June 26, 2020
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL
The PJM Board of Managers
c/o Ake Almgren, Ph.D.
PJM Interconnection, L.L.C.
2750 Monroe Boulevard
Audubon, Pennsylvania 19408

RE: Violation of Rights Reserved to the Transmission Owners Under the Consolidated
Transmission Owners Agreement

Dear Chairman Almgren and PJM Board of Managers:
On June 18, 2020 the PJM Members Committee approved amendments to Schedule 6 of
the PJM Operating Agreement proposed by certain stakeholders (“stakeholder proposal”)
requiring PJM to engage in planning to replace aging Transmission Owner Transmission
Facilities. The PJM Board, itself, has advised the Members Committee on at least two occasions
that such planning is beyond PJM’s authority under the Consolidated Transmission Owners
Agreement (“CTOA”).1 At that meeting, Chris O’Hara, PJM’s Vice President, General Counsel,
Law & Chief Compliance Officer, announced that PJM expected to file the stakeholder proposal
with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) under Section 205 of the Federal
Power Act in approximately two weeks.
The undersigned Transmission Owners believe that the stakeholder proposal is a clear
violation of the rights reserved to the Transmission Owners under the CTOA. Accordingly, we
request that PJM decline to file the stakeholder proposal and, as discussed below, promptly
arrange that either a delegated member or members of the Board or the President and Chief
Executive Officer of PJM meet (remotely) with executives of the undersigned Transmission
Owners. The purpose of the meeting would be to discuss the decision to file the stakeholder
proposal before PJM makes any such filing.
We are at a loss to understand why the Board could agree to file a stakeholder proposal
when the Board itself agrees that the proposal exceeds PJM’s delegated authority under the
1

Letter from Dean Oskvig, Chair-Board Reliability Committee, PJM Board of Managers to the PJM
Members Committee, dated October 4, 2019; Letter from Dean Oskvig, Chair-Board Reliability &
Security Committee, PJM Board of Managers to the Jolene M. Harris, President/CEO, American
Municipal Power, Inc. and others, dated May 27, 2020, both of which are attached to this letter. See also
PJM EOL Planning Package, Transparency and End of Life Planning, presented to the May 28, 2020
meeting of the PJM Members Committee; End-of-Life Transmission Planning – PJM Presentation to the
June 18, 2020 meeting of the PJM Members Committee.

CTOA.2 PJM became a party to the CTOA for the purpose of “establishing the rights and
commitments of PJM identified” in that agreement.3 While we understand that one of PJM’s
duties under Section 10.4(xiii) of the Operating Agreement is to file on behalf of PJM Members
amendments to that agreement and its Schedules, that duty is not absolute. In fact, Section
10.4(xviii) of the Operating Agreement requires PJM to “perform those functions and undertake
the responsibilities transferred to [PJM] under the [CTOA].” Thus, in carrying out its duties
under the Operating Agreement, PJM must be bound by the commitments it made in the CTOA.
Since there is no dispute between PJM and the undersigned Transmission Owners that the
stakeholder proposal would require PJM to perform functions and undertake responsibilities that
have not been voluntarily transferred to PJM under the CTOA, those commitments outweigh any
duty to file the stakeholder proposal under Section 10.4(xiii).
Neither the PJM Board nor PJM is required to carry out the Members Committee’s
directions without question. PJM was created to act independently of the Members, as well as
the Transmission Owners, and FERC has characterized that independence as a “bedrock
principle” under Order No. 888. If that independence is to mean anything, PJM cannot be
obligated to file unlawful amendments to the Operating Agreement or its Schedules that it
acknowledges would give PJM planning authority that Transmission Owners never voluntarily
transferred to PJM. Under the CTOA, PJM made commitments to respect the rights reserved to
the Transmission Owners. PJM cannot abdicate its responsibility to act in a manner that is
consistent with its clear obligations.4 In short, it is neither sufficient nor appropriate to simply
“let FERC decide.”
We understand that the PJM Board has adopted certain limitations on its ability to meet
with PJM Members regarding matters under the Operating Agreement. Although we are writing
this letter as counterparties to the CTOA, which is separate and distinct from the Operating
Agreement and thus not necessarily subject to the Board’s imposed limitations on meetings with
PJM Members,5 if the Board is reluctant to delegate a member, such as the Chair or the Chair of
the Board Reliability & Security Committee, to meet with us, we ask that the Board direct the
President and Chief Executive Officer of PJM to meet with us to convey the Board’s views and
to convey to the Board the views of the undersigned Transmission Owners. We will make every

2

We are appreciative of the Office of the Interconnection personnel’s efforts to communicate the legal
deficiencies of the stakeholder proposal to the Members Committee. However, we believe the
circumstances warranted PJM senior management directly communicating the Board’s position to
Members during these deliberations. Such a pro-active step would have provided further critical support
to PJM’s position and potentially have led to a different outcome.

