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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

Kammer Juniata Transmission, LLC ) Docket No. ER26-1734-000 

MOTION FOR LEAVE TO ANSWER AND ANSWER OF THE 
PENNSYLVANIA OFFICE OF CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

IN REPLY TO PJM INTERCONNECTION, L.L.C. 

Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission or FERC), the 

Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate (PA OCA)1 submits the following Answer in reply to 

the Answer of PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. (PJM),2 which PJM filed in response to the PA OCA’s 

Protest regarding the Kammer Juniata Transmission, LLC (KJT) Formula Rate Filing and Request 

for Authorization of Transmission Rate Incentives (Rate Request).3 The PA OCA files this Motion 

for Leave to Answer and Answer according to Commission Rules of Practice and Procedure 212 

and 213.4 

I. INTRODUCTION

On March 12, 2026, KJT filed a Rate Request in this docket.5 On March 17, 2026, the PA

OCA timely intervened.6 On April 7, 2026, the PA OCA filed a Protest and Request for 

Evidentiary Hearing (PA OCA Protest).7 On April 7, 2026, the Pennsylvania Public Utility 

1 The PA OCA is an independent state office within the Pennsylvania Office of Attorney General. Pennsylvania statute 
empowers the PA OCA to represent the interest of utility consumers before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, 
FERC, and state and federal courts. 71 P.S. § 309-1 et seq. 
2 Motion for Leave to Answer and Answer of PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., Docket No. ER26-1734-000, FERC (Apr. 
24, 2026) (PJM Answer), https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/filelist?accession_number=20260424-5274. 
3 Kammer Juniata Formula Rate Filing and Request for Rate Incentives Authorization, Docket No. ER26-1734-000, 
FERC (Mar. 12, 2026) (Rate Request), https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/filelist?accession_number=20260312-5098. 
4 18 C.F.R. §§ 385.212, 385.213. 
5 Rate Request, supra note 3. 
6 (doc-less) Motion to Intervene of Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate, Docket No. ER26-1734-000, FERC 
(Mar. 17, 2026), https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/filelist?accession_number=20260317-5201. 
7 Protest and Request for Evidentiary Hearing of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate, Docket No. ER26-
1734-000, FERC (Apr. 7, 2026), https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/filelist?accession_number=20260407-5099. 

https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/filelist?accession_number=20260424-5274
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/filelist?accession_number=20260312-5098
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/filelist?accession_number=20260317-5201
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/filelist?accession_number=20260407-5099
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Commission (PA PUC) filed comments raising concerns with PJM’s 2025 RTEP process.8 On 

April 7, 2026, American Municipal Power, Inc. (AMP), filed a Protest disputing aspects of KJT’s 

Rate Request.9  

On April 23, 2026, FERC’s Office of Energy Market Regulation issued a Deficiency Letter 

requesting additional information from KJT regarding its Rate Request.10 On April 23, 2026, KJT 

filed an Answer to the PA PUC’s Comments, the PA OCA’s Protest, and AMP’s Protest.11 On 

April 24, 2026, PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. filed an Answer (PJM Answer) that responded to the 

PA OCA’s Protest and the PA PUC’s Comments.12 

As argued in the PA OCA’s Protest, the particular circumstances of the Regional 

Transmission Expansion Planning (RTEP) process administration that led PJM to select KJT were 

not fair and open, and the particular circumstances underlying PJM’s reliability determination  

indicate that it rests on unreliable assumptions. Accordingly, the PA OCA argued, among other 

things, that KJT was not entitled to transmission incentive rate treatment under Order No. 679. 

In its comments, the PA PUC asserted that PJM’s 2025 RTEP Window 1 was not properly 

bid and expressed concerns similar to those the PA OCA expressed in its Protest. The PA PUC 

asserted that PJM’s selection and award to KJT to build the project is an adequate incentive. 

