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MOTION FOR LEAVE TO ANSWER AND ANSWER OF  

PJM INTERCONNECTION, L.L.C. 

 

Pursuant to Rules 212 and 213 of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

(“Commission” or “FERC”) Rules of Practice and Procedure,1 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. 

(“PJM”) hereby submits this Motion for Leave to Answer and Answer (“Answer”) to the Amelia 

Energy Facility, LLC (“Amelia Energy”) Motion for Leave to Answer and Answer.2  For the 

reasons set forth below and in its initial Answer, PJM respectfully requests that the Commission 

reject the Amelia Energy Protest and Amelia Energy Answer and accept the Amelia Energy GIA 

and associated NUCRAs as filed and establish an effective date of April 11, 2026.  The 

 
1 18 C.F.R. §§ 385.212, 213. 

2 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., Motion for Leave to Answer and Answer of the Amelia Energy Facility, LLC, Docket 

Nos. ER26-1300-000 & ER26-1303-000 (Mar. 25, 2026) (“Amelia Energy Answer”).  Amelia Energy filed the Amelia 

Energy Answer in response to PJM’s filing of a Motion for Leave to Answer and Answer, filed in response to Amelia 

Energy’s protest to PJM’s filing of an unexecuted GIA and eight partially executed NUCRAs. See PJM 

Interconnection, L.L.C., Motion for Leave to Answer and Answer of PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., Docket Nos. ER26-

1300-000 & ER26-1303-000 (Mar. 18, 2026) (“PJM Answer”); PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., Protest of Amelia Energy 

Facility, LLC, Docket Nos. ER26-1300-000 & ER26-1303-000 (Mar. 2, 2026) (“Amelia Energy Protest”); PJM 

Interconnection, L.L.C., Original Generation Interconnection Agreement, Service Agreement No. 7832; Project 

Identifier No. AF1-294/AF2-115/AG1-021, Docket No. ER26-1300-000 (Feb. 9, 2026) (PJM’s unexecuted filing of 

Amelia Energy’s GIA (“Amelia Energy GIA”) for PJM Project Identifier No. AF1- 294/AF2-115/AG1-021 (“Amelia 

Energy Facility”); PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., Eight Original Network Upgrade Cost Responsibility Agreements; 

Network Upgrade No. n8492, Service Agreement No. 7827 Network Upgrade No. n8492.1, Service Agreement No. 

7828 Network Upgrade No. n8492.2, Service Agreement No. 7829 Network Upgrade No. n9267, Service Agreement 

No. 7830 Network Upgrade No. n9259, Service Agreement No. 7831 Network Upgrade No. n9220, Service 

Agreement No. 7852 Network Upgrade No. n9217, Service Agreement No. 7856 Network Upgrade No. n9630, 

Service Agreement No. 7857, Docket No. ER26-1303-000 (Feb. 9, 2026) (“NUCRA Filing”) (PJM’s filing of 8 

unexecuted NUCRAs related to the Amelia Energy Facility, including the 5 Network Upgrades disputed by Amelia 

Energy: n8492, n8492.1, n8492.2, n9259, and n9267 (“Disputed Network Upgrades” or “Disputed NUCRAs”)) 

(collectively, the “February 9 Filing”). 
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Commission’s timely disposition is necessary to enable PJM to satisfy the remaining requirements 

for Transition Cycle No. 1 (“TC1”), including the performance of a second retool analysis and 

maintaining the current schedule for Transition Cycle No. 2 (“TC2”).3 

I. MOTION FOR LEAVE TO ANSWER 

The Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure generally do not permit answers to 

answers, but this prohibition can be waived for good cause.4  The Commission has done so in 

circumstances where the answer would ensure a more complete record,5 lead to a better 

understanding of the issues in the proceeding,6 or assist the Commission in its decision-making 

process.7  Good cause exists to grant this Motion for Leave to Answer.  PJM’s Answer ensures a 

more complete record and understanding of the issues before the Commission which will assist 

the Commission in its decision-making process. 

  

 
3 PJM Answer at 5.  Specifically, based on the February 9, 2026, filing dates, PJM respectfully requests the issuance 

of a Commission order by April 13, 2026. 

4 See 18 C.F.R. §§ 385.212, 385.213. 

5 See, e.g., High Island Offshore Sys., L.L.C., 113 FERC ¶ 61,202, at P 8 (2005). 

6 See, e.g., CenterPoint Energy–Miss. River Transmission, LLC, 141 FERC ¶ 61,080, at P 4 (2012); TransColorado 

Gas Transmission Co., 111 FERC ¶ 61,208, at P 4, order on reh’g, 112 FERC ¶ 61,135 (2005). 

7 See, e.g., Hudson River-Black River Regulating Dist., 183 FERC ¶ 61,187, at P 9 n.21, order on reh’g, 185 FERC 

¶ 61,034 (2023); E. Shore Nat. Gas Co., 181 FERC ¶ 61,233, at P 9 n.17 (2022); Tri-State Generation & Transmission 

Ass’n, 179 FERC ¶ 61,118, at P 34, order addressing arguments raised on reh’g, 181 FERC ¶ 61,037 (2022); S. Cal. 

Edison Co., 141 FERC ¶ 61,100, at P 5 (2012). 
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II. ANSWER 

A. Amelia Energy’s Requested Relief Would Have the Commission Exceed Its 

Authority and Subject Both Amelia Energy and Other TC1 Project Developers 

To Negative Consequences. 

 

Citing to NRG Power Marketing, LLC v. FERC,8 Amelia Energy argues that the 

“Commission may order that, if the filing party does not make specified changes to a Section 205 

filing, the Commission will reject the filing as unjust and unreasonable.”9  Amelia Energy contends 

that NRG v. FERC supports its requested relief, which includes a Commission order rejecting the 

unexecuted Amelia Energy GIA, unless PJM makes the changes Amelia Energy has requested in 

this proceeding.10  Amelia Energy’s requested changes include (1) removal of the five Disputed 

Network Upgrades; (2) removal of the Disputed Contingent Facilities; and (3) imposition of a 

December 31, 2029, construction completion and in service date for Network Upgrade n9630.0.11  

Amelia Energy misconstrues NRG v. FERC.  As the court held in that case, under section 205 of 

the Federal Power Act, the Commission reviews a proposed rate scheme to determine whether it 

is just and reasonable and FERC may either accept or reject the proposal.12  Section 205, however, 

“does not authorize FERC to impose a new rate scheme of its own making without the consent of 

the…Regional Transmission Organization that made the original proposal.”13  Here, Amelia 

Energy is not asking the Commission to wholly reject PJM’s use of regional topology upgrades 

 
8 See Amelia Energy Answer at 19; see NRG Power Mktg., LLC v. FERC, 862 F.3d 108, 114 (D.C. Cir. 2017) (citations 

omitted) (“NRG v. FERC”) (emphasis added). 

9 See Amelia Energy Answer at 19. 

10 Id. at 19-20. 

11 See Amelia Energy Answer at n.3; see id. at 21; see Amelia Energy Protest at 1-2.  In Section II.E, infra, PJM 

explains that Amelia Energy’s requested modification to advance the construction completion date for required 

Network Upgrade n9630.0 to December 31, 2029, is not feasible. 

12 NRG v. FERC at 114. 

13 Id. 
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for TC1 and related cost allocation.14  Amelia Energy also does not ask the Commission to 

uniformly reject the use of regional topology upgrades for its own project, acknowledging that 

Network Upgrade n9630.0 is a topology upgrade and Amelia Energy does not challenge its 

classification as such.15  Amelia Energy’s protest is aimed at a subset of upgrades required for its 

proposed Generating Facility, i.e., the Disputed Contingent Facilities and Network Upgrades.16  In 

essence, Amelia Energy appears amenable to PJM’s use of regional topology upgrades as a general 

matter, except as applied to the disputed upgrades PJM has determined are required to 

accommodate the safe  and reliable interconnection of the proposed Amelia Energy Facility.  Thus, 

Amelia Energy’s requested relief seeks the Commission’s imposition of a new rate scheme based 

on Amelia Energy’s proposed project-specific modifications.  Granting this requested relief would 

exceed the bounds of the Commission’s authority.17  As discussed below, such a Commission 

disposition also would contradict a recent order in which the Commission upheld TC1 Phase III 

System Impact Study results that reflected the use of regional topology upgrades at issue here.18 

Even if the Commission had authority to impose the modifications that Amelia Energy 

seeks, Amelia Energy would have the Commission believe PJM could maintain the status quo cost 

allocation for Amelia Energy without negatively impacting other TC1 Project Developers.  This 

is not the case.  Implementing Amelia Energy’s requested modifications would necessitate 

 
14 See Amelia Energy Answer at 20 (“To be clear, Amelia Energy does not argue that the new regional topology 

upgrade standard PJM has applied for cost allocation of Network Upgrades and identification of Contingent Facilities 

is unjust and unreasonable for other projects in TC1.”). 

15 See Amelia Energy Protest at 4 (“Twenty of the overloaded flow gates are eliminated by what PJM has called 

topology changing reinforcements, i.e., topology upgrades, including n9630, one the Undisputed Cost Allocated 

Upgrades that solves both thermal and stability issues.” (emphasis added)). 

16 Amelia Energy Protest at n. 2; Id. at 2. 

17 PJM Answer at 27-29. 

18 See RWE Clean Energy, LLC v. PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 194 FERC ¶ 61,212 at P 43 (“[We] find that RWE 

has not met its burden to show that PJM violated its Tariff when it allocated costs for certain Network Upgrades to 

RWE’s new service requests for its Project in the Phase III System Impact Study.”).   
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restudies to remove regional topology upgrades,19 which would, in turn, impact cost allocations 

not only for other TC1 Project Developers but also Amelia Energy.20  Such changes would 

negatively impact other TC1 Project Developers, because the discount factor would need to be 

adjusted accordingly and such an adjustment would increase the costs for all other Project 

Developers who rely upon this cluster of regional topology upgrades to realize the minimum 

number of Network Upgrades.21  As to the Amelia Energy Facility, PJM estimates that 

implementing Amelia Energy’s requested changes would increase its cost allocation by more than 

$4 million.22  Thus, Amelia Energy appears to be under the false impression that the Disputed 

Upgrades could be removed without having a negative cost impact on its project and the projects 

of other TC1 Project Developers.  

In addition to requesting that the Commission modify the terms of its unexecuted GIA 

(which it should not), Amelia Energy repeats its primary request for relief that the Commission 

reject both the unexecuted GIA and Disputed NUCRAs.23  In the event of such disposition, PJM 

would treat the Commission’s rejection of the unexecuted GIA as Amelia Energy’s withdrawal 

from TC1.  However, PJM again respectfully requests that the Commission not reject the Disputed 

 
19 Affidavit of Lisa Krizenoskas on behalf of PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. (Apr. 6, 2026) (Attachment A) (“Second 

Krizenoskas Aff”). Aff. at P 39.  See also Affidavit of Lisa Krizenoskas on behalf of PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. 

(filed March 18, 2026) (“Initial Krizenoskas Aff.”) Initial Krizenoskas Aff. at PP 16-21 (discussing the Tariff 

provisions related to the cluster-based Cycle approach and the “least cost analysis,” including the requirement to 

determine the minimum amount of Network Upgrades for a Cycle and PJM’s use of regional topology upgrades to do 

so). 

20 In Section II.E infra, PJM explains that Amelia Energy’s requested modification to advance the construction 

completion date for required Network Upgrade n9630.0 to December 31, 2029, is not feasible. See also Second 

Krizenoskas Aff. at PP 37-38 (discussing the cost impact of regional topology upgrades on Amelia Energy); id. at P 

39 (discussing the negative impact on Amelia Energy and other TC1 Project Developers). 

21 Second Krizenoskas Aff. at P 39. 

22 See Section II.A; infra see Second Krizenoskas Aff. at P 39. 

23 Amelia Energy Answer at 3 (“Therefore, the Commission should reject the Disputed NUCRAs and either (1) reject 

the GIA or (2) order that it will reject the GIA unless PJM makes the changes that Amelia Energy has requested.” 