3

CTOA, Preamble.

4

Not only do we request that PJM exercise its independence and decline to file the stakeholder proposal,
PJM should also make known to FERC its previously expressed views regarding its planning authority
under the CTOA, as well as the feasibility and other difficulties of implementing the stakeholder
proposal, if that proposal does come before FERC.

5

We see nothing in the Operating Agreement itself that would prevent a meeting with members of the PJM
Board to discuss the issues raised in this letter.

2

effort to accommodate your schedules. We appreciate your consideration of this request and we
await your response.
Respectfully,
American Electric Power Service Corporation on behalf of its affiliates, Appalachian Power
Company, Indiana Michigan Power Company, Kentucky Power Company, Kingsport
Power Company, Ohio Power Company, Wheeling Power Company, AEP Appalachian
Transmission Company, Inc., AEP Indiana Michigan Transmission Company, Inc., AEP
Kentucky Transmission Company, Inc., AEP Ohio Transmission Company, Inc., and
AEP West Virginia Transmission Company, Inc.
The Dayton Power and Light Company
Duke Energy Business Services, LLC on behalf of Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. and Duke Energy
Kentucky, Inc.
Duquesne Light Company
Exelon Corporation
FirstEnergy Service Company, on behalf of its transmission owning affiliates, including Jersey
Central Power & Light Company, Mid-Atlantic Interstate Transmission, LLC,
Monongahela Power Company, The Potomac Edison Company, West Penn Power
Company, Trans-Allegheny Interstate Line Company and American Transmission
Systems, Incorporated.
PPL Electric Utilities Corporation
Public Service Electric & Gas Company
Rockland Electric Company
UGI Utilities Inc.
Virginia Electric and Power Company dba Dominion Energy Virginia

3

2750 Monroe Blvd.
Audubon, PA 19403

October 4, 2019
PJM Members Committee
Dear Members:
The PJM Board of Managers is pleased with the progress on Supplemental Projects that PJM and stakeholders
have accomplished in the last few months. The PJM Manual 14B revisions that were approved with stakeholder
support at the Aug. 22 Markets & Reliability Committee clarify the interaction of Supplemental Projects with the
Regional Transmission Expansion Plan process. The result is more comprehensive and transparent documentation
of this interaction.
The vote demonstrated how stakeholders and PJM can work together to build consensus through the stakeholder
process, even when issues are complex and controversial. The Board appreciates stakeholders’ attention to these
issues and commends everyone involved for their commitment to identifying solutions.
Over the last few months, the PJM Board has undertaken a review of Supplemental Project issues. This review was
informed by the letters from stakeholders, the discussions at stakeholder meetings, and a review of our governing
documents, together with the relevant FERC orders and policy statements.
Through this review, the PJM Board has determined that PJM’s role in the Supplemental Projects process can be
expanded in some areas but also remains appropriately constrained in others, such as asset management decisions
by Transmission Owners.
PJM will continue to focus its efforts on enhancing the transparency of the Supplemental Projects processes. PJM
does not have the authority or expertise to assume responsibility for asset management decisions or to determine
when a facility is at the end of its useful life or otherwise needs to be replaced. Those decisions are the sole
responsibility of the Transmission Owner. PJM has the authority, expertise, and the obligation, to develop the
RTEP. In some circumstances, PJM may be in the best position to determine the more cost-effective regional
solution to replace a retired facility. PJM welcomes input from stakeholders to determine under what circumstances
PJM might assert that authority.
The PJM Board is committed to continuing the progress that has been made toward clarifying PJM’s role regarding
Supplemental Projects and PJM’s regional planning authority. The PJM Board recognizes that the concerns
regarding Supplemental Projects may not be ameliorated and will continue to work with the PJM management to
ensure that the appropriate actions are being taken by PJM.
Sincerely,
Dean Oskvig
Dean Oskvig, Chair-Board Reliability Committee
Board of Managers
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2750 Monroe Blvd
Audubon, PA 19403-2497
Dean Oskvig
Chair, Board Reliability & Security Committee

May 27, 2020
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL
Jolene M. Thompson
President/CEO
American Municipal Power, Inc.

