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Additional Information that would be useful

• Any details around the estimated project costs of M-3 projects
• An understanding of  the utility regulatory oversight of M-3 projects that will 

take place for each project – does a state utility commission have certificate of 
public convenience and necessity (CPCN) oversight review authority over the 
proposed solution? 
• Contact information
• Updates on the M-3 project timelines 

This information would help with:
• Transparency regarding transmission projects
• Consistent information related to M-3 projects for all projects (e.g. FERC 

prudency review & consumer review) 2



Assistance from the Planning Committee
A few points to note at the onset: 
• This is a request for assistance and input.  Consumer Advocate offices believe more information would be 

helpful.  Two of the key drivers for this request are wanting more information on the cost of the projects 
beyond the sticker price – “estimated cost” – and an appreciation of whether a state utility commission has 
oversight jurisdiction to review. 

• The subregional RTEP M-3 process is essentially a notice process (from our perspective):
• FERC only requires PJM Transmission Owners to receive stakeholder comments on M-3 projects.   
• Transmission Owners do not have an obligation to provide additional information.
• PJM provides no input on specific projects during the subregional RTEP stakeholder discussions.   

• This request is made generally on behalf of consumer advocates. I do not anticipate a request for a stakeholder 
process on this matter because the transmission owners have control of the information they choose to provide 
on each project in the M-3 process.  I am not aware of any right to more information that consumers have.

• The next step includes asking for the material discussed below in the Planning Community for all M-3 
projects and then follow-up (as necessary) during the subregional calls – starting in April.  
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Review of March 2023 M-3 (subregional RTEP) presentations:

• Subregional RTEP Committee March meetings:
•  South Subregional RTEP Committee meeting  (3/16)

• 0 needs
• 1 solution 

• $2.5 million

• Mid-Atlantic Subregional RTEP Committee meeting (3/16)
• 6 needs
• 11 solutions   (The highest estimated project is $36 million)

• $104.09  million

• Western Subregional RTEP Committee meeting (3/17)
• 17 needs presented
•  8 solutions presented  

• $133.355 million
• Only two alternatives were considered for any solution.
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Additional information that would help
• Details around the cost of the project: Typically, the only cost information for M-3 

projects is the price tag – “the estimated cost of the project”
• Contact information, recognizing that this request has been made in the past – and 

rejected, contact information would really help.  For example, if a need is 
lingering for two years, someone should be available to provide an update.
• Oversight authority for each Need and Solutions slide:

• PJM only completes a “do no harm” review.  Is there any other oversight?
• Does a state utility commission have oversight of the project?

• Expected timeframe for next step:  
• As outlined and presented on the slides – stakeholders have 10 days to provide comments.
• Transmission owners do not have a timeframe with which to take action.  It would be helpful 

to know of the expected timeframes from the Transmission Owner to move forward with a 
project. 

• Incorporating the additional information (e.g. further cost information, and 
if applicable - oversight review authority) into the existing M-3 process 
presentation slide template would be the most helpful.
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Example where more cost information from Solutions is needed
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Example Continued
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*slide presented as an example to show the initial need was presented to stakeholders just over a year ago.



Example Continued
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*Slide presented shows that the only cost information for this project is the sticker cost of  $36 million.  
In addition, there is no record of the regulatory process for this ($36 Million) project.



Example 2 – need for more cost/regulatory 
information from Solutions presented

9



Example 2, Cont’d
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Example 2, Cont’d
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*Slide presented shows that the only cost information for this project is the sticker cost of  $22 million.  In addition, there is no record of 
the regulatory review process of this project.  In this case, I believe there is no utility commission review.



Some details that would be helpful
• We are looking for:
• Contact information on the slides!
• Regulatory process  review of each project (e.g. state utility commission 

review)
• Timeframe updates and projections for needs and solutions:
• If the Transmission Owner expects the project to take longer than 30 days 

to meet the next step an update should be provided.  (and updates should 
be provided going forward.) 

• More cost information - perhaps, the next level (or two) of details.
• Seeking input on the type of information and amount of information
• We are also looking for consistent types of information for all submittals.

• The preference would be that additional information is incorporated into the 
M-3 Process Presentation slide templates. 
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Thoughts on further cost information

• Looking for input!
• The initial thought is to seek no more than one page of information on 

each project.  (I reviewed the MISO Transmission Cost Estimate Guide for 
ideas)
• Common Cost Categories include:
• Project Management
• Administrative & General Overhead (including ROE)
• Engineering, environmental studies, and testing and commissioning
• Right-of-way, land acquisition, and regulatory and permitting

• Perhaps further break down by structures (e.g. lines, conductors, 
substations)
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Thoughts on further regulatory information, cont’d

• Again, input would be great.
• Some ideas include – a statement with each project that includes:
• PJM completed a “do no harm” analysis; and
• State utility commission oversight role – if any
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Thoughts on further regulatory information, cont’d
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*Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, July 15, 2019  Transmission Planning Meeting, Stakeholder Discussions,  
Presentation by PUCO chairman, Samuel C. Randazzo, page 8.   Bullet point 3 states that approximately 60% of the 
2018 capital investment by transmission owners in Ohio falls outside of Ohio regulatory authority.
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The Process Moving Forward

• Provide this further update and information to the Planning Committee on 
April 11.  Feedback on the type of information that would be most 
beneficial is appreciated!
• Provide an update to the members of the TOA-AC on April 14.  Thank you 

for the opportunity!  Again, feedback on the type of information that would 
be most beneficial is appreciated!
• Request information from all the transmission owners offering supplemental 

project “needs” and “solutions”.  The requests would be made through the 
planning community AND at least initially during the meetings.  Again, the 
hope is that some of this information can be incorporated into the M-3 
Process Presentation slide templates moving forward. 
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Contact 
information

Greg Poulos,
Executive Director, CAPS

Phone: 614-507-7377
E-mail: poulos@pjm-advocates.org
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