(emphasis added)). 
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NUCRAs.   Contrary to Amelia Energy’s contention, PJM’s request is not intended to “[inject] 

fear about the potential for delay if NUCRAs must be redone to remove cost allocations to Amelia 

Energy.”24  The potential impact to the Cycle timeline established by the Tariff is a legitimate 

concern, as is the potential impact to the Project Developers who have committed to proceed with 

the development of their TC1 projects.  As to this latter point, Amelia Energy’s request to “reject 

the Disputed NUCRAs”25 effectively seeks the rejection of five multi-lateral agreements impacting 

nine other TC1 projects.26  The Project Developers for these projects have fully executed GIAs, 

posted Security, and signed the NUCRAs that Amelia Energy has not signed.27  Contrary to Amelia 

Energy’s contention, PJM’s intention is not to “inject fear,” but rather inform the Commission of 

the potential negative consequences to other TC1 Project Developers and the Cycle timeline, if 

Amelia Energy’s request to “reject the Disputed NUCRAs” were granted.28   

As demonstrated in this proceeding, in performing the System Impact Studies and resulting 

cost allocation for TC1, PJM complied with the Tariff’s requirements and acted in accordance with 

engineering judgment and Good Utility Practice.   Moreover, the use of regional topology upgrades 

to fulfill the Tariff’s requirements that PJM determine the “minimum amount of Network 

Upgrades  required to resolve each reliability criteria violation in each Cycle” and identify “the 

New Service Requests contributing to the need for the required Network Upgrades within the 

 
24 Amelia Energy Answer at 21. 

25 Id. at 3. 

26 PJM Answer at 26-27; see also PJM Answer, Exhibit No. PJM-0001 (showing that rejection of these partially 

executed service agreements would impact proposed Generating Facilities under nine different GIAs, all of which 

have been fully executed, securitized, and filed with the Commission and five of which has been accepted). 

27 PJM Answer at 26. 

28 PJM Answer at 27 (explaining that if the Commission were to reject the GIA and Amelia Energy were withdrawn 

from TC1, then PJM would remove Amelia Energy from the partially executed Disputed NUCRAs and file them with, 

or report them to, the Commission).  PJM also would evaluate the impact of the withdrawal on the cost allocations set 

forth in the NUCRAs and update the cost allocation accordingly. 
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Cycle” resulted in the elimination of certain Network Upgrades and a cost savings of 

approximately $731 million to TC1 Project Developers.29  Therefore, PJM respectfully submits 

that the unexecuted Amelia Energy GIA and Disputed NUCRAs are just and reasonable and should 

be accepted and made effective.   

For the reasons previously stated, the Commission should not impose Amelia Energy’s 

requested modifications because doing so would exceed the bounds of the Commission’s authority 

under Section 205 of the Federal Power Act, as well as negatively impact both Amelia Energy and 

other TC1 Project Developers.  If the Commission grants Amelia Energy’s request to reject the 

Amelia Energy GIA and the project is withdrawn from TC1, then PJM respectfully requests that 

the Commission not reject the Disputed NUCRAs. 

B. PJM Use of Regional Topology Upgrades is an Exercise of Engineering 

Judgement Necessary To Conduct Interconnection Studies As Required by the 

Tariff and Consistent with Commission Precedent. 

 

Amelia Energy plainly states that it does not challenge the justness and reasonableness of 

the PJM Tariff or the TC1 process.30  Rather, Amelia Energy challenges  PJM’s decision31 to use 

regional topology upgrades32 to carry out its obligation under the Tariff to determine “the 

minimum amount of Network Upgrades required to resolve each reliability criteria violation in 

each Cycle, by studying the impact of the [New Service Requests in] the Cycle in their entirety”33 

 
29 Initial Krizenoskas Aff. at P 20; Second Krizenoskas Aff. at n. 55. 

30 Amelia Energy Answer at 2 (“Amelia Energy has not argued that the PJM Tariff or the TC1 process is just and 

unreasonable.”). 

31 See, e.g., Amelia Energy Answer at 9 (“[C]ost allocation for one Network Upgrade that PJM somehow decided is 

a regional topology upgrade makes Amelia Energy cost responsible for all upgrades that PJM also decides are 

regional topology upgrades without the need for any demonstration of a ‘New Service Request’s contribution to the 

reliability violation.’” (emphasis added)). 

32 Amelia Energy is selective in its targeting of PJM’s use of regional topology upgrades.  While it challenges the 23 

Disputed Network Upgrades and Disputed Contingent Facilities, it does not challenge Network Upgrade n9630.0, 

which PJM also has deemed a regional topology upgrade.  See supra nn. 13-15. 

33 Tariff, Part VII, Subpart D, section 307(A)(5)(c). 
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and identify “the New Services Requests in the Cycle contributing to the need for the required 

Network Upgrades within the Cycle.”34  In addition to raising cost causation arguments, Amelia 

Energy contends that, if the system upgrades it disputes were removed, the Amelia Energy Facility 

would be permitted to realize an in service date “as early as the end of 2029,”35 which – as 

demonstrated in Section II.D – is inaccurate. 

In lieu of PJM’s reliability-based System Impact Study analyses performed for all of TC1, 

inclusive of the Amelia Energy Facility, Amelia Energy urges the Commission to accept its 

witness’s study results and find that its proposed Generating Facility is “fully deliverable” without 

any of the Disputed Network Upgrades or Disputed Contingent Facilities.36  In other words, 

Amelia Energy seeks to set aside PJM’s System Impact Studies analyses for all TC1 New Services 

Requests and engineering judgment exercised while performing these interconnection studies to 

ensure the reliability of the Transmission System in favor of Amelia Energy’s study results for its 

86 MW Generating Facility.  PJM respectfully submits that the Commission dismiss Amelia 

Energy’s arguments.  To do otherwise would undermine PJM’s exercise of engineering judgement 

and ability to administer its generation interconnection process in accordance with the Tariff, as 

well as depart from Commission precedent and upset the expectations of other TC1 Project 

Developers. 

The Commission “generally allows transmission providers to exercise their engineering 

judgment when conducting interconnection studies, including deferring to transmission providers’ 

 
34 Part VII, Subpart D, section 307(A)(5)(c). 

35 Amelia Energy Answer at 19. 

36 Amelia Energy Answer at 14 (“Mr. Agrawal has shown that the Project only needs n9630 to be fully deliverable.”); 

see also id. at 6 (“The Project can connect, obtain interconnection service and be fully deliverable without causing or 

contributing to a reliability impact that necessitates the need for the 23 Disputed Upgrades.). 
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discretion regarding how to maintain a reliable transmission system.”37  The Commission also has 

“recognized that it may be appropriate to provide operational and reliability-related discretion to 

independent system operators, and to not second-guess their decisions in that regard.”38  As 

previously explained, PJM’s new Generation Interconnection Procedures include cost allocation 

requirements that were introduced as part of, and are unique to, the cluster-based Cycle process, 

all of which must be given effect when carrying out the Tariff’s requirement.39  These provisions 

require each Project Developer to pay for all “costs of the minimum amount of Network Upgrades 

necessary to accommodate its New Service Request that would have not been incurred but for such 

New Service Requests,”40 as well as require PJM to “determine the minimum amount of Network 

Upgrades required to resolve each reliability criteria violation in each Cycle, by studying the 

impact of the [New Service Requests in] the Cycle in their entirety…”. 41  The Tariff also mandates 

that PJM “identify the New Service Requests in the Cycle contributing to the need for the required 

Network Upgrades within the Cycle”42 and that “All New Services Requests that contribute to the 

 
37 See RWE Clean Energy, LLC, 194 FERC ¶ 61,212, at P 42; id. at P 43 (“[We] find that RWE has not met its burden 

to show that PJM violated its Tariff when it allocated costs for certain Network Upgrades to RWE’s new service 

requests for its Project in the Phase III System Impact Study.”).  See  Ponderosa Power, LLC v. Nw. Corp., 190 FERC 

¶ 61,156, at P 52 (2025); see also PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 185 FERC ¶ 61,202, at P 47 (2023) (finding that a 

transmission owner reasonably exercised its engineering judgment in determining that a large, third-party generator, 

which could cause a breaker to trip and therefore impact reliability, represented a more significant reliability risk than 

the addition of a spare transformer, which would serve to increase reliability); Tenaska Clear Creek Wind, LLC.  v. 

Sw. Power Pool, Inc., 182 FERC ¶ 61,084, at P 41 (2023) (finding that complainant failed to demonstrate that the 

mitigation option the transmission provider adopted was an unreasonable exercise of the transmission provider’s 

“discretion to make engineering decisions consistent with Good Utility Practice”) (citing Big Sandy Peaker Plant, 

LLC v. PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 154 FERC ¶ 61,216, at P 50 (2016) (the Commission gives “reliability-related 

discretion to independent system operators, and [will] not second-guess their decisions in that regard”); Salt Creek 

Solar, LLC v. Sw. Power Pool, Inc., 180 FERC  ¶ 61,116, at P 68 (2022) (“Good Utility Practice affords SPP discretion 

to exercise reasonable judgment in light of facts known at the time” it makes a decision)). 

38 Big Sandy Peaker Plant, LLC v. PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 154 FERC ¶ 61,216, at P 50 (2016). 

39 PJM Answer at 7. 

40 Tariff, Part VII, Subpart D, section 307(A)(5)(a). 

41 Tariff, Part VII, Subpart D, section 307(A)(5)(c). 

42 Id. 
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need for a Network Upgrade will receive cost allocation for that upgrade pursuant to each New 

Service Request’s contribution to the reliability violation identified on the transmission system in 

accordance with PJM Manuals.”43 

 PJM’s decision to use regional topology upgrades to identify the “minimum amount of 

Network Upgrades” falls squarely within PJM’s ability to exercise its engineering judgment to 

administer its interconnection process.44  As Ms. Krizenoskas explained, regional topology 

upgrades are a commonly used engineering concept.45  Regional topology upgrades assist in 

minimizing Network Upgrades because they “alter power flow patterns by creating alternative 

routes for electricity to move through the transmission system, which allows flows to be redirected 

away from overloaded existing facilities.”46  As a result, transmission overloads can be mitigated 

or eliminated without relying solely in rebuilding or uprating existing circuits.47  By using regional 

topology upgrades to change the transmission network topology in a region, PJM can eliminate 

certain Network Upgrades and therefore comply with the Tariff’s requirement to determine “the 

minimum amount of Network Upgrades required to resolve each reliability criteria violation in 

 
43 See PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., Manual 14H: New Service Requests Cycle Process, section 4.2 (Overview of 

System Impact Studies) (rev. 03, Sep. 25, 2025), https://www.pjm.com/-

/media/DotCom/documents/manuals/m14h.pdf (“Manual 14H”);  Manual 14H, section 4.2 discusses that the System 

Impact Studies will provide Project Developers with estimates of cost responsibility.  Id. at Attachment B, section 

B.3.1 discusses the load flow cost allocation methodology, including the cost allocation criteria. 

44 See supra note 30 and accompanying text.  See also Big Sandy Peaker Plant at P 50 (determining that, in certain 

circumstances, in its necessary to afford transmission providers with reliability-related discretion and that including 

an exclusive list of all specific, reliability-related reasons for exercising that discretion in the tariff was not required); 

id. (describing such circumstances as including those where “innumerable, reliability-related reasons” exist that are 

“not realistically susceptible for specification” in a tariff). 

45 Initial Krizenoskas Aff. at P 16 (explaining that regional topology upgrades “introduce new electrical connections 

within a transmission system, thereby changing the transmission network topology in a region”). 

46 Id. 

47 Id. 

https://www.pjm.com/-/media/DotCom/documents/manuals/m14h.pdf
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/DotCom/documents/manuals/m14h.pdf
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each Cycle.”48  The record in this proceeding is devoid of evidence that PJM’s exercise of 

engineering judgment conflicts with the Tariff. 

 Furthermore, rejecting Amelia Energy’s requested modifications would be consistent with 

the Commission’s recent order in RWE Clean Energy, LLC v. PJM.  In that proceeding, a TC1 

Project Developer challenged PJM’s engineering methodology and cost allocation for Network 

Upgrades that PJM deemed necessary for the proposed project, as set forth in the Phase III System 

Impact Study.49  The Commission rejected the TC1 Project Developer’s complaint and upheld the 

results of PJM’s Phase III System Impact Study.50  In that case, the Phase III System Impact Study 

results relied upon PJM’s use of regional topology upgrades to identify the minimum amount of 

Network Upgrade costs.  Just as the Commission upheld the Phase III System Impact Study results 

in RWE Clean Energy v. PJM, it should do the same here. 

C. The System Impact Study Reports Contain a Significant Amount of Analytical 

Data Regarding the Potential Need for, Impacts of, and Cost Allocation for 

Regional Topology Upgrades. 