Brian Vayda
Executive Director
Public Power Association of New Jersey

Marcus Harris
President/CEO
Old Dominion Electric Cooperative

Sandra Mattavous-Frye
People’s Counsel
Karen R. Sistrunk
Deputy People’s Counsel
Anjali G. Patel
Senior Ast. People’s Counsel
Frederick (Erik) Heinle III
Ast. People’s Counsel
Office of the People’s Counsel for the
District of Columbia

Sharon K. Segner
Vice President, LS Power
Robert A. Weishaar, Jr.
Susan E. Bruce
Counsel to PJM Industrial Customer
Coalition
Alice Wolfe
General Manager
Blue Ridge Power Agency

Andrew Slater
Public Advocate
The Delaware Division of the Public Advocate

Patrick E. McCullar
President & CEO
Delaware Municipal Electric
Corporation, Inc.
Re: End of Life (EOL) Conditions and Replacement Projects
Dear Stakeholders:
Thank you for your letter of May 12th presenting your concerns and vision regarding the management of
end of life conditions and replacement projects. Thank you also for sharing your proposal and Operating
Agreement changes. The PJM Board of Managers appreciates the significant time and effort expended by
stakeholders in considering these issues.
The PJM Board has been aware of, and engaged on, the issues surrounding investment in Supplemental
Projects, including end of life condition assessments and replacement projects. Indeed, the PJM Board
has been closely involved with the issues surrounding Supplemental Projects since 2016, including the
prior senior task force and the proceedings before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.
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Such matters are regularly addressed before the Board Reliability Committee (recently rechartered as the
Board Reliability & Security Committee) that has been delegated primary responsibility for these topics, and
are regularly reported to the full Board. As stated in the PJM Board letter cited in your correspondence, the
PJM Board views the execution of its responsibilities in regional planning as requiring the proper exercise
of its authority, appropriate transparency, and a commitment to a non-discriminatory independent process,
including the consideration of competitive solutions where appropriate. 1 As noted therein, the PJM Board
believes that, in some circumstances, PJM may be in the best position to determine the appropriate
regional solution to replace a facility that has been identified as nearing its end of life.
PJM’s end of life solution package presented at the recent meetings of the Markets & Reliability Committee
appropriately applies PJM’s authority. Specifically, the PJM Board supports the conclusion that an
appropriate exercise of PJM’s regional planning authority is to identify the intersection of potential end of
life conditions with regional planning needs, and to identify and plan the cost-effective and efficient regional
solution, utilizing a competitive window process where appropriate. The PJM end of life solution package
takes a reasonable approach that (i) reflects the guidance provided by FERC in its orders, (ii) respects the
authorities defined within the governing documents, and (iii) enhances the existing PJM’s Regional
Transmission Expansion Plan (RTEP) process. PJM has prepared a more detailed response and feedback
to your proposed Operating Agreement revisions, and the PJM Board is providing that feedback as part of
its response and its comments on the proposed Operating Agreement revisions.
These are complicated issues and it is apparent that there is not an alignment among the stakeholders and
many of the Transmission Owners who are parties to the Consolidated Transmission Owners Agreement.
We expect that these issues will be presented to the Commission for resolution in the near future. The
PJM Board recognizes its responsibility to ensure that PJM is fulfilling its role as the independent regional
planner, maintaining compliance with its governing agreements and system reliability into the future.
Sincerely,

Dean Oskvig
Dean Oskvig
Chair of the Board Reliability & Security Committee
Attachment

See the October 4, 2019 Letter to the PJM Members Committee from Dean Oskvig, Chair-Board Reliability Committee (available at:
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/about-pjm/who-we-are/public-disclosures/20191004-pjm-board-reliability-committee-chair-dean-oskvig-regardingsupplemental-projects.ashx?la=en).
1