In its Answer, PJM offered several key factual admissions and omissions. And PJM did 

not fully address the plain text of the laws and regulations governing this dispute. This Answer 

 
8 Comments of the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Docket No. ER26-1734-000, FERC (Apr. 7, 2026), 
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/filelist?accession_number=20260407-5079. 
9 Protest and Request for Evidentiary Hearing or Settlement Judge Procedures of American Municipal Power, Inc., 
Docket No. ER26-1734-000, FERC (Apr. 7, 2026), 
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/filelist?accession_number=20260407-5202. 
10 Deficiency Letter, Docket No. ER26-1734-000, FERC (Apr. 23, 2026), 
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/filelist?accession_number=20260423-3090. 
11 Motion for Leave to Answer and Answer of Kammer Juniata Transmission, LLC, Docket No. ER26-1734-000, 
FERC (Apr. 23, 2026), https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/filelist?accession_number=20260423-5157. 
12 PJM Answer, supra note 2. 

https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/filelist?accession_number=20260407-5079
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/filelist?accession_number=20260407-5202
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/filelist?accession_number=20260423-3090
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/filelist?accession_number=20260423-5157
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explains and corrects those flaws in PJM’s Answer. 

II. MOTION FOR LEAVE TO ANSWER 

An answer may not be made to an answer unless otherwise ordered by the Commission.13 

“The Commission has discretion to accept responses to comments or protests and has routinely 

done so for good cause shown where accepting the response would either lead to a more complete 

or accurate record, improve the Commission’s understanding of the issues, clarify disputed or 

erroneous matters, or help the Commission in its decision-making.”14 For the reasons provided 

below, there is good cause for the Commission to accept the PA OCA’s Answer here because it will 

contribute to the Commission’s decision-making and it corrects PJM’s interpretations of the facts 

and law essential to this dispute. 

III. SUMMARY OF ANSWER 

PJM’s Answer shows that after PPL introduced additional anticipated AI data center load 

mid-way through the short-term 60-day RTEP window, PJM stated that long-lead projects were 

not necessary to resolve the new reliability violations. PJM introduced the additional PPL load but 

did not indicate its changed priorities at that time. Instead, PJM announced its changed priorities 

after the window had closed. This resulted in particular circumstances regarding KJT that were not 

fair and open. The problem was administrative in nature, with lack of competition being but one 

troublesome symptom of that administrative problem. In Order No. 679, FERC promised case-by-

case review to commenters concerned about awarding incentive rate treatment to this kind of unfair 

transmission planning. This case-by-case review applies to fairness and openness, as well as to the 

rebuttable presumption regarding whether a project is needed for reliability. Rebuttable 

presumptions are rebuttable. The PA OCA has offered evidence that raises serious doubts about 

 
13 18 C.F.R. § 385.213(a)(2). 
14 PJM Answer at 42 (citations omitted). 
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PJM’s and PPL’s load forecasting practices, which appear to differ for purposes of capacity 

planning and transmission planning. In response—in addition to failing to demonstrate fairness 

and openness—PJM and KJT have also failed to affirmatively demonstrate KJT is needed to 

maintain reliability. PJM and KJT are relying on the fact that this project resulted from the RTEP 

process to justify incentive rate treatment, rather than acknowledging that it did not meet the test 

required in Order Nos. 679 and 679-A and therefore does not warrant incentive rate treatment. 

Thus, the Commission should deny incentive rate treatment to KJT because no party has shown 

that this particular project is needed to ensure reliability. In the alternative, the Commission should 

conduct a case-by-case inquiry into the circumstances of PPL’s load addition and whether KJT is 

needed to ensure reliability. 

IV. ANSWER 

A. The facts demonstrate a lack of fairness and openness. 

The facts in PJM’s Answer underscore the PA OCA’s argument in its Protest. The facts in 

PJM’s Answer show that PJM sent transmission developers the wrong signal after introducing new 

information about PPL’s additional anticipated load. This was not only confusing, but also unfair. 

PJM’s timing is the key to understanding how this case was unfair. According to PJM, PPL 

submitted the additional anticipated AI data center load information in late June, 2025, and PJM 

added that new information into the competitive window material on July 2, 2025.15 According to 

PJM, “PJM noted that the problem of overloaded 500 kV facilities could be mitigated without long 

lead-time solutions, [but] it did not preclude such proposals from being offered.”16 PJM provided 

in its Problem Statement that PJM “will clearly communicate any changes to the participants.”17 

 
15 PJM Answer at 11. 
16 Id. 
17 PJM RTEP – 2025 RTEP Proposal Window #1: Problem Statement & Requirements at 5 (June 18, 2025) (Problem 
Statement), https://www.pjm.com/-/media/DotCom/planning/rtep-dev/expan-plan-process/ferc-order-1000/rtep-
proposal-windows/2025-rtep-window-1/2025-rtep-window-1-without-analytical-files-v7.zip. 
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In that Problem Statement, PJM communicated that long-lead-time solutions were not necessary 

to resolve the MAAC 500 kV system reliability violations.18   

After introducing the new PPL load information on July 2, 2025, PJM held a Transmission 