 

According to Amelia Energy, PJM presented “absolutely no analytical data through its 

study process of TC1” to “factually demonstrate” that the Amelia Energy Facility requires the 

Disputed Network Upgrades and Disputed Contingent Facilities to obtain interconnection service 

or that the Amelia Energy Center contributes to a reliability violation that necessitates any of the 

disputed upgrades.51  The previously unmatched level of data and analysis that PJM provides to 

Project Developers under the cluster-based Cycle process, however, belies Amelia Energy’s 

assertions.  As detailed below, PJM’s various System Impact Study reports contain ample data 

 
48 Tariff, Part VII, Subpart D, section 307(A)(5)(c). 

49 See generally RWE Clean Energy, LLC at PP 8-19. 

50 Id. at P 43 (finding that RWE has not met its burden to show that PJM violated its Tariff when it allocated costs for 

certain Network Upgrades to RWE’s new service requests for its Project in the Phase III System Impact Study). 

51 Amelia Energy Answer at 5. 
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demonstrating the Amelia Energy Facility’s need for the regional topology upgrades and support 

the associated cost allocation. 

PJM prepared System Impact Study reports at each phase of TC1 for each of the three 

Project Identifiers that comprise the Amelia Energy Facility.52  In total, PJM prepared 12 System 

Impact Study reports for the Amelia Energy Facility alone.53  In addition, PJM prepared a Final 

System Impact Study (Retool 1) Report after Decision Point III, as well as a System Impact Study 

Executive Summary Report for the entire cluster at each Phase which details the regional topology 

upgrades used in each region, the Network Upgrades eliminated by regional topology upgrades, 

and the discount factor.54  Finally, PJM shares the analytical case support by posting the models 

used for each System Impact Study.55    

In the accompanying affidavit, Ms. Krizenoskas uses the Amelia Energy TC1 Phase II and 

Phase III System Impact Study reports for Project Identifier No. AG1-021 and the various Cycle 

reports to explain how these reports “factually demonstrate” Amelia Energy contributes to 

reliability criteria violations found in TC1 and requires the regional topology upgrades to safely 

and reliably interconnect its proposed Generating Facility to the PJM Transmission System.  

According to the AG1-021 Phase II System Impact Study report: 

 
52 Second Krizenoskas Aff. at P 21. 

53 All System Impact Study and Cluster reports that PJM prepares under its new Cycle process are posted on PJM.com:  

https://www.pjm.com/planning/m/cycle-service-request-status.  See also Exhibit PJM-0001 (including Amelia 

Energy’s Phase II and Phase III SIS reports for each Project Identifier, as well Phase II and Phase III System Impact 

Study Executive Summary Reports for TC1 and Final System Impact Study (Retool 1) Reports).   

54 Second Krizenoskas Aff. At PP 21 -27. 

55 These models are accessible pursuant to PJM’s CEII procedures.  See PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., Manual 14B 

PJM Region Transmission Planning Process, section 1A (Critical Energy Infrastructure Information (CEII)) (rev. 58, 

Dec. 17, 2025), https://www.pjm.com/-/media/DotCom/documents/manuals/m14b.pdf. 

https://www.pjm.com/-/media/DotCom/documents/manuals/m14b.pdf
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• The summer peak analysis results indicated the Amelia Energy Facility contributed 

to overloaded flowgates and eight overloaded flowgates were eliminated after 

modeling the regional topology upgrades for TC1 Phase II56 

• Absent the use of regional topology upgrades, the Amelia Energy Facility could 

have had exposure to additional Network Upgrades and/or Contingent Facilities for 

these overloaded flowgates57 

• Provided information about potential cost responsibility for system reinforcements, 

listing nine potential reinforcements and estimating a cost allocation of $4.5 

million58 

• Showed 11 of 17 identified Network Upgrades were regional topology upgrades 

and that Amelia Energy was part of the pool of “potential aggregate contributors”59 

• Explained AG1-021 contributed to flowgates that required regional topology 

upgrades that had the potential to receive cost allocation in Phase III after 

accounting for changes stemming from Decision Point II project withdrawals, even 

though AG1-021 did not meet the cost allocation criteria to receive cost allocation 

for these 11 regional topology upgrades in Phase II.60 

In addition, the TC1 Executive Summary Report for Phase II: 

• Described how PJM determined which upgrades were eliminated as a result of 

modeling the regional topology upgrades and how it computed the discount factor 

to apply to reinforcements to reduce the cost of all these reinforcements down to 

the cost of constructing only the topology changing reinforcements61 

• Explained the discount factor was applied to the cost of the Network Upgrades for 

all projects that contributed to the need for a regional topology upgrade or had an 

upgrade eliminated as a result of the regional topology upgrade, and then the cost 

was redistributed to the regional topology upgrades that will be built, and all 

projects receiving the discount factor become contingent on the full set of regional 

topology upgrades that allowed them to realize the discount62 

 

 
56 Second Krizenoskas Aff. at P 24. 

57 Id. 

58 Id. at P 25. 

59 Id. at P 26. 

60 Second Krizenoskas Aff. at 26; see also Manual 14H, Attachment B, section B.3.1 (Load Flow Cost Allocation 

Methodology). 

61 Id. at P 27. 

62 Id.   
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After Decision Point II, PJM retooled the TC1 model to remove withdrawn projects and 

reflect any changes to the remaining projects in the TC1 cohort, as well as to account for the then 

recently approved RTEP Window 1 updates,  and reran the System Impact Study analysis in Phase 

III.63  As in Phase II, PJM considered the regional topology upgrades in this analysis; however, 

the set of regional topology reinforcements in Phase III was notably different from the set of 

regional topology reinforcements in Phase II as a result of incorporating the recently approved 

baseline upgrades from the RTEP Window 1.64   

Again, Ms. Krizenoskas describes the analytical information set forth in a Phase III System 

Impact Study report, using the summer peak analysis section of the AG1-021 Phase III System 

Impact Study, which: 

• Identified 11 overloaded flowgates remaining after considering the regional topology 

upgrades for TC165 

• Showed 35 overloaded flowgates that were eliminated as a result of evaluating the regional 

topology upgrades and reflected that, absent the regional topology upgrades, the Amelia 

Energy Facility also could have had exposure to additional Network Upgrades and/or 

Contingent Facilities for these overloaded flowgates66 

• Indicated AG1-021 is contingent on and/or has cost responsibility for 57 required reliability 

upgrades67 

• Concluded AG1-021 had potential cost responsibility for approximately $2.7 million in 

required reliability Network Upgrades68 

 
63 Second Krizenoskas Aff. at P 29; id. at PP 15-20 (explaining in detail the retool between Phases II and III and the 

incorporation of the RTEP Window 1 updates). 

64 Second Krizenoskas Aff. at P 29. 

65 Id.  

66 Id. at P 30. 

67 Id. at P 31. 

68 Id. 



 
 

15 

• Described AG1-021’s contributions to both regional topology upgrades and eliminated 

reinforcements, including the discount factor69 

• Showed that after evaluating the impact of regional topology upgrades, AG1-021 

contributed to the need for one required regional topology upgrade, Network Upgrade 

n9630.0, and four eliminated reinforcements, for a total cost allocation of approximately 

$1.03 million70 

• Included a note for each Network Upgrade that was eliminated due to the application of 

regional topology upgrades, explaining the cost allocation to the project as well as the 

reason the project is contingent on the full set of regional topology upgrades in the 

Dominion region71 

The TC1 Executive Summary Report for Phase III set forth how PJM determined which upgrades 

were eliminated because of modeling the regional topology upgrades and how it computed the 

discount factor for TC1.72 

Finally, Amelia Energy contends that there is no evidence of the “benefits” Amelia Energy 

received as compared to TC1 as a whole.73  The Tariff requires PJM to apply the “least cost 

analysis” to optimize costs and minimize the number of required Network Upgrades for the 

entirety of the Cycle.  Although performing the type of analysis suggested by Amelia Energy is 

neither required by or consistent with the Tariff, the System Impact Study results for Amelia 

Energy show that the application of the “least cost analysis” to TC1 produced an outcome that was 

cost-effective for its project, resulting in several million dollars in reduced costs.74  However, if 

Amelia Energy’s request were granted, and the Commission were to direct PJM to remove the 

Disputed Contingent Facilities and Disputed Network Upgrades from the proposed Amelia Energy 

 
69 Id. at P 33. 

70 Id. at P 33. 

71 Id. at P 34. 

72 Id. at P 35. 

73 Id. at P 7. 

74 Id. at P 38. 
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GIA, then Amelia Energy Facility would lose the benefit of the discount factor and its costs would 

increase by more than $4 million.75   

Thus, the System Impact Study reports set forth a significant amount of data and 

information addressing, inter alia, how PJM applied its cluster-based Cycle process to determine 

the proposed Amelia Energy Facility’s impact on the PJM Transmission System, and more 

specifically, how the use of regional topology upgrades impacted each of Amelia Energy Facility’s 

individual New Service Requests by providing detailed information about the eliminated Network 

Upgrades, the required Network Upgrades and Contingent Facilities, the regional discount factor 

applied, and cost allocations.  Accordingly, Amelia Energy’s arguments alleging the lack of factual 

support regarding the need for the Disputed Network Upgrades and Disputed Contingent Facilities 

to obtain interconnection service or its contribution of a reliability criteria violation that 

necessitates any of the disputed upgrades should be dismissed. 

D. Amelia Energy Erroneously Conflates the PJM Studies for Provisional 

Interconnection Service and Interconnection Service. 

 

PJM previously explained that Amelia Energy could request an interim deliverability study 

to determine if its proposed Generating Facility would be eligible for Provisional Interconnection 

Service, which is limited interconnection service provided at the discretion of the Transmission 

Provider prior to the completion of requisite Contingent Facilities.76  As part of that discussion on 

Provisional Service, PJM stated that, for purposes of an interim deliverability study, the Network 

Upgrades for which Amelia Energy Facility was not a direct contributor would not be included.77  

 
75 Second Krizenoskas Aff. at P 39. 

76 See Initial Krizenoskas Aff. at P 34; see also Tariff, Part IX, Subpart B, Appendix 2, section 1.4A.2 outlines how a 

Project Developer may request limited Interconnection Service at the discretion of the Transmission Provider; see 

Manual 14H, at section 4.10.01 (Interim Deliverability Studies); see also id. at section 4.10.1.1 (explaining Contingent 

Facilities may include Network Upgrades, baseline upgrades, or Supplemental Project Upgrades). 

77 See Initial Krizenoskas Aff. at P 34.  
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The Amelia Energy Answer, however, takes Ms. Krizenoskas’ statement out of the context of 

Provisional Interconnection Service and erroneously frames it as PJM “conceding” that none of 

the 23 Disputed Network Upgrades and Disputed Contingent Facilities Upgrades are needed for 

the “full deliverability” of the Amelia Energy Facility.78  Amelia Energy then relies on this false 

premise to erroneously conclude, if the Disputed Network Upgrades and Disputed Contingent 

Facilities were required for the Amelia Energy Facility to obtain interconnection service, then PJM 

“could not logically exclude these upgrades from its interim deliverability analysis.”79  Amelia 

Energy’s position conflates PJM’s approach for studying Provisional Interconnection Service 

requests with the studies performed to evaluate New Service Requests.  Accordingly, Amelia 

Energy’s arguments should be rejected. 

In the cluster-based Cycle process System Impact Study analyses, PJM evaluates New 

Service Requests against North American Electric Reliability Corporation and each Applicable 

Regional Entity’s reliability and transmission planning criteria as a cluster.80  The System Impact 

Study analyses focus on optimizing the costs and minimizing the amount of required Network 

Upgrades for the entirety of the Cycle.81  Moreover, the study case for such analyses include all 

New Service Requests for the Cycle under study, as well as previously studied New Service 

 
78 Second Krizenoskas Aff. at P 9.  Cf. Amelia Energy Answer at 12-13. 

79 Amelia Energy Answer at 13. To support this incorrect assertion, Amelia Energy cites to PJM’s filing of amended 

agreements to remove Contingent Facilities that were no longer required for various projects to obtain interconnection 

service and claims that the same rationale applies to the Amelia Energy GIA, that PJM can simply remove the Disputed 

Network Upgrades and Disputed Contingent Facilities from the service agreement or remove Amelia Energy as a 

party to the Disputed NUCRAs.  See Amelia Energy Answer at n.31.  Where PJM has determined that a Contingent 

Facility is no longer required and submits an amendment to a service agreement to remove the Contingent Facilities 

is not the same situation as Amelia Energy insisting PJM remove Contingent Facilities because they do not agree with 

the results of PJM’s analysis. 