610.666.8980 | www.pjm.com

Letter to Stakeholders
May 27, 2020

Page |3

Attachment
Comments on the Stakeholder Proposed Operating Agreement Revisions Provided May 12th
In your letter, you inquire how PJM, as the independent regional transmission organization (RTO), will carry
out its regional planning functions in planning the “Grid of the Future.” In the relatively narrow context of
end of life replacement projects, this question cannot be addressed without first considering PJM’s role as
the regional planner and its core functions.
PJM’s primary planning responsibility is to provide for the safe and reliable operation of the transmission
system. In addition to compliance with reliability standards, PJM’s regional planning in this context means
planning to serve the native load on PJM’s system, as well as any other firm transmission service
obligations. PJM’s RTEP process was designed to ensure that the expansion of the transmission system
to deliver power to its customers occurs in an efficient, reliable, and non-discriminatory manner. Indeed, a
principal focus of PJM’s RTEP is ensuring that the needs of municipalities, cooperatives, and other
transmission-dependent utilities are considered on a level playing field with the needs of the larger investorowned utilities. PJM’s RTEP process has been a tremendous success in this regard.
In ensuring non-discriminatory open access transmission service, PJM must plan for new transmission
service requests. Attendant to that obligation, and as part of its commitment to ensure a robust,
competitive, and non-discriminatory power market, PJM is charged with the planning associated with the
processing of generator (and merchant transmission) interconnection service requests. Finally, among
other things, PJM is also charged with enabling market-driven expansions to prevent and relieve
congestion, accommodating state-agreement projects, and interregional planning. These regional planning
responsibilities provide PJM with the opportunity to utilize the economy of scale provided by PJM’s large
regional footprint, leading to more efficient and cost-effective transmission planning. These are the nature
of the “planning” responsibilities conferred to PJM. But PJM did not assume all of the Transmission Owner
operation, maintenance or planning responsibilities – and it is the interplay of PJM’s regional transmission
planning responsibilities and the Transmission Owner reserved responsibilities that make these issues so
complex.
I.

PJM’s Planning Authority as the Independent Regional Planner

PJM’s regional planning role is partially defined in the FERC’s regulations for RTOs, 2 in the Operating
Agreement, 3 and in the Consolidated Transmission Owners Agreement (CTOA) wherein the PJM
Transmission Owners transfer to PJM the responsibility to prepare a regional transmission expansion
plan. 4 The RTEP is defined in the Operating Agreement as the plan prepared by PJM for the expansion
2

18 C.F.R. § 35.34(7)(k)(7) (2019).

3

See Amended and Restated Operating Agreement of PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. (Operating Agreement), Schedule 6.

4

Consolidated Transmission Owners Agreement (CTOA), Rate Schedule FERC No. 42, section 4.1.4.
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and enhancement of the transmission system to meet the demands for firm transmission service within its
region. 5
PJM’s role has limitations. The Transmission Owners were explicit in the CTOA that any rights not
specifically transferred by the Transmission Owners to PJM therein were expressly reserved by the
Transmission Owners. 6 Thus, PJM’s role is bounded by numerous regulatory constraints and contractual
obligations that define the limits of its authority over the planning process.
II.

Determinations of Transmission Asset Condition

We are appreciative that the stakeholder proposal recognizes that PJM does not have the information or
authority to make assessments or determinations regarding asset condition. The physical operation and
maintenance of all transmission facilities was reserved to the Transmission Owners, and clear obligations
were placed upon the Transmission Owners to perform these responsibilities in accordance with Good
Utility Practice. 7 All physical inspections, condition assessments, and asset condition determinations are
the domain of the Transmission Owners. Importantly, the Transmission Owners explicitly reserved the right
to determine when their facilities have reached their end of useful life. 8
III.

Criteria Used to Assess End of Life Conditions

Notwithstanding the foregoing, PJM is supportive of transparency regarding such end of life determinations
and replacement projects. Currently, a significant amount of transparency is provided regarding end of life
replacement project determinations through the recently adopted Attachment M-3 process for
Supplemental Projects, including a review of the assumptions, the need, and the solution. 9 Indeed, in the
California orders discussed further herein, FERC observed that, to the extent Supplemental Projects
included projects that were identified as “asset management activities,” the level of transparency that was
being provided in PJM for Supplemental Projects through the Attachment M-3 process exceeded that which
would be required by FERC for the California utilities. 10 To the extent that certain end of life replacement
projects are addressed through a Transmission Owner’s FERC Form 715 criteria, those projects are
addressed as baseline projects under PJM’s Operating Agreement with appropriate transparency.