Expansion Advisory Committee (TEAC) meeting to communicate about the ongoing RTEP 

window on July 8, 2025. At that July 8 TEAC meeting—after introducing the additional 

anticipated PPL load—PJM described the relevant MAAC 500 kV system violation in the seven-

year base case in two sentences: 

In 2032, multiple 500 kV facilities are overloaded due to terminal equipment 
constraints. However, the violations can be mitigated without long lead-time 
solutions.19 

 
The PA OCA emphasized this statement in its Protest.20 In the section of its Answer that 

introduces this statement, PJM did not provide a citation or date for its communication.21 PJM also 

started the following paragraph with “Subsequently, on July 2, 2025, PJM posted an addendum to 

the 2025 RTEP Window 1 materials . . . .” This gives the appearance that PJM’s addendum about 

the additional anticipated PPL load was subsequent to and therefore superseded PJM’s 

communications that long lead-time solutions were not necessary to resolve the particular 

reliability violations at issue here. But PJM communicated that long lead-time solutions were not 

necessary on July 8, after its July 2 addendum introducing PPL’s additional load. 

PJM’s communication about long lead-time projects not being necessary did not happen in 

a vacuum. It happened in the context of a 60-day window for short-term projects. PJM—through 

 
18 Problem Statement at 7 (“In 2032, multiple 500 kV facilities are overloaded due to terminal equipment 
constraints. However, the violations can be mitigated without long lead-time solutions.”).  
19 Reliability Analysis Update: Transmission Expansion Advisory Committee, PJM at 6 (July 8, 2025), 
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/DotCom/committees-groups/committees/teac/2025/20250708/20250708-item-11---
reliability-analysis-update.pdf (July 8 Update) (emphasis added). 
20 PA OCA Protest at 10. 
21 PJM Answer at 11 (“While PJM noted that the problem of overloaded 500 kV facilities could be mitigated without 
long lead-time solutions, it did not preclude such proposals from being offered.”). 

https://www.pjm.com/-/media/DotCom/committees-groups/committees/teac/2025/20250708/20250708-item-11---reliability-analysis-update.pdf
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/DotCom/committees-groups/committees/teac/2025/20250708/20250708-item-11---reliability-analysis-update.pdf


6 

its express statements in the Problem Statement and its decision to open a 60-day window for 

short-term projects—sought proposals involving non-major-regional-transfer, non-long-lead-time 

transmission solutions for this set of reliability violations. To explain the distinction between short-

term and long-lead projects, the PA OCA directly quoted PJM’s Competitive Planning Process 

Manual definition of “short-term” and “long-lead” projects.22 Specifically, the PA OCA explained: 

Long-lead projects are “projects with required in-service dates greater than five 
years out that address identified reliability criteria violations” and other specified 
criteria. PJM uses a 120-day proposal window for long-lead projects. Short-term 
projects are “projects to address reliability driven upgrades or Reliability Pricing 
Model (RPM) economic constraints with required in-service dates between three 
and five years out.” PJM uses a 60-day window for short-term projects.23 

 If PJM sought long-lead-time solutions with “required in-service dates greater than five 

years out” in response to the new PPL AI data center violations, it should have said so clearly.24 

PJM did not do so. And PJM chose to not lengthen the window, despite meeting all of its criteria 

to do so in the Operating Agreement. This all happened mid-way through a short-term project 

window expressly designated for projects “with required in-service dates between three and five 

years out.”25  

It is therefore unsurprising—as the PA OCA carefully explained—that only one joint 

venture transmission developer submitted projects with projected in-service dates greater than five 

 
22 Id. at 11 (citing PJM Manual 14F: Competitive Planning Process, § 1.1). PJM suggested that the PA OCA 
misunderstood the concept of “long-lead projects.” PJM Answer at 22-23 n.69. PJM refers to “projects with required 
in-service dates greater than five years out” as “long-lead . . . projects” in its Manual. PJM Manual 14F, § 1.1. PJM 
suggested that the PA OCA conflated project voltage with the required in-service date. PJM Answer at 22-23. In the 
Problem Statement, PJM conflated project voltage with development timeline by describing “longer-term needs” as 
“(requiring 7 or more years to develop, i.e., 500kV and above developments).” PJM Answer at 9 (citing Problem 
Statement at 6). This part of the Problem Statement identified that “the posted 2032 results are for reference only 
unless it is indicated that PJM is soliciting proposals for the associated flowgate(s).” Id. (emphasis added). As 
explained above, PJM subsequently indicated that the violations at issue “can be mitigated without long lead-time 
solutions.” July 8 Update at 6. 
23 OCA Protest at 11 (citing PJM Manual 14F, § 1.1). 
24 See id. 
25 See id. 
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years out for this particular need.26 The only other entity to submit projects in response to the 