80 Second Krizenoskas Aff. at P 10. 

81 Id.; See Initial Krizenoskas Aff. PP 16-21. 
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Requests that have rights to the study case used for the Cycle, i.e., TC1 was studied on a 2027 

RTEP base case.82 

By contrast, the interim deliverability analysis is performed to evaluate only the cohort of 

projects that have rights or are seeking to generate  for a specific Delivery Year (i.e., June 1 to 

May 31).83  The objective of this analysis is to determine whether a Generating Facility may output 

energy and capacity at the Point of Interconnection to the Transmission System up to the MFO 

and CIR levels set forth in its GIA for a particular Delivery Year prior to Contingent Facilities 

being in service.84   

Another key difference is that the interim deliverability study uses a different base case 

model and set of assumptions for the analysis depending on the requested Delivery Year.85  By 

way of illustration, if Amelia Energy were to request an interim deliverability analysis for the 

2026/2027 Delivery Year, then the study model would reflect the conditions for that Delivery 

Year, whereas PJM used the 2027 RTEP case as the base case for TC1.86  Differences in the base 

case models could indicate there is more available headroom in the 2026/2027 Delivery Year 

model, which – in turn – could indicate a Generating Facility may be eligible for Provisional 

Interconnection Service up to the MFO and CIR levels reflected in its GIAs for that Delivery 

Year.87   

A Project Developer with a GIA that requests Provisional Interconnection Service and has 

Contingent Facilities classified as regional topology upgrades would be evaluated against the 

 
82 Second Krizenoskas Aff. at P 10. 

83 Id. at P 11. 

84 Id.  

85 Id. at P 12. 

86 Id.  

87 Id.  
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facilities/flowgates which the regional topology upgrades directly address or that were eliminated 

in the final System Impact Study.88  Due to the far-reaching impact of the regional topology 

upgrades, the eliminated facility that is used for evaluation in the interim deliverable study for 

Provisional Interconnection Service may differ from the new regional topology upgrade that 

addresses the violation.89  

If a Generating Facility is eligible for Provisional Interconnection Service, any rights to 

inject energy or capacity are limited to the Delivery Year that was studied.90  Even though an 

interim deliverability study may find that a Generating Facility is deliverable for the requested 

Delivery Year, changes to system conditions for a later Delivery Year may produce different and 

less favorable results.91  Therefore, the interim deliverability study results are only valid for the 

duration of the Delivery Year.92  As a result, a Generating Facility seeking Provisional 

Interconnection Service for any subsequent Delivery Year must request to be studied for each of 

those Delivery Years until the required Contingent Facilities identified in the GIA are in service.  

Once these Contingent Facilities are in place, the Generating Facility will have the right to generate 

at the MFO and CIR levels identified in the GIA.93  In the case of the Amelia Energy Facility, 

which has a proposed commercial operation date of March 1, 2031, this means that multiple 

requests for Provisional Interconnection Service would be necessary.94 

 
88 Second Krizenoskas Aff. at P 13. 

89 Id.  

90 Second Krizenoskas Aff. at P 14. 

91 Id.  

92 Id.  

93 Id.  

94 Id. 
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Thus, there are key differences between how PJM studies New Service Requests seeking 

Interconnection Service pursuant to the cluster-based Cycle System Impact Study and requests for 

Provisional Interconnection Service pursuant to an interim deliverability study.  Due to an apparent 

misunderstanding of those differences, Amelia Energy misapplies Ms. Krizenoskas’ statement 

regarding Provisional Interconnection Service to support its erroneous claim that an interim 

deliverability study would demonstrate the Amelia Energy Facility is “fully deliverable” without 

the Disputed Network Upgrades and Disputed Contingent Facilities.  Accordingly, PJM 

respectfully requests that the Commission reject this argument.  

E. Contrary to Amelia Energy’s Assertion, a 2029 In Service Date Is Not Feasible 

Due to the 55-Month Construction Timeline for Undisputed Network Upgrade 

n9630. 

 

The Amelia Energy Answer states that its project “may need to be placed in service as early 

as the end of 2029 to preserve its federal tax credit eligibility.”95  The Amelia Energy Anwer argues 

that the expected in service dates for the Disputed Network Upgrades and Disputed Contingent 

Facilities identified in its unexecuted GIA are the reason Amelia Energy Facility’s desired 2029 

in service date is in jeopardy.96  In support of its argument, Amelia Energy states the latest in 

service date for one of the disputed upgrades is approximately September 16, 2030.97  Amelia 

Energy’s argument is misdirected.  According to the most accurate information provided by the 

Transmission Owner, Network Upgrade n9630.0 has a 55-month construction timeline, resulting 

in an estimated in service date of November 30, 2030.98  Thus, Network Upgrade n9630.0, the 

 
95 Amelia Energy Answer at 19. 

96 Id. at 18-19.   

97 Id. at 19. 

98 Second Krizenoskas Aff. at P 6-8. 
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need for which Amelia Energy does not dispute, is the Network Upgrade with the longest lead 

time.99 

While the in service date for Network Upgrade n9630.0 could be delayed, it will not be 

advanced to an earlier date.  If the Commission were to accept and make effective the Amelia 

Energy GIA and Disputed NUCRAs in April 2026, the Amelia Energy Facility’s construction 

timeline likely could remain on schedule.  However, because the construction timelines for 

Network Upgrades are based on the expected date of GIA execution and the completion of a 

construction kick off call among the Project Developer, Transmission Owner, and PJM promptly 

thereafter, any delay in the GIA’s (and related NUCRAs’) effectiveness and the scheduling of the 

construction kick off call would result in a corresponding delay to the in service dates for required 

Network Upgrades, including Network Upgrade n9630.0.  Accordingly, a 2029 in service date for 

the Amelia Energy Facility is not feasible. 

F. QDEST Is an Analysis Processing Tool that Helps PJM Process the Large 

Volume of New Service Requests Using the “Least Cost” Analysis Required by 

the Tariff. 

 

The claims related to QDEST in the Amelia Energy Answer lack record support.   

According to Amelia Energy, “the limitation of QDEST” is the basis for the “disagreement 

regarding the Disputed Network Upgrades and the Disputed Contingent Facilities.”100  Similarly 

divorced from the facts of this proceeding are Amelia Energy’s allegations that “PJM explains 

[QDEST] does not allow it to perform Project-level validation”101 or that PJM purportedly 

admitted “it cannot validate whether its cost allocations are correct for individual projects because 

 
99 Id. at P 7. 

100 Amelia Energy Answer at 13-14.  

101 Amelia Energy Answer at 14.  Notably, the Amelia Energy Answer does not provide a citation for this alleged 

explanation. 
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its automated tool does not support this level of granularity.”102  PJM urges the Commission to 

dismiss each of these arguments, as none of them bears any rational relationship to the facts in the 

record of this proceeding. 

PJM uses QDEST in conjunction with another tool called PowerGem TARA to assist PJM 

in performing its obligations under the Tariff.103  In her initial affidavit, Ms. Krizenoskas described 

PJM’s Tariff obligations, and contrasted them with Amelia Energy’s apparent study objectives: 

A key difference is that Mr. Agrawal’s study focuses on achieving the most 

favorable outcome for his client’s individual project. He did not take into 

account the Tariff requirements that I have discussed, such as the cost 

allocation methodology or the scope of the System Impact Study reports, 

which are intended to position PJM to identify the least amount of Network 

Upgrades required to resolve criteria reliability violations in the most 

effective way for TC1 in its entirety. 

 

[…] 

 

By contrast, and as required by the Tariff, PJM focused on optimizing the 

costs and minimizing the number of required Network Upgrades for the 

entirety of the TC1 cohort. Optimizing the analysis on a per project basis, 

as Mr. Agrawal appears to suggest, is not in alignment with PJM’s new 

cluster-based Cycle process under the Tariff.104 

 

Ms. Krizenoskas further explained that PJM’s use of these two companion technologies 

has allowed PJM to increase its interconnection processing speed, particularly in light of 

the substantially larger volume of projects under study, while preserving accuracy, 

transparency, and consistency.105  According to Ms. Krizenoskas: 

This systematic [interconnection analysis] approach is based on PJM’s 

implementation of new technology called QDEST, an analysis processing 

tool that significantly improves the speed and consistency of the System 

 
102 Amelia Energy Answer at 14.  The Amelia Energy Answer also does not include a citation for this alleged 

admission. 

103 Initial Krizenoskas Aff. at P 11-18.  

104 Id. at P 29. 

105 Id. at P 15. 
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Impact Study workflow. The tool ingests output from PowerGem TARA, 

PJM’s power flow analysis program, and uploads it into a centralized post-

processing platform that presents results in a clear, intuitive format.  Within 

this environment, overloaded facilities are identified, Network Upgrades are 

assigned, and cost allocation is generated. The QDEST platform also 

produces complete System Impact Study reports and supports automated 

publication of results to the PJM website.106 

 

Whereas PowerGem TARA assists in identifying and evaluating reliability criteria violations, 

QDEST supports interconnection analysis processing and cost allocation.107  The  actual 

assignment of Network Upgrades is not automatically generated by QDEST.  PJM must perform 

an evaluation and exercise its engineering judgment to determine the optimal cohort of Network 

Upgrades, which may be a combination of new regional topology upgrades and direct facility 

upgrades, to address the Cycle overloads as a whole.108  These identified upgrades are then linked 

to address the overloaded flowgates in the QDEST tool for each project.109    

Contrary to Amelia Energy’s contentions, QDEST is not designed or intended to perform 

“Project-level validations” like the study performed by Amelia Energy’s witness.   QDEST is being 

used to support PJM in processing large volumes of proposed generation projects and exercising 

its engineering judgment in a manner that is consistent with the Tariff’s requirements.  Using 

QDEST, PowerGem TARA, and other technology tools, PJM completed TC1 Phase I in 120 days, 

Phase II in 183 days, and Phase III in 152 days, 110  which demonstrates enhanced efficiency, speed, 

 
106 Initial Krizenoskas Aff at P 15; see also id. at P 19 (describing how PJM uses QDEST to compute a discount factor 

for each of the three topology regions and describing such computation). 

107 Second Krizenoskas Aff. at P 43. 

108 Id. at P 43. 

109 Id. at P 43. 
110 See PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., Planning / Cycle Timeline, https://www.pjm.com/planning (last visited 

Apr. 6, 2026). 

https://www.pjm.com/planning
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and consistency of PJM’s interconnection process that has steadily increased in momentum.111  

PJM’s use of these technologies aligns with the Commission’s call for PJM to “deploy automation 

tools to improve interconnection process efficiency.”112   

  

 
111 PJM Inside Lines, Successful Interconnection Reforms, Other PJM Initiatives Seek to Maximize Electricity 

Supplies, (Mar. 16, 2026), https://insidelines.pjm.com/connected/ (explaining that PJM processed 294 GW of projects 

since 2020). 

112 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 190 FERC ¶ 61,084, at P 13 (2025) (“Going forward, we expect—and the 

circumstances on the ground demand—that PJM transition to its reformed interconnection procedures as soon as 

possible, fully implement the reforms directed in the Commission’s Order No. 2023, continue working with its 

stakeholders to proactively identify targeted interconnection process reforms, and deploy automation tools to improve 

interconnection process efficiency.” (emphasis added and footnotes omitted)), order on reh’g, 192 FERC ¶ 61, 085 

(2025).  

https://insidelines.pjm.com/connected/
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III. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons set forth in this answer and PJM’s March 18, 2026 answer, PJM 

respectfully submits that the Commission should reject the Amelia Energy Protest and Amelia 

Energy Answer and accept and establish an April 11, 2026 effective date for the Amelia Energy 

GIA and the related NUCRAs, as set forth in the February 9 Filing and grant any additional relief 

as the Commission deems appropriate consistent with this and PJM’s March 18, 2026 answer and 

the February 9 Filing. 
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AFFIDAVIT OF LISA KRIZENOSKAS 
ON BEHALF OF PJM INTERCONNECTION, L.L.C. 

1. My name is Lisa Krizenoskas, and my business address is 2750 Monroe 

Boulevard, Audubon, Pennsylvania 19403.  I am employed by PJM Interconnection, 

L.L.C. (“PJM”) and my current title is Manager, Interconnection Planning Analysis.  I have 

more than 30 years of experience in the power systems industry, with extensive technical, 

analytical, and managerial expertise in transmission system planning and generator 

interconnection processes.1   

2. I am submitting this affidavit and two accompanying exhibits identified as 

PJM-0001 and PJM-0002 on behalf of PJM in support of PJM’s Motion for Leave to 

Answer and Answer to the to the Amelia Energy Facility, LLC (“Amelia Energy”) Motion 

for Leave to Answer and Answer filed by Amelia Energy in Docket Nos. ER26-1300-000 

and ER26-1303-000, on March 25, 2026.2   

 
1 See PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., Motion for Leave to Answer and Answer of PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 
Docket Nos. ER26-1300-000 & ER26-1303-000 (Mar. 18, 2026) (“PJM Answer”). PJM submitted an 
Affidavit of Lisa Krizenoskas on behalf of PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. (“Initial Krizenoskas Affidavit”) as 
part of the PJM Answer. Paragraphs 1 through 4 of Initial Krizenoskas Affidavit detailed Lisa’s extensive 
experience in the power systems industry, with technical, analytical, and managerial expertise in transmission 
system planning and generator interconnection processes. 