Operating Agreement, Schedule 6, section 1.1 (as well as to support competition). Hand-in-hand with preparing the RTEP is the responsibility
to include in the models used by PJM all system changes to ensure open, non-discriminatory access to the transmission system. And it is
important that those models be as accurate as reasonably possible to support the processing of transmission service requests, including
generator and merchant transmission interconnection service requests.

5

6

CTOA, section 5.6.

7

CTOA, section 4.5; see also CTOA, section 4.1.4.

8

CTOA, sections 4.4 and 5.2

9

Tariff, Attachment M-3, sections 2 and 3.

10 Southern Cal. Edison Co., et al., 164 FERC ¶

61,160 (2018) (SoCal Edison Order), order on reh’g, 168 FERC ¶ 61,170 (Sept. 19, 2019) (SoCal.
Edison Order on Rehearing); Cal. Pub. Util. Comm’n v. Pac. Gas & Elec. Co., 164 FERC ¶ 61,161 (2018) (PG&E Order), order on reh’g, 168
FERC ¶ 61,171 (Sept. 19, 2019) (PG&E Order on Rehearing) (collectively, the California Orders).
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However, we believe more could be done with respect to the Transmission Owners providing transparency
regarding how they assess their assets and make end of life determinations. Thus, PJM is supportive of a
requirement that each Transmission Owner make available, in writing, its criteria for making an end of life
determination and, that each Transmission Owner review such criteria surrounding such determinations
annually. PJM should not assume the role of specifying what the criteria should be, or otherwise providing
guidelines to the Transmission Owners.
It is a legitimate expansion of PJM’s authority to require that the Transmission Owners clearly delineate
their end of life planning criteria to identify end of life needs. Specifically, in connection with its preparation
of the RTEP, PJM has the general authority to request planning criteria from the Transmission Owners.
Under the terms of the CTOA, the Transmission Owners have explicitly agreed to provide information
reasonably requested by PJM to prepare the RTEP and to otherwise cooperate with PJM in the preparation
of the RTEP. 11 This transfer of authority was memorialized in the Operating Agreement. Specifically,
Schedule 6 of the Operating Agreement requires the Transmission Owners to provide to PJM in the form
and manner specified by PJM all criteria, assumptions and models used by the Transmission Owners,
including those used to develop Supplemental Projects. 12
Additionally, FERC made clear in its recent Show Cause Orders relative to the Transmission Owners’
Supplemental Projects that, while the Transmission Owners’ Tariff, Attachment M-3 process and the PJM
Operating Agreement are adequate to ensure compliance with Order No. 890’s transparency requirements,
the Transmission Owners must make available the criteria guiding their decisions. 13 Thus, while PJM does
not want the role of specifying what the criteria should be, nor did FERC assign that responsibility to PJM,
PJM has the authority to require that the Transmission Owners provide their criteria and explain their
programs.
IV.

Advance Notice of End of Life Candidates

Although PJM does have the ability to look further forward, given the lack of material load growth, PJM
plans system improvements five years forward and uses the resulting five-year model generated from its
RTEP process to evaluate service requests and any resulting necessary improvements. Thus, requiring
each Transmission Owner to provide advance notice of its potential end of life facilities (i.e., “candidates”)
five years forward at the start of an annual RTEP cycle is appropriate because it aligns with PJM’s planning
process. There is little value to PJM to attempt to identify end of life facilities ten years forward because of
the uncertainty of any determination made that far ahead and, such an advance notice would not be utilized
in PJM’s five-year forward planning process. Furthermore, any requirement for such notice, even at the
five year mark, must provide the Transmission Owners with the flexibility to add projects, delay retirements
11

CTOA, section 4.1.4.

Amended and Restated Operating Agreement of PJM Interconnection, L.LC. Schedule 6, section 1.5.4(a). Moreover, the Operating
Agreement, Schedule 6, section 1.5.4(e) requires PJM to provide access through its website to all of the Transmission Owner’s criteria,
assumptions and models used by the Transmission Owners in their internal planning processes, including the development of Supplemental
Projects.