MAAC Regional need, FirstEnergy, conformed all four of its proposals to have in-service dates 

within five years (i.e. short-term projects).27 

 Moreover, PJM highlighted that its long-lead project definition refers to required in-service 

dates greater than five years.28 It is unclear how this distinction between required in-service dates 

and projected in-service dates justifies PJM’s decisions. 

If the identified reliability violations are violations that require “long-lead” solutions 

addressing 2032 needs required after the five-year mark, PJM should have said so clearly when 

transmission developers could submit conforming bids. It defies logic for PJM to say that “the 

violations can be mitigated without long lead-time solutions,” if PJM in fact sought long lead-time 

solutions. If PJM wanted to solicit both short-term and long-lead projects, at minimum it should 

have said “the violations can be mitigated with or without long lead-time solutions.” PJM did not 

say this, and it did not lengthen the window to accommodate the submission of long-lead-time 

solutions. 

PJM added additional PPL load in early July during the short-term window, but PJM did 

not then change its emphasis to solutions that increase interregional transfer and address additional 

anticipated AI data center needs in 2032 and beyond. After the Window closed, PJM’s November 

5 “Short List” included three changed considerations beyond the posted need by focusing on a 

narrow list of projects that: (1) “support[ed] the need to supply the future load growth in the 

MAAC/PPL region,” (2) “increase[d] the West – East transfer, including the transfer need due to 

the in-service delay of the NJOSW,” and (3) “help[ed] offload the bulk transmission flow from 

 
26 PA OCA Protest at 13. 
27 Id. (citations omitted). 
28 PJM Answer at 26-27. 
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South towards the Mid-Atlantic region.”29 PJM changed its emphasis to these priorities after the 

window had closed.30 

PJM met all of its criteria for lengthening the default window regarding the 500 kV MAAC 

regional reliability violations.31 The KJT selection process involved “(i) changes in assumptions 

or conditions relating to the underlying need for the project, (ii) availability of new or changed 

information regarding the nature of the violations and the facilities involved; and (iii) a lack of 

time remaining in the 2025 RTEP 60-day window.”32 PJM established these criteria in response to 

the Commission’s “concern[] with the lack of transparency as to how PJM will make this 

determination” about whether to shorten or lengthen a window.33 But PJM did not follow its own 

criteria here because it chose not to lengthen the proposal window. 

PJM maintains that it has no responsibility “to ‘signal’ the form, scale or characteristics of 

solutions.”34 That is a concerning statement after PJM has sent such signals—albeit confusing ones 

that led bidders in the wrong direction—in a process that is supposed to be fair and open. 

B. PJM’s Answer ignores the plain text of the laws and regulations that govern 
this case. 

PJM’s engagement with the law that governs this dispute is sometimes incorrect and 

sometimes silent. In response, this Section (1) explains that Order No. 679’s case-by-case standard 

includes determinations of whether a regional transmission process’s particular circumstances 

were fair and open as applied to an individual project, and (2) explains that rebuttable presumptions 

are, indeed, rebuttable. 

 
29 See Reliability Analysis Update: 2025 Window 1 Short List First Read, PJM, at 68 (Nov. 4, 2025), 
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/DotCom/committees-groups/committees/teac/2025/20251104/20251104-item-14---
reliability-analysis-update.pdf; see also PJM Answer at 36 (noting similar list of changed considerations). 
30 PA OCA Protest at 13-14. 
31 Id. at 17-18. 
32 Id. at 18. 
33 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 147 FERC ¶ 61,128, at P 189 (2014) (citations omitted). 
34 PJM Answer at 23.  

https://www.pjm.com/-/media/DotCom/committees-groups/committees/teac/2025/20251104/20251104-item-14---reliability-analysis-update.pdf
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/DotCom/committees-groups/committees/teac/2025/20251104/20251104-item-14---reliability-analysis-update.pdf
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1. Order No. 679’s case-by-case standard includes whether the particular 
circumstances for selecting the Project were “fair and open.” 

