UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

)
PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. ) Docket No. ER26-1088-000
)

MOTION FOR LEAVE AND ANSWER OF
PJM INTERCONNECTION, L.L.C.

PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. (“PIM”) respectfully moves for leave to submit! this
answer in support of the request for clarification of the Indicated PJIM Transmission
Owners filed in the captioned docket on May 18, 2026,% with respect to the definition of
Co-Located Load® and in response to the Motion for Leave and Answer of Constellation
Energy Generation, LLC in this docket.* PJM supports the Indicated PJM Transmission
Owners’ request to clarify that defining Co-Located Load based on the Point of
Interconnection is not intended to and should not be applied in a manner that creates
confusion or opens up the potential for retail wheeling or the taking of transmission service

by entities that are not “Eligible Customers” as defined in the PJIM Open Access

! PJM submits this answer pursuant to Rules 212 and 213 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“Commission”). 18 C.F.R. §§ 385.212, 385.213. While Rule 213
of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R. § 385.213, does not generally provide for
answers to requests for rehearing, such pleadings have been permitted where, as here, the information
provided in an answer will facilitate the Commission’s decisional process, clarify the record, or aid in the
explication of issues. See, e.g., DW-Lew Jones LLC, 193 FERC q 61,174, at P 32 (2025) (accepting PJM’s
answer to an answer because it provided information that assisted the Commission in its decision-making
process); Sw. Power Pool, Inc., 190 FERC 4 61,169, at P 24 (2025) (“We accept the answers because they
have provided information that assisted us in our decision-making process.”); Morgan Stanley Cap. Grp.,
Inc. v. N.Y. Indep. Sys. Operator, Inc., 93 FERC 61,017, at 61,036 (2000) (accepting an answer as “helpful
in the development of the record”).

2 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., Request for Rehearing or, in the Alternative, Clarification of the Indicated
PJM Transmission Owners, Docket No. ER26-1088-002 (May 18, 2026) (“Clarification Request”).
3 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 195 FERC Y 61,030, at PP 27-28 (2026) (“Compliance Order”).

4 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., Motion for Leave and Answer of Constellation Energy Generation, LLC,
Docket Nos. ER26-1088-000, -002 (June 2, 2026) (“Constellation Answer”).



Transmission Tariff (“Tariff”). The Constellation Answer opposing the Clarification
Request does not meaningfully address these concerns, instead confusing the concern about
Transmission Owner Interconnection Facilities (“TOIF”) behind the Point of
Interconnection with Interconnection Customer-owned facilities and dismissing the
Eligible Customer concern with a tautology.’

PJM agrees with the Indicated PJM Transmission Owners that, in light of the
Commission’s rejection of “Point of Change in Ownership” in the Co-Located Load
definition, the Commission should clarify that it does not intend the Co-Located Load
definition’s use of “Point of Interconnection” to mean that load can be connected on the
Interconnection Customer’s side of the Point of Interconnection, but on TOIF rather than
Interconnection Customer Interconnection Facilities (“ICIF”), and still be considered Co-
Located Load.®

Absent such clarification, load could be connected to the TOIF on the
Interconnection Customer’s side of the Point of Interconnection, meaning it is not
connected to facilities that the Interconnection Customer owns but is instead connected to
transmission facilities, yet still be considered co-located with the Interconnection
Customer’s Generating Facility. This can be seen in the diagram below, in which both the

TOIF and ICIF are on the Interconnection Customer’s side of the Point of Interconnection.

5 Constellation Answer at 9-10.

6 PJM uses slightly different terms in its Tariff than are used in the pro forma Large Generator Interconnection
Procedures and pro forma Large Generator Interconnection Agreement, e.g., “Project Developer” instead of
Interconnection Customer and “Project Developer Interconnection Facilities” instead of Interconnection
Customer Interconnection Facilities or ICIF.



Under the PJM Co-Location Order’s’ definition of Co-Located Load, the load could
connect to either the TOIF or the ICIF and still be considered to be co-located with the
Generating Facility. If the Commission prefers not to reference the Point of Change in
Ownership, which demarcates the ICIF from the TOIF, the Commission should clarify that

Co-Located Load must connect to the ICIF, not to the TOIF.
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Without such clarification, if the owner of the Generating Facility uses TOIF to
wheel power to an end-use customer, the “co-located” load, it could be considered a
violation of the Federal Power Act’s (“FPA”) prohibition on requiring transmission of

electric energy directly to an end-use customer.®

Such a result also may give rise to a
situation in which the load is taking transmission service under the Tariff without meeting
the definition of “Eligible Customer,” thereby defeating the PJM Co-Location Order’s
expectation that parties pay their fair share for use of the Transmission System.

A definition of Co-Located Load that allows load to connect to TOIF rather than to

ICIF is contrary to the intent of the PJM Co-Location Order and would have unintended

7 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. v. PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 193 FERC 9 61,217 (2025) (“PIM
Co-Location Order”), notice of denial of reh’g by operation of law & providing for further consideration,
194 FERC 9§ 62,089 (2026).

516 U.S.C. § 824k(h).



implications for FPA compliance. PJM therefore urges the Commission to grant the
Indicated PJIM Transmission Owners’ requested clarification of the definition of “Co-
Located Load” now to avoid uncertainty and the potential for one-off litigations or disputed
service agreement filings for co-located load configurations, which would frustrate the
Commission’s stated interests in legal durability of decisions and speed to market for co-
located load arrangements. Clarification regarding the distinction between ICIF and TOIF
will streamline implementation of the Commission’s directives and achievement of the
Commission’s objectives. If the Commission chooses not to grant such clarification in
connection with the Compliance Order, it could direct PJM to further explain and clarify
the definition of “Co-Located Load” and the demarcation of ICIF from TOIF on the
Interconnection Customer side of the Point of Interconnection in connection with the paper

hearing pending in Docket Nos. EL25-49-000, et al.



CONCLUSION
PJM supports the Indicated PJIM Transmission Owners’ request to clarify the
definition of Co-Located Load in the Compliance Order.
Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Wendy B. Warren

Craig Glazer Wendy B. Warren

Vice President—Federal Government Policy Wright & Talisman, P.C.

PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. 1200 G Street, N.W., Suite 600
1200 G Street, N.W., Suite 600 Washington, DC 20005
Washington, DC 20005 (202) 393-1200

(202) 423-4743 warren@wrightlaw.com

craig.glazer@pjm.com

Mark J. Stanisz

Associate General Counsel
PJM Interconnection, L.L.C.
2750 Monroe Blvd.
Audubon, PA 19403

(610) 666-8800
mark.stanisz@pjm.com

Attorneys for PJM Interconnection, L.L.C.

June 9, 2026



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that I have this day served the foregoing document upon each person
designated on the official service list compiled by the Secretary in this proceeding.

Dated at Washington, D.C., this 9th day of June 2026.

/s/ Wendy B. Warren
Wendy B. Warren

Attorney for
PJM Interconnection, L.L.C.