12

13

Monongahela Power Co., et al., 164 FERC ¶ 61,217 at P 30 (Sept. 26, 2018) (September 26 Order on Rehearing and Compliance).
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or replacements, or otherwise adjust course due to changes in condition assessments, unforeseen
conditions, changes in circumstances (e.g., weather/wind damage), or other developments. And
Transmission Owners also need the flexibility to both expedite replacement projects to avoid run-to-failure
scenarios and to delay replacement projects when condition assessments indicate that the continued
operation of the facilities can be done without jeopardizing reliability.
V.

End of Life Replacement Projects – Form 715

Under the PJM RTEP planning processes, the determination of when and how to replace facilities at their
end of useful life can occur in two ways. 14 One occurs when a Transmission Owner chooses to include end
of life replacement criteria in its FERC Form 715. 15 Under the Operating Agreement, because FERC Form
715 is designed to set forth a Transmission Owner’s planning criteria, PJM includes projects identified by
Transmission Owners as Form 715 projects in its planning process and, historically, has treated projects
stemming from Form No. 715 criteria as baseline reliability projects. 16 And, as a result of a recent order
issued by FERC, 17 PJM will have a role in planning Form 715 projects, and such projects may be subject to
its competitive planning process (unless certain exemptions apply) and to regional cost-allocation. It is not
apparent that any changes are needed or appropriate for such Form 715 projects.
VI.

End of Life Replacement Projects – Supplemental Projects

The other category or type of end of life replacement projects can be found in Supplemental Projects.
Supplemental Projects are defined in the Operating Agreement as any transmission expansion or
enhancement that is not required for compliance with the PJM planning criteria. While the placement of
this definition in the Operating Agreement may suggest an ability for the stakeholders to modify this
definition, the definition is closely tied back to the rights transferred to PJM and to the rights reserved by the
Transmission Owners under the CTOA. Indeed, this definition has served as the foundation for the
boundary between PJM’s regional planning role and the individual Transmission Owners’ reserved

End of life replacement projects initiated by a Transmission Owner that do not enhance or expand the transmission system could be
conducted outside of both the Form No. 715 and Supplemental Project processes.

14

FERC Form 715 requires “submission of transmission planning reliability criteria that the Transmission Owner uses to assess and test the
strength and limits of its transmission system.”
15

See PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 171 FERC ¶ 61,013 (Apr. 3, 2020) (Order on Compliance supporting PJM’s reassignment of Form 715
projects using reliability cost allocation methodology)..

16

17 See PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 170 FERC ¶

61,049 at P 2 (Jan. 23, 2020) (accepting PJM’s revisions to its Operating Agreement to eliminate
the exemption from the competitive proposal window process for transmission projects addressing Form 715 criteria); see also PJM
Interconnection, L.L.C., 168 FERC ¶ 61,133 at P 34 (August 30, 2019) (accepting PJM Transmission Owners removal of the Form 715 cost
allocation methodology from Tariff, Schedule 12).
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authority. This authority was recognized in Order No. 1000, 18 as well the Commission’s Orders relative to
the creation of the Transmission Owners’ Attachment M-3 process. 19 While there may be a desire to
broaden the category of projects under PJM’s authority by creating a new category of projects and thus
effectively amending the definition of Supplemental Projects, such an amendment is beyond the scope of
the authority transferred to PJM by the PJM Transmission Owners. 20 Moreover, these issues were recently
litigated before FERC in the Attachment M-3 dockets and FERC rejected the attempts to move the planning
of Supplemental Projects under PJM’s RTEP processes and determined that the Attachment M-3 process
provides the appropriate level of transparency to satisfy Order No. 890 requirements. 21 In so doing, FERC
reaffirmed Supplemental Projects as being Transmission Owner directed.
VII.