Congress placed all Federal Power Act (FPA) transmission incentive rate treatment under 

FPA Sections 205 and 206 and their requirements “that all rates, charges, terms, and conditions be 

just and reasonable and not unduly discriminatory or preferential.”35 When a transmission project 

developer like KJT files a request for incentive rate treatment under FPA Section 205, the 

Commission’s Order No. 679 provides that “[t]he Commission will, on a case-by-case basis, 

require each applicant to justify the incentives it requests.”36 The Commission provided in the 

Order that its “case-by-case approach ensures that the incentives granted will be tailored to 

particular circumstances.”37 Those requirements apply here.  

Also in Order No. 679, the Commission created “rebuttable presumptions” that can make 

qualifying transmission projects more likely to meet the requirements of Federal Power Act 

Section 219 and receive incentive rate treatment.38 One of these rebuttable presumptions applies 

to transmission projects approved through “a fair and open regional planning process that considers 

and evaluates projects for reliability and/or congestion and is found to be acceptable to the 

Commission.”39 To receive this rebuttable presumption, the planning process must have been fair 

and open. As the OCA has previously explained, the Commission may examine the particular 

circumstances of individual transmission projects to determine whether the selection process was 

 
35 16 U.S.C. § 824s(d) (citing 16 U.S.C. §§ 824d, 824e) (emphasis added). 
36 Promoting Transmission Inv. through Pricing Reform, Order No. 679, 116 FERC ¶ 61,057, at P 43 (2006) (emphasis 
added), order on reh’g, Order No. 679-A, 117 FERC ¶ 61,345 (2006), order on reh’g, 119 FERC ¶ 61,062 (2007); 
Promoting Transmission Inv. Through Pricing Reform, 141 FERC ¶ 61,129, at P 5 & n.4 (2012) (2012 Incentives 
Policy Statement) (citing Order No. 679, at P 43). 
37 Order No. 679, at P 43 (emphasis added). 
38 Id. PP 43, 58. 
39 Id. P 58; 18 C.F.R. § 35.35(i)(1) (“The Commission will apply a rebuttable presumption that an applicant has 
demonstrated that its project is needed to ensure reliability or reduces the cost of delivered power by reducing 
congestion for: (i) A transmission project that results from a fair and open regional planning process that considers 
and evaluates projects for reliability and/or congestion and is found to be acceptable to the Commission.” (emphasis 
added)). 
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fair and open.40 

The Commission has denied the rebuttable presumption where an applicant “has not 

demonstrated that the Project has been approved in a fair and open . . . regional transmission 

planning process.”41 In Great Basin Transmission, LLC (Great Basin),42 Great Basin sought 

incentive rate treatment for its regional transmission project.43 Great Basin argued that the 

conditionally approved project met the Order No. 679 rebuttable presumption requirements 

because it “resulted from a fair and open regional planning process that considered and evaluated 

the Project for reliability or congestion.”44 FERC determined that “there [was] insufficient basis in 

the record to demonstrate that CAISO fully considered and evaluated Great Basin's Project for 

reliability and/or congestion relief through a fair and open regional transmission planning process 

leading to any of those conditional approvals.”45 Thus, the Commission conducted a fact-specific 

inquiry into the particular circumstances of Great Basin’s transmission project selection and 

denied the rebuttable presumption based on that inquiry.46 

PJM reads the Valley Link Transmission Maryland, LLC case and cites inapposite cost 

allocation precedent for more than they are worth.47 Valley Link does appear to establish that a 

 
40 OCA Protest at 20-22. 
41 Great Basin Transmission, LLC, 190 FERC ¶ 61,110, at P 38 (2025) (Great Basin) (citing Atl. Grid Operations A 
LLC, 135 FERC ¶ 61,144, at P 57 (2011)). 
42 190 FERC ¶ 61,110 (2025). 
43 Id. at P 1. 
44 Id. at P 13. 
45 Id. at P 37 (emphasis added). 
46 Id. at P 38. 
47 See PJM Answer at 18-19; id. at 18 n.50 (citing inapposite cost allocation precedent); id at 18 n.51 (identifying that 
in Valley Link the Commission asserted Order No. 679 did “not require an applicant to demonstrate that [the RTEP 
process] was competitive”). The OCA did not make any express arguments about cost allocation in its Protest. Valley 
Link was focused, in part, on cost allocation issues within the PJM process that are irrelevant in this docket. Valley 
Link also involved some discussion of Order No. 679, including whether PJM’s process was competitive and whether 
PJM should have selected another project or conducted certain cost-benefit analyses. None of that discussion precludes 
a case-specific, factual inquiry into the particular circumstances of RTEP administration regarding whether it was fair 
and open. Here, PJM’s administration of the RTEP process was not fair and open in relation to its addition of PPL load 
and its communications about that addition. That is an administrative fairness problem, not a competition problem or 
an alternatives analysis problem. 
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lack of competition and the examination of certain alternatives can be “outside the scope” of an 