2 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., Motion for Leave to Answer and Answer of Amelia Energy Facility, LLC, 
Docket Nos. ER26-1300-000 & ER26-1303-000 (Mar. 25, 2026) (“Amelia Energy Answer”). 
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I. PURPOSE OF AFFIDAVIT 

3. The purpose of my affidavit is to respond to certain arguments raised in the 

Amelia Energy Answer regarding Amelia Energy’s proposed 86 megawatt (“MW”) solar 

generating facility with 46.5 MW of Capacity Interconnection Rights (“CIR”) located in 

Maplewood, Amelia County, Virginia (“Amelia Energy Facility”), that PJM studied as part 

of Transition Cycle No. 1 (“TC1”).  First, I will rebut Amelia Energy’s assertion that a 

2029 in service date is feasible for undisputed Network Upgrade n9630.0, as well as 

demonstrate that its estimated November 2030 in service date makes it the longest lead 

time upgrade for the Amelia Energy Facility, as opposed to the Disputed Network 

Upgrades and Disputed Contingent Facilities.  Next, I will detail how Amelia Energy takes 

my statement regarding Provisional Interconnection Service out of context to support its 

erroneous claim that an interim deliverability study would demonstrate the Amelia Energy 

Facility is “fully deliverable” without the Disputed Network Upgrades and Disputed 

Contingent Facilities.  Third, I respond to Amelia Energy’s erroneous suggestion that 

changes in study results indicate PJM did not conduct its System Impact Studies in 

accordance with the PJM Open Access Transmission Tariff (“Tariff”).  Fourth, I will 

demonstrate that PJM’s various System Impact Study reports contain significant amounts 

of analytical data on both a project and Cycle basis, and Amelia Energy’s assertion that 

PJM presents “absolutely no analytical data” to demonstrate that the Disputed Network 

Upgrades3 and Disputed Contingent Facilities4 are required for Amelia Energy to obtain 

 
3 Amelia Energy disputes cost responsibility for Network Upgrades n8492, n8492.1, n8492.2, n9259, and 
n9267 (“Disputed Network Upgrades”). See Amelia Energy GIA, Specifications, section 3.0(b)(ii). 

4 Amelia Energy disputes that the following baseline and supplemental upgrades identified as Contingent 
Facilities in the Amelia Energy GIA must be completed prior to commercial operation of the Amelia Energy 
Facility: b3800.312, b3800.313, b3800.354, b3800.356, b3800.357, b4000.325, b4000.326, b4000.327, 
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interconnection service is disingenuous.  Finally, I will provide more detail regarding 

PJM’s use of the QDEST tool and respond to statements reflecting that Amelia Energy 

misconstrued certain aspects of my initial affidavit. 

II. OVERVIEW OF AFFIDAVIT 

4. In this affidavit, I will: 

 Explain that a 2029 in service date for Network Upgrade n9630.0 is not 

feasible, notwithstanding the Disputed Network Upgrades and Disputed 

Contingent Facilities; 5 

 Describe key differences between PJM’s cluster-based System Impact 

Studies used to evaluate requests for Interconnection Service and interim 

deliverability study used to evaluate Provisional Interconnection Service 

requests;6  

 Explain the Tariff’s requirements for performing Phase II and Phase III 

System Impact Studies and how PJM performed these studies in accordance 

with the Tariff;7 

 Provide an overview of the extensive analytical data set forth in PJM’s 

various System Impact Study reports;8 and 

 
b4000.344, b4000.345, b4000.346, b4000.348, b4000.349, b4000.350, b4000.351, b4000.352, b4000.357, 
and s3047.2.  See Amelia Energy GIA, Specifications, section 3.0(d). 

5 See infra Section III.A. 

6 See infra Section III. B. 

7 See infra Section III.C. 

8 See infra Section III.D. 
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 Describe in greater detail how PJM uses QDEST and correct the record in 

light of certain statements made by Amelia Energy.9 

III.  AFFIDAVIT 

A. A 2029 In Service Date Is Not Feasible for Network Upgrade n9630.0, 
Notwithstanding the Disputed Network Upgrades and Disputed Contingent 
Facilities. 

5. The Amelia Energy Answer states that its project “may need to be placed in 

service as early as the end of 2029 to preserve its federal tax credit eligibility.”10  The 

Amelia Energy Anwer claims that the construction timelines for the Disputed Network 

Upgrades and Disputed Contingent Facilities identified in its unexecuted Generation 

Interconnection Agreement (“GIA”) will delay the Amelia Energy Facility’s achievement 

of its desired 2029  in service date.11  The latest estimated construction completion date for 

the Disputed Upgrades, as noted in the Amelia Energy Answer, is approximately 

September 16, 2030.12  

6.  Amelia Energy’s delayed in service date argument is based on an expected 

in service date of December 31, 2029, for Network Upgrade n9630.13  While PJM 

acknowledges that the December 2025 Final System Impact Study reflects a date of 

December 31, 2029, the Facilities Study Report for Network Upgrade n9630.0 represents 

the most accurate information regarding the construction timeline as provided by the 

Transmission Owner, which projects a 55-month construction period or an estimated in 

 
9 See infra Section III.E. 

10 Amelia Energy Answer at 19. 

11 Id. at 18-19. 

12 Id. 

13 Id. 
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service date of November 30, 2030.14  As a result, Amelia Energy misplaces blame on the 

Disputed Network Upgrades and Disputed Contingent Facilities for allegedly delaying the 

in service date for the Amelia Energy Facility, as undisputed Network Upgrade n9630.0 

has a construction schedule with an estimated completion date of November 30, 2030. 

7.  Amelia Energy does not dispute the need for Network Upgrade n.9630.0 

and has signed the related Network Upgrade Cost Responsibility Agreement.  As PJM 

explained in the PJM Answer, Network Upgrade n9630.0 has an estimated construction 

timeline of 55 months, the calculation of which is based on the time of GIA execution and 

construction kick off call.15  Given this information, and if the Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission (“Commission”) were to make the Amelia Energy GIA effective in April 

2026 and the kick off call were held, Network Upgrade n9630.0’s estimated completion 

date would fall in November 2030, which would render it as the longest lead time Network 

Upgrade when compared to the Disputed Network Upgrades and Disputed Contingent 

Facilities.16, 17 

 
14 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., PJM Facilities Study Report for Network Upgrade N9630 Transition Cycle 
#1, (July 2025), https://www.pjm.com/pjmfiles/pub/planning/project-
queues/Facility_Studies/TC1/PHASE_3/n9630_0_TC1_PH3_fac.pdf.  A copy of this report is also included 
as Exhibit No. PJM-0002.  

15 Id.; see Initial Krizenoskas Aff. ¶ 33 n.44.  The construction timelines for all Network Upgrades use the 
GIA execution date and kick off call as a starting point.  Therefore, the construction timelines for all Network 
Upgrades required for the Amelia Energy Facility may be subject to adjustment based on the GIA’s effective 
date and the construction kick off call date. 

16 Initial Krizenoskas Aff. ¶ 33. 

17 The table below represents a concise summary of estimated completion timelines for the Disputed Network 
Upgrades.  See PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., New Service Requests System Impact Study Executive Summary 
Report Transition Cycle #1 Phase III, at Stability Reinforcements, (Sep. 18, 2025), 
https://www.pjm.com/pjmfiles/pub/planning/project-queues/Cluster-Reports/TC1/TC1_PH3_Executive_Su 
mmary.htm#exec-sum-analysis-stability.  A copy of this report is also included as Exhibit No. PJM-0001. 
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Furthermore, the Disputed Contingent Facilities that constitute baseline and supplemental 

upgrades that are Regional Transmission Expansion Plan (“RTEP”) project have dates 

ranging from February 24, 2029, to September 16, 2030.18  As a result, even the estimated 

completion timelines for these Disputed Contingent Facilities are before the established 

completion date for Network Upgrade n9630.0 (i.e., November 2030). 

8. If Amelia Energy proceeds with this project, a 2029 in service date would 

not be possible because certain of the Disputed Network Upgrades and Disputed 

Contingent Facilities for the Amelia Energy Facility have in service dates beyond 2029, 

including undisputed Network Upgrade n9630.0, which is projected to have the longest 

lead time.   

B. PJM’s Approach for Studying a Generating Facility’s Request for 
Provisional Interconnection Service Differs from the Approach Used to 
Study New Service Requests for Interconnection Service. 

 9. The Amelia Energy Answer references a section in my initial affidavit 

where I discuss the option of requesting Provisional Interconnection Service, which is a 

process available to a Project Developer, like Amelia Energy, who seeks to have its 

Generating Facility come into service prior to the construction of required Contingent 

Facilities, which may include Network Upgrades reflected in its GIA.  As part of that 

 
18 See id. at System Reinforcements (setting forth the in service dates for the Disputed Contingent Facilities). 
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Provisional Interconnection Service discussion, I stated that PJM’s study approach would 

not consider regional topology upgrades to which Amelia Energy Facility is not a direct 

contributor when evaluating a Provisional Interconnection Service request.  The Amelia 

Energy Answer, however, takes my statement out of the context of Provisional 

Interconnection Service and erroneously frames it as PJM “conceding” that none of the 23 

Disputed Network Upgrades and Disputed Contingent Facilities Upgrades are needed for 

the “full deliverability” of the Amelia Energy Facility.19  To ensure an accurate record, I 

will explain the key differences between how PJM studies New Service Requests seeking 

Interconnection Service pursuant to the cluster-based Cycle System Impact Study and 

requests for Provisional Interconnection Service pursuant to an interim deliverability 

study.20 

10. In the cluster-based Cycle process System Impact Study analyses, PJM’s 

studies include evaluating New Service Requests against North American Electric 

Reliability Corporation and each Applicable Regional Entity’s reliability and transmission 

planning criteria as a cluster.21  As detailed in my initial affidavit, the System Impact Study 

analyses focus on optimizing the costs and minimizing the amount of required Network 

Upgrades for the entirety of a Cycle.22  The study case for such analyses include all New 

Service Requests for the Cycle under study, as well as previously studied New Service 

Requests that have rights to the study case used for the Cycle, i.e., TC1 was studied on a 

2027 RTEP base case.  For example, for TC1, PJM modeled all TC1 New Service Requests 

 
19 Amelia Energy Answer at 12-13. 

20 Id. at 12. 

21 Tariff, Part VII, Subpart D, section 307(A)(2)(a)(iv). 

22 Initial Krizenoskas Aff. ¶¶ 16-21. 
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and previously studied New Service Requests that resulted in a signed and effective GIA, 

because such Project Developers have rights to generate at the Maximum Facility Output 

(“MFO”) and CIR, as applicable, which are documented in the Specifications section of 

the GIA.23  If there are any Contingent Facilities, which may include Network Upgrades, 

that must be completed prior to the Generating Facility under a GIA receiving 

Interconnection Service (which Amelia Energy appears to call being “fully deliverable”), 

those Contingent Facilities also would be stated in the GIA Specifications section.24   

11. If a Generating Facility seeks to connect to the Transmission System prior 

to Contingent Facilities being in service, a Project Developer may request that its individual 

Generating Facility be studied for Provisional Interconnection Service.25  PJM evaluates 

Provisional Interconnection Service requests by performing an interim deliverability study 

which evaluates whether a Generating Facility may output energy and capacity at the Point 

of Interconnection to the Transmission System up to the MFO and CIR levels set forth in 

its GIA for a particular Delivery Year (i.e., June 1 to May 31).  Unlike the cluster-based 

Cycle perspective of the System Impact Studies, the interim deliverability study examines 

only the cohort of projects that have rights to or are seeking to generate for a particular 

Delivery Year. 

 
23 See Tariff, Part IX, Subpart B, Form of Generation Interconnection Agreement Combined with 
Construction Service Agreement, Specifications, sections 1.0-2.0. 