Asset Management Activities

In addition, the two California Orders involving California utilities provide precedential guidance regarding
the boundary between asset management activities and transmission planning activities subject to the
Order No. 890 planning requirements. 22 In those orders, FERC offered clarity as to the meaning and
characterization of asset management activities and projects. Importantly, FERC determined that asset
management activities are not “planning” so long as any capacity increase is only incidental to the
replacement project. 23 Some stakeholders disagree as to the relevance of the California orders to the PJM
paradigm, but we believe that FERC was simply observing that Supplemental Projects is a broader
18 Transmission Planning & Cost Allocation by Transmission Owning & Operating Pub. Utils., Order No. 1000, 136 FERC ¶

61,051 at P 64 (2011),
order on reh’g, Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132, order on reh’g and clarification, Order No. 1000-B, 141 FERC ¶ 61,044 (2012), aff’d sub
nom. S.C. Pub. Serv. Auth. v. FERC, 762 F.3d 41 (D.C. Cir. 2014) clarifying that:
In some regions, transmission facilities not selected for purposes of regional or interregional cost allocation nonetheless
may be in a regional transmission plan for informational purposes, and the presence of such transmission projects in the
regional transmission plan does not necessarily indicate an evaluation whether such transmission facilities are more
efficient or cost-effective solutions to a regional transmission need . . . . [and] we do not intend to disturb regional practices
with regard to other transmission facilities that also may be in the regional transmission plan.
See also PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 142 FERC ¶ 61,214 at P 65 (Mar. 22, 2013) (accepting PJM’s Order No. 1000 Compliance Filing, including:
“Supplemental Projects, which are projects that are not identified by PJM as necessary for reliability or economic reasons, but may address local
planning criteria or public policy requirements . . . . that may be included in the RTEP for information purposes and its costs are not eligible for
cost allocation under Schedule 12.”).
See Monongahela Power Co., 162 FERC ¶ 61,129 (Feb. 15, 2018) (accepting in part and requiring further compliance filing relative to Tariff,
Attachment M-3 provision); see also September 26 Order on Rehearing and Compliance at P 37 (finding Attachment M-3 and the Operating
Agreement, as revised, adequate to ensure compliance with Order No. 890).

19

Arguments that Transmission Facilities turned over to PJM’s operational control are subject to PJM’s planning authority are without basis.
Under the CTOA, the Transmission Owners explicitly separated the authority transferred to PJM relative to the operational control of their assets
and the authority transferred to PJM relative to planning the transmission system.
20

See, e.g., Appalachian Power Co., et al., 170 FERC ¶ 61,196 at P 59 (Mar. 17, 2020) (citing to September 26 Order on Rehearing and
Compliance at PP 13, 14, and 22 stating “[i]n Monongahela Power Co., the Commission made clear that the PJM Transmission Owners retain
responsibility for planning Supplemental Projects, and therefore ‘retain the filing rights to make modifications to [the Supplemental Project
planning] provisions’ in the Tariff.”

21

22

See SoCal Edison Order at P 55 and PG&E Order at P 37:
Whether or not other transmission planning regions are considering asset management projects and activities through their
regional transmission planning process does not, in and of itself, determine whether Order No. 890 requires them to do so.

In the stakeholder process, PJM proposed to clarify the definition of incidental: “Incidental expansion is defined as those achieved by
advancements in technology and/or replacements consistent with current TO design standards, industry standards, codes, laws or regulations.”

23
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category than asset management activities, including replacement projects that increase the capacity of the
grid beyond an incidental increase. 24 The question before FERC in the show cause orders related to
Attachment M-3 was simply whether Supplemental Projects were being treated consistent with PJM’s
Order No. 890-compliant transmission planning process. 25 As recognized by FERC in the CPUC v. PG&E
orders, to the extent PJM’s Supplemental Projects include asset management activities, then the
Attachment M-3 process actually provides greater transparency than what FERC ultimately required in
California for asset management activities. 26
VIII.

Intersection of Supplemental Projects and Regional Needs

PJM’s role in regional planning and the intersection of end of life replacement facilities can be further
clarified. Specifically, PJM has proposed reviewing the five-year forward candidate list and comparing that
list with any identified regional needs. Where there is an intersection of a candidate with a regional need, it
is appropriate for PJM, as the regional planner, to pursue the more efficient and cost-effective solution for
the regional need, which may include an end-of-life replacement project. In those cases where there is an
intersection, the solution may be different than a Transmission Owner-identified replacement project and,
accordingly, would be part of the baseline regional solution.

In the California Orders, the Commission observed that PJM’s Supplemental Projects provided greater transparency than was required under
Order No.890. See SoCal Edison Order on Rehearing at P 57 and PG&E Order on Rehearing at P 57.

24

25

See Southern California Edison Co., 168 FERC ¶ 61,170 at P 54 (Sept. 19, 2019).

26

Id.
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