inquiry into fairness and openness. If Valley Link’s scope limitation applies to certain arguments 

about competition and alternatives, it only applies to the fairness and openness inquiry to qualify 

for a rebuttable presumption and not to the underlying inquiry into whether a project is “needed to 

support reliability.” The plain meaning of the phrase rebuttable presumption invites the 

“introduction of contrary evidence” to rebut the underlying claim.48 Moreover, the lack of 

competition here was merely a symptom of the underlying administrative unfairness of the RTEP 

process in relation to PPL’s load forecasting and PJM’s communications regarding the MAAC 

500 kV system violations.49 

PJM claims that if PJM provides opportunities for stakeholder input, that instance of 

regional transmission planning automatically counts as fair and open.50 In other words, PJM claims 

that anything that results from PJM’s RTEP process—as long as stakeholders get a few minutes to 

talk or to send in written comments—automatically gets the rebuttable presumption.51 In PJM’s 

view, this default fairness and openness constitutes not only a guaranteed grant of the rebuttable 

presumption, but also a rebuttable presumption that is not “rebuttable” because “broad challenges 

about the competitiveness of PJM’s RTEP process or criticizing PJM’s specific conduct in 

implementing 2025 RTEP Window 1 in particular” are “outside the scope of [the] proceeding.”52 

PJM would thus read the words “fair,” “open,” and “rebuttable presumption” out of Order No. 

679.53  

 
48 BLACK’S LAW DICTIONARY 1205 (Brian A. Garner ed., 7th ed. 1999). 
49 See supra Section IV.A. 
50 PJM Answer at 19-20. 
51 Id. at 2. 
52 Id. 
53 See id. at 17 (“Collateral attacks on prior Commission orders are impermissible unless a petitioner (1) challenges 
the Commission’s constitutional or statutory authority, (2) effectively reopens its prior orders, (3) the prior orders 
failed to place parties on notice of what would be required, or if (4) it leaves an issue contingent on subsequent 
compliance proceedings.”). 
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FERC should reject PJM’s arguments because to adopt them would be to gut the plain 

language and intent of Order No. 679. 

2. Rebuttable presumptions are just that—rebuttable. 

One important feature of rebuttable presumptions is that parties can rebut them. 

Accordingly, Black’s Law Dictionary defines a “rebuttable presumption” as “[a]n inference drawn 

from certain facts that establish a prima facie case, which may be overcome by the introduction of 

contrary evidence.”54 This means that contrary evidence can overcome the presumption, 

depending on the facts introduced.  

PJM appears to argue that parties cannot rebut the presumption that an RTEP project is 

needed for reliability, even if there are demonstrable flaws in the administrative processes and core 

assumptions that determine the key inputs to those models.55 That is not what rebuttable 

presumption means.  

PJM claims that the PA OCA has made a “collateral attack” on Order No. 679.56 The PA 

OCA’s insistence on adherence to Order No. 679’s plain text is the literal opposite of a collateral 

attack. To the extent that PJM argues for a departure from Order No. 679’s text—including the 

word “rebuttable”—PJM has collaterally attacked the regulation. 

