the questions were: no 

additional information will be provided.  (Some 
transmission owners have updated the estimated cost 
for the project, but no transmission owner provided 
additional details into the costs for the projects..)   
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*PJM Planning Committee, Item 6, presentation “Cost drivers in M3 process, May 9, 2023”  - slide 9.
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 CAPS Transmission Handbook

◦ Current project: Update the Handbook with the 2023 Annual TEAC information 
(published by PJM in Spring 2024) and other important information.  Updates 
will happen an annually.

 Further, expanded, transmission cost evaluations.

◦ CAPS hired a consultant to assist us in evaluating whether specific supplemental 
costs are able to be tracked.  The determination is that specific costs – other than 
the sticker price for projects – are not available through the PJM process.

◦ CAPS will have a consultant assist us by expanding the cost tracking evaluation 
to baseline projects. There are ongoing concerns about PJM’s competitive 
transmission process.  

*Note: there are new concerns that the PJM competitive transmission process 
stifles competition.

 Order 1920 compliance filings:  Assistance with scoping out a set of resource 
needs and next steps that would help ensure customer considerations are front and 
center as transmission planning evolves in the PJM region. 
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*These questions were asked utilizing the PJM M-3 planning community platform in 

November, 2023.  The responses provided no details.
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