24 See id., Specifications, section 3.0. 

25 Tariff, Part IX, Subpart B, Appendix 2, section 1.4A.2 outlines how a Project Developer may request 
limited Interconnection Service at the discretion of the Transmission Provider prior to the completion of 
requisite Interconnection Facilities or Network Upgrades.; see PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., Manual 14H: 
New Service Requests Cycle Process, section 4.10.01 (Interim Deliverability Studies) (rev. 03, 
Sep. 25, 2025), https://www.pjm.com/-/media/DotCom/documents/manuals/m14h.pdf (“Manual 14H”).     
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12. Another key difference is that the interim deliverability study uses a 

different base case model and set of assumptions for the analysis depending on the 

requested Delivery Year.  For example, if a TC1 Project Developer submitted a request to 

be studied for Provisional Interconnection Service for the upcoming 2026/2027 Delivery 

Year, then PJM would use a study model reflecting the conditions for that Delivery 

Year.  The interim deliverability study model would contain the latest topology, including 

only the generation, New Service Requests and Contingent Facilities that are expected to 

be in service by the start of the requested Delivery Year and load forecast.  Because TC1 

was studied on a 2027 RTEP case, the base case model assumptions for a 2026/2027 

Delivery Year interim deliverability study will be different from the 2027 study model, as 

there will be less generation modeled in a 2026/2027 Delivery Year model compared to 

the 2027 RTEP case used for TC1.  Due to the difference in the base case models, the 

results of the interim deliverable study could indicate there is more available headroom in 

the 2026/2027 Delivery Year model, which–in turn–could indicate a Generating Facility 

may be eligible for Provisional Interconnection Service up to the MFO and CIR levels 

reflected in its GIAs during the 2026/2027 Delivery Year.   

13. Moreover, for the Amelia Energy Facility, an interim deliverability study 

would consist of a power flow study (e.g., Generation Deliverability Test).  For example, 

if a Contingent Facility was deemed necessary to alleviate reliability and/or transmission 

planning criteria violations identified in the final System Impact Study report for the 

requested Delivery Year, but such Contingent Facility was not scheduled to be placed in 

service prior to that Delivery Year, then the interim deliverability study would evaluate the 

impact of that Generating Facility’s connection to the Transmission System without the 
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Contingent Facility.  Typically, Contingent Facilities are facility rating increases of the 

facility with the reliability criteria violation(s).  For these facility-style upgrades, the 

interim deliverability study evaluates whether that same facility/flowgate produces a 

reliability criteria violation in the interim deliverability study.  A Project Developer with a 

GIA that requests Provisional Interconnection Service and has Contingent Facilities 

classified as regional topology upgrades would be evaluated against the facilities/flowgates 

which the regional topology upgrades directly address or that were eliminated in the final 

System Impact Study.  Due to the far-reaching impact of the regional topology upgrades, 

the eliminated facility that is used for evaluation in the interim deliverable study for 

Provisional Interconnection Service may differ from the new regional topology upgrade 

that addresses the violation.  

14. Finally, to the extent a Generating Facility is eligible for Provisional 

Interconnection Service, any rights to inject energy or capacity are limited to the Delivery 

Year that was studied.  Even though an interim delivery study may find that a Generating 

Facility is deliverable for the requested Delivery Year, changes to system conditions for 

the following Delivery Year may produce different and less favorable results.  Therefore, 

the interim deliverability study results are only valid for the duration of the Delivery Year.  

As a result, a Generating Facility seeking Provisional Interconnection Service for any 

subsequent Delivery Year must request to be studied for each of those Delivery Years until 

the required Network Upgrades and Contingent Facilities identified in the GIA are in 

service.  Once these Network Upgrades and Contingent Facilities are in place, the project 

will have the right to generate at the MFO and CIR levels identified in the GIA.  In the case 

of the Amelia Energy Facility, which has a proposed commercial operation date of 
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March 1, 2031, this means that multiple requests for Provisional Interconnection Service 

would be necessary.   

C. PJM Conducted Phase II and Phase III System Impact Studies in 
Accordance with the Tariff. 

15. The Amelia Energy Answer appears to imply that the changes in study 

results reflected between the Phase II System Impact Study and Phase III System Impact 

Study indicate that PJM did not conduct its studies in accordance with the Tariff’s 

requirements.  Specifically, Amelia Energy points to “what transpired from Phase 2 to 

Phase 3 in TC1”26 as support for its position that the Disputed Network Upgrades and 

Disputed Contingent Facilities were improperly identified during Phase III because they 

were not included in the Phase II System Impact Study for Amelia Energy Facility.27   

16. Amelia Energy’s position suggests a potential lack of familiarity with the 

Tariff’s three-phased System Impact Study requirements.  In my initial affidavit, I provided 

a detailed explanation of PJM’s three-phased Cycle process, which includes a System 

Impact Study followed by a Decision Point during which a Project Developer must make 

certain demonstrations and financial commitments required by the Tariff to advance or to 

“exit” from the interconnection study process.28  Now, I will discuss the Tariff’s timing 

considerations when performing System Impact Studies and the potential impact on study 

results. 

 
26 Amelia Energy Answer at 6. 

27 Id. at 6-7. 

28 Initial Krizenoskas Aff. ¶ 10. 
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17. The Tariff defines the terms for Phase II and Phase III and requires PJM to 

conduct the System Impact Studies during those time periods.29  After a System Impact 

Study phase, a Decision Point follows and Project Developers may elect to demonstrate 

that they meet the requirements to advance to the next phase or withdraw.30  After a 

Decision Point, the System Impact Study is retooled to account for changes to the Cycle’s 

cohort, including removal of those that have withdrawn, as well as any other withdrawals 

outside of TC1 that may have occurred since the start of the phase.31  

18. For TC1 Phase II began on June 21, 2024, and ended on 

December 20, 2024.  Decision Point 2 followed, beginning on December 23, 2024, and 

concluding on January 21, 2025.  TC1 Phase III began on April 21, 2025, and ended on 

September 19, 2025.  Decision Point 3 started on September 22, 2025, and ended on 

October 21, 2025.32  Consistent with the Tariff, PJM developed study models for the 

Phase II and Phase III System Impact Study that were based on the information known at 

the start of each phase, i.e., June 21, 2024, for Phase II and April 21, 2025, for Phase III.   

19. On February 26, 2025, the PJM Board of Managers approved the 2024 

RTEP Window 1 projects, which included the baseline regional topology upgrades that are 

among the Disputed Contingent Facilities at issue in this case.  The Board’s approval 

occurred well after TC1 Phase II had ended and the Phase II System Impact Study reports 

and Phase II models had been posted.  Therefore, the 2024 RTEP Window 1 projects were 

not reflected in the Phase II System Impact Study model. 

 
29 Tariff, Part VII, Subpart A, Definitions P (Definitions of Phase II and Phase III). 

30 Initial Krizenoskas Aff. ¶ 10. 

31 Id. 

32 See PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., Planning / Cycle Timeline, https://www.pjm.com/planning (last visited 
Apr. 6, 2026). 
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20. Although PJM was unable to consider the 2024 RTEP Window 1 projects 

as part of Phase II due to timing, during the Phase III retool PJM incorporated this 

information as part of the Phase III System Impact Study when identifying the minimum 

amount of Network Upgrades required to resolve reliability criteria violations for TC1.  

Contrary to Amelia Energy’s allegation, any changes in study results, including 

classification changes, which may have occurred between the Phase II and Phase III 

System Impact Study phases, are due to the phased nature of the cluster-based Cycle 

process, the impacts of changes to the Cycle cohort’s composition between phases, and the 

further refinement of the study results based on the incorporation of changes to the 

Transmission System reflected in a subsequent phase of the Cycle.  Simply stated, PJM’s 

Cycle process is designed to update study models at each phase to provide Project 

Developers with accurate information about project development costs and timelines 

considering the constantly evolving nature of the Transmission System. 

D. The System Impact Study Reports Contain a Significant Amount of 
Analytical Data Regarding the Potential Need for, Impacts of, and Cost 
Allocation for Regional Topology Upgrades. 

21. Amelia Energy suggests that it had no indication that the Amelia Energy 

Facility had the potential for cost allocation or additional Network Upgrades based on its 

Phase II System Impact Study reports.  According to Amelia Energy, “[t]his type of 

uncertainty is not just and reasonable and cannot be allowed to exist.”33  Amelia Energy 

further argues that PJM presented “absolutely no analytical data through its study process 

of TC1” to “factually demonstrate”34 that the Amelia Energy Facility requires the Disputed 

Network Upgrades and Disputed Contingent Facilities to obtain interconnection service or 

 
33 Amelia Answer at 7. 

34 Id. at 5. 
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that the Amelia Energy Center contributes to a reliability violation that necessitates any of 

the disputed upgrades.35  In this section, I demonstrate why these statements are entirely 

inaccurate.  With the implementation of QDEST,36 PJM has provided Project Developers 

with a previously unmatched level of data, as evidenced by the robustness of not only the 

three System Impact Study reports generated for every New Service Request in a Cycle, 

but also the System Impact Study Executive Summary Reports prepared for each phase of 

a Cycle and the Final System Impact Study (Retool 1) Reports.  To help illustrate this point, 

I have prepared Exhibit No. PJM-0001 containing hyperlinks to the Phase II and Phase III 

System Impact Study reports for each of the three Project Identifiers associated with the 

Amelia Energy Facility, as well Phase II and Phase III System Impact Study Executive 

Summary Reports for Transition Cycle No. 1 and the Final System Impact Study (Retool 1) 

Reports.  All reports are also posted on PJM’s website.   

1. Phase II System Impact Study 

22. In the following paragraphs, I will use the TC1 Phase II and Phase III 

System Impact Study reports for Project Identifier No. AG1-02137 to illustrate some of the 

analytical data PJM provided to Amelia Energy and other TC1 Project Developers.  This 

data demonstrates that the Phase II System Impact Study report included sufficient 

information to alert Amelia Energy of the potential for cost allocation for, or contingencies 

on, certain regional topology upgrades in Phase III, depending on changes occurring at 

 
35 Id. at 6-7. 

36 Initial Krizenoskas Aff. ¶¶ 15, 19 & n.29. 

37 Amelia Energy has three separate Project Identifiers in TC1, AF1-294, AF2-115, and AG1-021, which 
collectively represent the Amelia Energy Facility. 
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Decision Point II, since the Project Developer met the “aggregate contributor pool.”38  The 

data also demonstrates that, without the use of regional topology upgrades in PJM’s 

regional System Impact Study analyses, Amelia Energy Facility could have had exposure 

to additional Network Upgrades and Contingent Facilities and subsequently, additional 

cost allocation of more than $4 million to Amelia Energy, as discussed later in my affidavit.   

23. The main page of the Phase II System Impact Study report for all projects 

contains a preface that explains “[t]he Phase II System Impact Study is conducted on an 

aggregate basis within a New Service[] Request’s Cycle, and results are provided in both 

(i) a single Cycle executive summary format and (ii) an individual project-level basis.”39  

 
38 Manual 14H, section B.3.1 describes the aggregate contributor pool for the load flow cost allocation 
method as follows:  

If no New Service Request(s) in a Cycle meet the prior cost allocation thresholds, 
all non-zero contributors to the facility overload in question who do not receive 
cost allocation via the prior rules shall be pooled into an aggregate contributor. If 
the cumulative impact of this aggregate contributor pool exceeds 1% of the 
applicable line rating, projects with an individual contribution of greater than 
0.25% of the applicable line rating will have some cost allocation. If no projects 
in the aggregate contributor pool contribute greater than 0.25%, the 5 highest 
contributors in the pool will receive some cost allocation. 

[…] 

Allocation of costs to New Service Requests for a required Network Upgrade will 
be based on the full MW impact on the facility requiring a Network Upgrade as 
determined in each phase of System Impact Study. Cost allocation will be based 
on the highest loading of all test procedures performed (e.g., if Summer Peak 
overload is more significant than Light Load for the same flowgate, Summer Peak 
loading will determine cost allocation) [.] 

Analysis to determine cost allocation for the engineering design of Network 
Upgrades will continue to be refined as needed after the Phase III System Impact 
Study and throughout the Final Agreement Negotiation Phase. Final resolution of 
cost allocation will occur using as-built costs upon construction completion. 

A complete list of Distribution Factors for all PJM modeled substations will be 
maintained during System Impact Studies for each identified Network Upgrade. 
This Distribution Factor list will be used for all cost allocation pertaining to the 
identified Network Upgrade. 