C. Neither PJM nor KJT has affirmatively demonstrated that KJT is needed to 
maintain reliability. 

PJM and KJT have both failed to demonstrate that KJT “is needed to maintain reliability.”57 

The Commission is “required to make findings that a particular investment falls within the scope 

of section 219,” whether or not that project receives the rebuttable presumption.58 If a project 

 
54 BLACK’S LAW DICTIONARY 1205 (Brian A. Garner ed., 7th ed. 1999) (emphasis added). 
55 PJM Answer at 2, 17. 
56 Id. at 1-2, 17. 
57 PA OCA Protest at 22-24. 
58 See Order No. 679, 116 FERC ¶ 61,057, at P 57 (2006). 
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receives the rebuttable presumption, parties can rebut that presumption through the introduction 

of contrary evidence.59 If a project does not receive the rebuttable presumption because it is not 

fair and open,60 the applicant may demonstrate that “their project is needed to maintain reliability 

. . . by presenting [the Commission with] a factual record that would support such findings.”61 

PJM made an effort to support the reliability need by appending PPL’s additional 

anticipated AI data center load letter to its Answer,62 but this further muddies the waters regarding 

reliability. In its Protest, the PA OCA expressed serious concerns about PJM’s load forecasting 

practices generally, and PPL’s load forecasting practices specifically.63 Neither PJM nor KJT 

addresses these concerns. PJM simply states that PPL presented 4 GW of load, and that in response 

PJM “did as requested” and “[o]nce the 4 GW of load entered PJM’s models, PJM was obligated 

to address the associated reliability challenge in its planning process.”64 

 PJM’s Answer did not meaningfully respond to this problem, even though PJM identified 

PPL’s load as the but-for cause of the transmission planning changes.65 PJM’s Answer did not even 

mention introducing new offshore wind information into the models during the window. Instead, 

PJM appears to have passively accepted PPL’s last-minute load addition. PJM has not yet offered 

any evidence otherwise. “PJM explained that certain large future loads with signed agreements 

were not yet incorporated into the 2025 load forecast but would be included in the future forecast, 

and that these loads could materially impact identified violations and solutions.”66 PJM did not 

explain what qualified as a “signed agreement.” PJM also did not explain how it evaluated PPL’s 

 
59 Supra Section IV.B.2. 
60 See Great Basin, 190 FERC ¶ 61,110, at P 38 (2025) (rejecting rebuttable presumption because project was not 
approved through fair and open regional planning process). 
61 See Order No. 679, at P 57. 
62 PJM Answer at Attach. A. 
63 PA OCA Protest at 23. 
64 PJM Answer at 4. 
65 See PJM Answer at 25. 
66 Id. 
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last-minute request, or the extent to which PJM investigated PPL’s request before plugging it into 

the computer models.  

 Thus, the Commission should deny incentive rate treatment to KJT because no party has 

shown that it is needed to ensure reliability. In the alternative, the Commission should conduct a 

case-by-case inquiry into whether KJT is needed to ensure reliability. Such an inquiry could 

include the nature of PPL’s mid-window load request and PJM’s acceptance of that request. Such 

an inquiry could also examine the particular circumstances of PJM’s methodology for evaluating 

PPL’s preliminarily forecasted load for reliability purposes, especially as this methodology is not 

currently defined in PJM’s Tariff. 

V.  CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, the PA OCA respectfully requests that the Commission (1) 

accept this Answer, (2) conduct case-by-case analysis of the particular circumstances under 

Order No. 679, (3) find that PJM’s RTEP process was not fair and open as applied to KJT’s 

solicitation and selection, and (4) find that neither PJM nor KJT has demonstrated that KJT is 

needed to support reliability. 
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PPL Electric Utilities – Large Load 
Adjustment Request for 2026 PJM Load 

Forecast1 
Introduction 
PPL Electric Utilities (PPL EU) is experiencing a significant shift in its historical load profile 
driven by the emergence of large-scale data centers and other high-density loads. Prior to 
2024, PPL EU did not have any data center loads; however, recent retail customer 
interconnection requests and agreements indicate sustained growth through the next 
several years. This report outlines PPL EU’s methodology and assumptions for requesting 
that these loads be incorporated into the 2026 PJM Large Load Adjustment Forecast noting 
that PJM has its own processes and methodology for evaluating these requests which may 
result in large load requests included in the PJM forecast being less than those requested 
by PPL EU. 

Forecasting Methodology 
As part of the existing PPL EU retail load Interconnection process, PPL EU collaborates 
closely with retail customers to ensure all milestones are met. New load customers begin 
by submitting their requests to PPL EU's Interconnection Affairs team, detailing their load 
interconnection project requirements. In response, PPL EU’s Transmission Planning and 
Development teams conduct a high-level analysis to determine initial feasibility and 
insights. PPL EU then provides a detailed report to the customer detailing the scope, 
schedule, and budget for the project. A letter of Authorization (LOA) is executed if the 
customer decides to proceed with the project. At this point, PPL EU includes this load in its 
forecast, and the customer is obligated to satisfy financial milestones established in the 
LOA including monetary penalties if the customer cancels the project. In its large load 
adjustment request, PPL EU includes only projects that have a minimum of a signed LOA, 
ensuring that all requested load additions are backed by meaningful contractual and 
financial commitments. This approach excludes speculative projects and aligns with PJM’s 
requirements for defensible forecasts.  