39 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., AG1-021 Phase II Study Report, at Preface (Dec. 18, 2024), 
https://www.pjm.com/pjmfiles/pub/planning/project-queues/TC1/PHASE_2/AG1-021/AG1-021_imp_PHA 
SE_2.htm (emphasis added).  See also Exhibit No. PJM-0001 (providing the hyperlink to the AG1-021 Phase 
II System Impact Study Report). 



 
16 

While there are many sections to each System Impact Study, I will focus on the summer 

peak analysis and system reinforcements sections for purposes of my affidavit. 

24. Included in PJM’s System Impact Study report is a summer peak analysis 

where PJM tests potential summer peak network impacts.  In the Phase II System Impact 

Study report for AG1-021, the summer peak analysis shows overloaded flowgates.40  

Below is an excerpt from the AG1-021 Phase II System Impact Study report which shows 

the overloaded flowgates in the Summer Peak analysis that remain after evaluating the 

regional topology upgrades for TC1 Phase II. 

 

 

Additionally, the same section of the AG1-021 Phase II System Impact Study report shows 

the eight overloaded flowgates identified in the summer peak analysis that were eliminated 

as a result of evaluating regional topology upgrades, and I have included this information 

below.  

 
40 Id. at Summer Peak Analysis. 
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If the regional topology upgrades had not been considered in PJM’s Phase II analysis, 

Amelia Energy Facility could have had exposure to additional Network Upgrades and/or 

Contingent Facilities for these overloaded flowgates. 

 25. As I mentioned above, PJM’s System Impact Study report also includes a 

“System Reinforcements” section which states, “[b]ased on the Phase II analysis results, 

this project has potential cost responsibility”41 for certain system reinforcement and a list 

of such potential system reinforcements is provided, as illustrated below.  In Amelia 

Energy’s case, nine system reinforcements were identified in the Phase II System Impact 

Study report for AG1-021, with a total cost of approximately $4.5 million.42  Accordingly, 

based on the detailed information provided in the Phase II System Impact Study, Amelia 

Energy’s New Service Request with Project Identifier AG1-021 had notice of a potential 

$4.5 million in cost responsibility for required reliability Network Upgrades.  Below is a 

table showing the nine system reinforcements. 

 
41 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., AG1-021 Phase II Study Report, at System Reinforcements, (Dec. 18, 2024), 
https://www.pjm.com/pjmfiles/pub/planning/project-queues/TC1/PHASE_2/AG1-021/AG1-021_imp_PHA 
SE_2.htm#system-reinforcements.  See also Exhibit No. PJM-0001 (providing the hyperlink to the AG1-021 
Phase II System Impact Study Report). 

42 AF1-294 and AF2-115 are larger projects and had a cost responsibility of $9.3 million and $5.7 million, 
respectively, in the Phase II System Impact Study reports.   
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 26. Within the “System Reinforcements” section of the Phase II System Impact 

Study report, 17 Network Upgrades were identified (11 of which were categorized as 

regional topology upgrades), for which AG1-021 is part of the pool of “potential aggregate 

contributors.”  As explained in the Phase II System Impact Study report, “[a]s changes to 

the PJM process occur (such as other projects withdrawing from the cycle or reducing in 

size) AG1-021 could receive cost allocation.  Although AG1-021 may not presently have 

cost responsibility for this upgrade, AG1-021 is a potential Aggregate Pool Contributor.”43  

This means that AG1-021 contributed to flowgates that required regional topology 

upgrades that had the potential to receive cost allocation in Phase III after accounting for 

changes stemming from Decision Point II project withdrawals, even though AG1-021 did 

not meet the cost allocation criteria to receive cost allocation for these 11 regional topology 

 
43 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., AG1-021 Phase II Study Report, at System Reinforcements, (Dec. 18, 2024), 
https://www.pjm.com/pjmfiles/pub/planning/project-queues/TC1/PHASE_2/AG1-021/AG1-021_imp_PHA 
SE_2.htm#system-reinforcements.  See also Exhibit No. PJM-0001 (providing the hyperlink to the AG1-021 
Phase II System Impact Study Report).  To clarify, the preface is intended to reference changes occurring 
within the study process as inputs change (e.g., withdrawals) and not change to the process itself.  See also 
supra note 37 (describing the aggregate contributor pool). 
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upgrades in Phase II.  The table below illustrates how PJM shared this information in the 

AG1-021 Phase II System Impact Study report, using Network Upgrade n9250 as an 

example.   

 

Notably, the blue label below the Network Upgrade information identifies that this is a 

regional topology upgrade with the label of “Topology Changing” and explains “[a]s 

changes to the PJM process occur . . . AG1-021 could receive cost allocation” for the 

upgrade.  The other 10 potential aggregate contributors to topology upgrades contain the 

same labels and explanations, again signaling to Amelia Energy that regional topology 

upgrades were used in the Phase II System Impact Study reports and that, depending upon 

other projects in TC1 withdrawing or reducing in size, Amelia Energy Facility’s cost 

allocation could increase based on these required system reinforcements to which Amelia 

Energy was a potential aggregate contributor. 

 27. As I previously stated, in addition to the individual System Impact Studies, 

PJM prepares a single Cycle executive summary report for each phase of the Cycle.  In the 
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system reinforcements section of the TC1 executive summary report,44 PJM explains how 

it determined which upgrades were eliminated as a result of modeling the regional topology 

upgrades and how it computed the discount factor.  The report states, “[a]s part of 

Transition Cycle 1 Phase II, PJM evaluated the impact of topology changing 

reinforcements to mitigate the impacts driven by New Service Requests.  PJM determined 

which reinforcements were eliminated as a result of modeling the topology changing 

reinforcements.  PJM then grouped the topology changing and eliminated reinforcements 

by region [(i.e., “regional topology upgrades”)] and computed a discount factor to apply to 

reinforcements to reduce the cost of all these reinforcements down to the cost of 

constructing only the topology changing reinforcements.”45  This discount factor46 was 

applied to the cost of the Network Upgrades for all projects that contributed to the need for 

a regional topology upgrade or had an upgrade eliminated as a result of the regional 

topology upgrade, then the cost was redistributed to the regional topology upgrades that 

will be built.  With this approach, all projects receiving the discount factor are contingent 

on the full set of regional topology upgrades that allowed them to realize the discount.  

 
44 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., New Service Requests System Impact Study Executive Summary Report 
Transition Cycle #1 Phase II, (Dec. 18, 2024), https://www.pjm.com/pjmfiles/pub/planning/project-
queues/Cluster-Reports/TC1/TC1_PH2_Executive_Summary.htm.  See also Exhibit No. PJM-0001 
(providing the hyperlink to the TC1 Phase II System Impact Study Cluster Report). 

45 PJM Interconnection. L.L.C., New Service Requests System Impact Study Executive Summary Report 
Transition Cycle #1 Phase II, (Dec. 18, 2024), https://www.pjm.com/pjmfiles/pub/planning/project-
queues/Cluster-Reports/TC1/TC1_PH2_Executive_Summary.htm#exec-sum-analysis-header.  See also 
Exhibit No. PJM-0001 (providing the hyperlink to the TC1 Phase II System Impact Study Cluster Report). 

46 A discount factor of .8435697 was multiplied by the cost of the Network Upgrade (both regional topology 
upgrades and eliminated Network Upgrades) to compute the reduced cost and was applied to all projects 
which contributed to a topology changing upgrade or eliminated Network Upgrade in the Dominion region. 
See PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., New Service Requests System Impact Study Executive Summary Report 
Transition Cycle #1 Phase II, (Dec. 18, 2024), https://www.pjm.com/pjmfiles/pub/planning/project-
queues/Cluster-Reports/TC1/TC1_PH2_Executive_Summary.htm.  See also Exhibit No. PJM-0001 
(providing the hyperlink to the TC1 Phase II System Impact Study Cluster Report). 



 
21 

2. Phase III System Impact Study 

 28. The Phase III System Impact Study reports for all projects, as well as the 

executive summary report, contain the same Preface and introductory language as the 

Phase II reports explained in the preceding paragraphs.47  Therefore, I will focus on a few 

of the key differences between the Phase II and Phase III reports for Amelia Energy Facility 

by, again, using Project Identifier No. AG1-021, as an example. 

 29. After Decision Point II, PJM retooled the TC1 model to remove withdrawn 

projects and reflect any changes to the remaining projects in the TC1 cohort, as well as to 

account for the then recently approved RTEP Window 1 updates,48 and reran the System 

Impact Study analysis in Phase III.  Just like in Phase II, PJM considered the regional 

topology upgrades in this analysis; however, the set of regional topology reinforcements in 

Phase III was notably different from the set of regional topology reinforcements in Phase II 

as a result of incorporating the recently approved baseline upgrades from the RTEP 

Window 1.  The summer peak analysis section of the AG1-021 Phase III System Impact 

 
47 See supra paragraphs 30-34.  See also Exhibit No. PJM-0001 (providing the hyperlink to the TC1 Phase 
III SIS Cluster Report). 

48 See supra Section III.C. 
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Study report reflects 11 overloaded flowgates remaining after considering the regional 

topology upgrades for TC1. Below is a table reflecting these results. 
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30. Additionally, the summer peak analysis section of the Phase III System 

Impact Study report for AG1-021 shows 35 overloaded flowgates that were eliminated as 

a result of evaluating the regional topology upgrades.  If the regional topology upgrades 

had not been considered, the Amelia Energy Facility also could have had exposure to 

additional Network Upgrades and/or Contingent Facilities for these overloaded flowgates.  

I have included the table of summer peak analysis eliminated flowgates below. 

 

 31. The “System Reinforcements” tab of the Phase III System Impact Study 

report for AG1-021 shows that AG1-021 is contingent on and/or has cost responsibility for 

57 required reliability upgrades.  Below is a table showing these results from the Phase III 
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System Impact Study report, which indicates that AG1-021 had potential cost 

responsibility for approximately $2.7 million in required reliability Network Upgrades. 
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32. To mitigate the impacts driven by New Service Requests, just like in 

Phase II, PJM evaluated the impact of regional topology upgrades and determined which 

reinforcements were eliminated as a result of modeling the regional topology upgrades.  As 

I explained in paragraph 27, PJM then grouped the topology changing reinforcements and 

eliminated reinforcements by region and computed a discount factor49 to reduce the cost of 

all reinforcements down to the cost of constructing only the topology changing 

reinforcements.   

33. In the AG1-021 Phase III System Impact Study report additional details 

regarding AG1-021’s contributions to both regional topology upgrades and eliminated 

reinforcements, including the discount factor, are found by selecting “Regional Topology 

Upgrade Conversion” in the report.  Unlike in Phase II, AG1-021 had eliminated Network 

 
49  A discount factor of 0.408652 was multiplied by the cost of the Network Upgrade (both regional topology 
upgrades and eliminated Network Upgrades) to compute the reduced cost and was applied to all projects 
which contributed to a topology changing upgrade or eliminated Network Upgrade in the Dominion region. 
See PJM Interconnection. L.L.C., New Service Requests System Impact Study Executive Summary Report, 
Transition Cycle 1 Phase III, (Sep. 18, 2025), https://www.pjm.com/pjmfiles/pub/planning/project-
queues/Cluster-Reports/TC1/TC1_PH3_Executive_Summary.htm.  See also Exhibit No. PJM-0001 
(providing the hyperlink to the TC1 Phase III System Impact Study Cluster Report). 
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Upgrades due to the evaluation of regional topology upgrades in Phase III.50  The table 

below, pulled from the Regional Topology Upgrade Conversion view in the AG1-021 

Phase III System Impact Study report, shows that after evaluating the impact of regional 

topology upgrades, AG1-021 contributed to the need for one required regional topology 

upgrade, Network Upgrade n9630.0, and four eliminated reinforcements, for a total cost 

allocation of approximately $1.03 million.51   

 

34. The cost for the regional topology upgrades and eliminated upgrades is 

converted into a distribution for the regional topology upgrades as shown below, and in the 

Regional Topology Upgrade Conversion view of the AG1-021 Phase III System Impact 

Study report.   

 
50 The same is true for all Project Identifiers associated with Amelia Energy Facility in Phase III. 

51 This result is based on the Phase III System Impact Study report.  The Final System Impact Study reports 
for Amelia Energy Facility do not contain eliminated Network Upgrades.  PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., AF1-
294 Final System Impact Study (Retool 1) Report, (Dec. 8, 2025), 
https://www.pjm.com/pjmfiles/pub/planning/project-queues/TC1/FINAL/AF1-294/AF1-
294_imp_FINAL.htm; PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., AF2-115 Final System Impact Study (Retool 1) Report, 
(Dec. 8, 2025), https://www.pjm.com/pjmfiles/pub/planning/project-queues/TC1/FINAL/AF2-115/AF2-
115_imp_FINAL.htm; PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., AG1-021 Final System Impact Study (Retool 1) Report, 
(Dec. 8, 2025), https://www.pjm.com/pjmfiles/pub/planning/project-queues/TC1/FINAL/AG1-021/AG1-
021_imp_FINAL.htm.  See also Exhibit No. PJM-0001 (providing the hyperlinks to the Final System Impact 
Study Reports). 
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For each Network Upgrade that was eliminated due to the application of regional topology 

upgrades, the following note was included in the System Impact Study report to explain 

the cost allocation to the project as well as why the project is contingent on the full set of 

regional topology upgrades in the Dominion region: 

Note:  The topology changing reinforcements listed in the Cycle 
executive summary report eliminated the need for this reinforcement 
and it is no longer required by the Cycle.  However, this project is 
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receiving cost allocation based on its MW contribution to this 
eliminated reinforcement to fund the topology reinforcements which 
together alleviated the need for this reinforcement.  This project's 
cost allocation is based on the pro rata share of the MW impacts 
from all cost allocated contributors multiplied by the relevant 
regional discount factor listed in the executive summary report. 
 
Since this project contributed to a violation with a reinforcement that 
was eliminated by the topology changing reinforcements, this 
project is contingent on all of the topology changing reinforcements 
within the region in which the eliminated reinforcement belongs.52 

 

 35. As I previously explained, in addition to the individual project-level 

Phase III System Impact Study, PJM prepares a single executive summary report for each 

phase of the Cycle.  Just like in the Phase II System Impact Study report, in the system 

reinforcements section of the TC1 Phase III executive summary report,53 PJM explains 

how it determined which upgrades were eliminated as a result of modeling the regional 

topology upgrades and how it computed the discount factor for TC1.  Contrary to Amelia 

Energy’s claim that PJM provided no evidence about how much of this savings came from 

other projects that withdrew from TC1 or from RTEP projects which “would be constructed 

in any event,”54 PJM provided analytical data in the Phase III System Impact Study 

 
52 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., AG1-021 Phase III Study Report, at System Reinforcements, (Sep 18, 2025), 
https://www.pjm.com/pjmfiles/pub/planning/project-queues/TC1/PHASE_3/AG1-021/AG1-
021_imp_PHASE_3.htm#system-reinforcements.  See also Exhibit No. PJM-0001 (providing the hyperlink 
to the AG1-021 Phase III System Impact Study Report). 

53 See PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., New Service Requests System Impact Study Executive Summary Report 
Transition Cycle #1 Phase III, (Sep. 18, 2025), https://www.pjm.com/pjmfiles/pub/planning/project-
queues/Cluster-Reports/TC1/TC1_PH3_Executive_Summary.htm (“As part of Phase III, PJM evaluated the 
impact of topology changing reinforcements to mitigate the impacts driven by New Service Requests. PJM 
determined which reinforcements were eliminated as a result of modeling the topology changing 
reinforcements. PJM then grouped the topology changing and eliminated reinforcements by region and 
computed a discount factor to apply to reinforcements to reduce the cost of all these reinforcements down to 
the cost of constructing [sic] only the topology changing reinforcements.”).  See also Exhibit No. PJM-0001 
(providing the hyperlink to the TC1 Phase III System Impact Study Cluster Report). 

54 Amelia Energy Answer at 7. 
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executive summary report that the approximate $751 million in savings came from 

eliminated Network Upgrades from applying the regional topology upgrades in the 

Dominion region.55  Below is a screenshot of the system reinforcements section of the 

Phase III executive summary report, indicating that there were approximately $751 million 

of Network Upgrades eliminated in the Dominion region by using regional topology 

upgrades.56 

 

36. For the AG1-021 project specifically, instead of needing to build and 

assume cost responsibility for all four of the eliminated upgrades shown in paragraph 33 

without the discount factor, the project is now responsible for the regional topology 

upgrades at the reduced cost.  However, as the regional topology upgrades are considered 

beneficial to their respective topology region as a whole due their elimination of Network 

 
55 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., New Service Requests System Impact Study Executive Summary Report 
Transition Cycle 1 Phase III, at System Reinforcements, (Sep 18, 2025), 
https://www.pjm.com/pjmfiles/pub/planning/project-queues/Cluster-Reports/TC1/TC1_PH3_Executive_ 
Summary.htm#exec-sum-analysis-header.  See also Exhibit No. PJM-0001 (providing the hyperlink to the 
TC1 Phase III System Impact Study Cluster Report). 

56 Id.  Note that my previous affidavit discussed $731 million in cost savings to the TC1 cohort as a result of 
modeling the regional topology upgrades, which is the amount from the Final System Impact Study executive 
summary report. PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., New Service Requests System Impact Study Executive 
Summary Report Transition Cycle 1 – Final (Retool 1), (Dec. 8, 2025), 
https://www.pjm.com/pjmfiles/pub/planning/project-queues/Cluster-Reports/TC1/TC1_FINAL_Executive 
_Summary.htm.  See also Exhibit No. PJM-0001 (providing the hyperlink to the Final System Impact Study 
Report). 
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Upgrades, the AG1-021 project has cost responsibility for all regional topology upgrades 

in the Dominion region and is held contingent on those upgrades as are all other TC1 

projects that rely on the regional topology upgrades.  With the use of regional topology 

upgrades, AG1-021’s cost responsibility for the topology and eliminated reinforcements is 

$1,033,984 instead of $2,530,231, without the discount through the use of regional 

topology upgrades.57  

37. The table below is a summary of the eliminated Network Upgrade cost 

allocations for all three of Amelia Energy’s TC1 New Service Requests that I prepared.  If 

PJM had not used regional topology upgrades to carry out its obligations under the Tariff, 

these Amelia Energy’s New Service Requests would not have received the discount factor.  

Instead, they would have been responsible for the “allocated cost without discount” amount 

of approximately $10.9 million shown below for all of the eliminated Network Upgrades, 

rather than the “allocated cost with discount” amount of $4.4 million.  The table shows the 

savings to Amelia Energy, on a combined basis for its TC1 New Service Requests, is over 

$6.4 million through the use of regional topology upgrades in the Phase III System Impact 

Study analysis.  Below the table is a screenshot from the Phase III System Impact Study 

report for AG1-021 of the converted regional topology upgrade cost for Network Upgrade 

n9630.0 to illustrate where these numbers can be found in the report.58 

 

 
57 Compare supra paragraph 33 with infra paragraph 37.  

58 As noted in section III.A above, please recall that “estimated time” of December 31, 2029, reflected here 
is not accurate. 
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38.  The graph below shows the total cost allocated to Amelia Energy Facility 

for required system reliability Network Upgrades in Phase II and Phase III for all Project 

Identifiers, with Phase III reflecting the discount factor for regional topology upgrades.   
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Without the use of the regional topology upgrades and, therefore, without the discount 

factor, Amelia Energy’s Phase III cost allocation for Network Upgrades could have been 

much higher.  Finally, the Final System Impact Study (Retool 1) reports, which reflect 

changes following the withdrawal of TC1 Project Developers during TC1, Decision 

Point 3, reflect further reductions in system reinforcements costs, with AG1- 021 dropping 

from approximately $2.7 million to approximately $2.5 million;59 AF2-115 from 

approximately $3.4 million to $3.1 million;60 and AF1-294 from $5.6 million to 

$5.1 million.61 In the Final System Impact Study (Retool 1) reports, there were no more 

 
59 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., AG1-021 Final System Impact Study (Retool 1) Report, at System 
Reinforcements, (Dec. 8, 2025), https://www.pjm.com/pjmfiles/pub/planning/project-
queues/TC1/FINAL/AG1-021/AG1-021_imp_FINAL.htm#system-reinforcements.  See also Exhibit No. 
PJM-0001 (providing the hyperlink to the AG1-021 Final System Impact Study Report). 

60 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., AF2-115 Final System Impact Study (Retool 1) Report, at System 
Reinforcements, (Dec. 8, 2025), https://www.pjm.com/pjmfiles/pub/planning/project-
queues/TC1/FINAL/AF2-115/AF2-115_imp_FINAL.htm#system-reinforcements.  See also Exhibit No. 
PJM-0001 (providing the hyperlink to the AF2-115 Final System Impact Study Report).  

61 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., AF1-294 Final System Impact Study (Retool 1) Report, at System 
Reinforcements, (Dec. 8, 2025), https://www.pjm.com/pjmfiles/pub/planning/project-
queues/TC1/FINAL/AF1-294/AF1-294_imp_FINAL.htm#system-reinforcements.  See also Exhibit No. 
PJM-0001 (providing the hyperlink to the AF1-294 Final System Impact Study Report). 
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eliminated Network Upgrades, but Network Upgrade n9630 remains, as does the 

applicability of the discount factor and the project’s contingency on the Dominion the 

regional topology upgrades.  

39. Although the Tariff requires PJM to apply the “least cost analysis” to 

optimize costs and minimize the number of required Network Upgrades for the entirety of 

the Cycle, in this instance, the PJM System Impact Study process for TC1, including its 

use of regional topology upgrades, produced an outcome that was cost-effective for Amelia 

Energy.  However, if Amelia Energy’s request is granted, and the Commission directs PJM 

to remove the Disputed Contingent Facilities and Disputed Network Upgrades from the 

proposed Amelia Energy GIA, then Amelia Energy Facility would lose the benefit of the 

discount factor and its costs would increase by more than $4.7 million.  Moreover, such 

changes would negatively impact other TC1 Project Developers, because the discount 

factor would need to be adjusted accordingly and such an adjustment would increase the 

costs for all other Project Developers who rely upon this cluster of regional topology 

upgrades to realize the minimum amount of Network Upgrades. 

40. Finally, and as discussed above, removing the Disputed Contingent 

Facilities and Disputed Network Upgrades would not advance the scheduled 2030 in 

service date for undisputed Network Upgrade n9630.0. 

E. QDEST Is an Analysis Processing Tool that Helps PJM Process the Large 
Volume of New Service Requests Using the Least Cost Analysis Required by 
the Tariff.  

41. With respect to my discussion of QDEST, the Amelia Energy Answer 

misrepresents what I stated, alleging that I made an “admission” that PJM “cannot validate 

whether its cost allocations are correct for individual projects because its automated tool 



 
34 

does not support this level of granularity.” 62  Amelia Energy also asserts that PJM “explains 

[QDEST] does not allow it to perform Project-level validation.”63   

42. Contrary to Amelia Energy’s assertions, in my initial affidavit I explained 

how PJM uses QDEST in conjunction with another tool called PowerGem TARA to assist 

PJM in performing its obligations under the Tariff.64  I also described PJM’s Tariff 

obligations and contrasted them with Amelia Energy’s apparent objectives.65  Furthermore, 

I explained that PJM’s use of these two companion technologies has allowed PJM to 

increase its interconnection processing speed, particularly in light of the substantially larger 

volume of projects under study, while preserving accuracy, transparency, and 

consistency.66 However, I did not make any statements that would support Amelia 

Energy’s erroneous conclusions.   

43. PowerGem TARA assists PJM in identifying and evaluating reliability 

criteria violations.  QDEST supports interconnection analysis processing and cost 

allocation, but it does not automatically generate assignments of Network Upgrades.  PJM 

must perform an evaluation to determine the optimal cohort of Network Upgrades, which 

may be a combination of new regional topology upgrades and direct facility upgrades, to 

address the Cycle overloads as a whole.  These identified upgrades are then linked to 

address the overloaded flowgates in the QDEST tool for each project.  

 
62 Amelia Energy Answer at 14. 

63 Id. 

64 Initial Krizenoskas Aff. ¶¶ 11-18. 

65 Id. ¶ 29. 

66 Id. ¶ 15. 
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 44. QDEST is not designed or intended to perform “Project-level validations” 

like the study performed by Amelia Energy’s witness.   QDEST is being used to assist PJM 

in processing the large volumes of proposed generation projects and exercising its 

engineering judgment in manner that is consistent with the Tariff’s requirements.  Using 

QDEST, PowerGem TARA, and other technology tools, PJM completed TC1 Phase I in 

120 days, Phase II in 183 days, and Phase III in 152 days, which demonstrates the enhanced 

efficiency, speed, and consistency of PJM’s interconnection process. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

45. PJM prepared the unexecuted Amelia Energy GIA and the partially 

executed Disputed NUCRAs according to the Commission-approved TC1 cluster-based 

Cycle process set forth in the Tariff and provided a significant amount of analytical data in 

the System Impact Studies to describe this process  

46. This concludes my affidavit.  
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