1 Submitted pursuant to PJM Manual 19, Attachment B: Load Forecast Adjustment Guidelines. 
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Project development and detailed engineering continue following execution of an LOA, 
during this stage, PPL EU works with the retail customer to finalize the details of the Electric 
Service Agreement (ESA) and Construction Service Agreement (CSA).  PPL EU estimates a 
typical project to take 6 to 9 months from LOA to signing of the ESA/CSA but this is project 
specific. With the ESA  in place, we will have the final customer load ramp schedule 
providing the customer guarantee for and minimum demand charges for which the 
customer is responsible (contract specific but generally, 80% of ESA load.)  

As of 9/16/2025, when PPL EU submitted data to PJM, PPL EU had approximately 4,000 MW 
in ESA and actively working towards signed ESA on the other projects. As of yet, we have 
not had any of the projects withdrawn. The overall process flow is shown below. 

Key assumptions: 

• Load Ramp Profile: PPL EU and the customer coordinate to determine an appropriate
load ramp schedule.

• Probability Factor: Due to the binding financial payment obligations and strong
penalties for default, PPL assumes a 100% probability factor for projects with executed
LOA

• Utilization Factor (Demand): PPL EU assumes an 80% utilization factor consistent with
ESA minimum demand payment obligations.  This also does not include future
considerations for future load growth as discussed below.

• Scoring Criteria: Per PPL EU’s approach, we do not utilize a scoring criteria since we
already establish that all projects under agreement (LOA) will ultimately have an
ESA/CSA.

Project Vetting & Criteria 
Large load undergo screening to confirm customer site control, procurement, local/state 
approvals, engineering progress, and financial commitments. Only projects with signed 
agreements and paid deposits are included in the load adjustment forecast submitted to 
PJM. 
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Forecast Development 
PPL uses a bottom-up approach, aggregating individual load project forecasts to develop 
system-level projections. Forecast values represent expected metered demand during 
summer peak conditions. 

Results 
The table below summarizes projected incremental load additions due to large load 
projects as of 9/16/2025. The cumulative datacenter load comprises of projects with 
signed LOA and ESA. The demand is 80% of the capacity. This is based on the utilization 
factor described earlier. 

Year Cumulative Capacity 
(MW) 

Cumulative Demand 
(MW) 

2026 310 248 
2027 3115 2492 
2028 8398 6718 
2029 13411 10729 
2030 16679 13343 
2031 18509 14807 
2032 18748 14998 
2033 18870 15096 

2033-2046 18870 15096 

Future Considerations 
PPL EU continues to receive new inquiries related to large load interconnections. These will 
be incorporated into future PPL EU load forecasts and Large Load Interconnection 
Adjustment requests as they progress through PPL EU’s internal process. PPL EU remains 
committed to administering a load interconnection request process that involves rigorous 
planning to provide certainty and transparency in support of PJM’s reliability objectives. 

Conclusion 
PPL EU is committed to providing accurate and defensible large load adjustment requests 
to PJM consistent with the requirements of PJM Manual 19. As previously indicated, PJM 
applies its own methodology to determine the Large Load Adjustments that are 
incorporated into its projected load forecast and included in PJM’s 2026 Load Report. In 
summary, PJM reduced PPL’s Large Load Adjustment request. PJM utilized a slower ramp 
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schedule and discounted all projects with signed LOA to 0MW that are planned to be in 
service prior to 2031, determining that material availability and construction work 
necessary to connect these customers makes these in-serve dates infeasible.  Beyond 
2031, these projects also had a 33% discount factor applied to them. These changes 
contributed to the large disparity between what was requested by PPL EU versus what is in 
the 2026 load report. 

PJM’s aggressive discounting of these projects with signed LOA, could result in delayed 
transmission upgrades, increased risk of in-zone reliability violations, and significantly 
higher costs for emergency solutions in the future. PPL EU firmly believes that these 
projects will materialize per forecasts provided by PPL EU. Including these projects in 
planning assumptions ensures proactive solutions and avoids costly, last-minute reliability 
fixes. 
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