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Table A-1
PJM WESTERN REGION, PJM SOUTHERN REGION AND PJM RTO
SUMMER PEAK LOAD COMPARISONS OF THE CURRENT FORECAST
TO THE JANUARY 2009 LOAD FORECAST REPORT
INCREASE OR DECREASE OVER PRIOR FORECAST

2010

2015

2020

MW

%

MW

%

MW

%

AEP
APS
ATSI
COMED
DAY
DLCO

(530)
(44)
13 040
13,040
(267)
(46)
18

-2.2%
-0.5%
-1.2%
-1.3%
0.6%

(162)
(38)
14 430
14,430
(229)
(77)
37

-0.6%
-0.4%
-0.9%
-2.0%
1.2%

(61)
(129)
14 888
14,888
(93)
(126)
26

-0.2%
-1.3%
-0.3%
-3.2%
0.8%

PJM WESTERN (with ATSI)
PJM WESTERN (without ATSI)

11,811
(954)

-1.6%

13,547
(553)

-0.8%

14,030
(473)

-0.7%

515

2.7%

1,087

5.0%

1,328

5.5%

11,753
(288)

-0.2%

13,992
709

0.5%

14,367
690

0.4%

DOM
PJM RTO (with ATSI)
PJM RTO (without ATSI)

26
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Transmission Planning Processes
under Order No. 890 – Notice of
Request for Comments

)
)
)
)

Docket No. AD09-8-000

____________________________________________
COMMENTS OF THE
NEW JERSEY BOARD OF PUBLIC UTILITIES
____________________________________________
On October 8, 2009, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“Commission”) issued
a notice requesting stakeholders’ comments on the effectiveness of current planning
processes, the treatment of resources in planning processes, and the development of
regional and inter-regional plans. The New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (“NJBPU”)1
appreciates the Commission’s interest in soliciting comments on these issues, which are
at the heart of threats to reliability in New Jersey and the rest of the Mid-Atlantic region.
The NJBPU respectfully submits these comments to voice its concerns over existing
planning processes and an interconnection-wide planning process, and requests that the
Commission accept them despite being slightly out of time. Specifically, the NJBPU
notes that since 2003 PJM has consistently identified factors that “continue collectively

1

The NJBPU is the administrative agency charged under New Jersey law with the general supervision and control
over all public utilities in the State, including electric utilities and their rates and services. The NJBPU is also a
“state commission” pursuant to Rule 214(a)(2) of the Commission’s regulations.
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and progressively to reduce system reliability in New Jersey and the rest of eastern MidAtlantic PJM.”2 These factors include:
!

Load growth;

!

Power exports to New York City and Long Island;

!

Deactivation/retirement of generation resources;

!

Sluggish development of new generating facilities; and

!

Continued reliance on transmission to meet load deliverability requirements and to
obtain access to more economical sources of power west of the Delaware River.3

The persistence of these factors in reducing reliability suggests that current planning
processes are in need of review. These factors lead to the following concerns:
First, existing transmission planning processes are inadequate to identify and evaluate
threats to reliability arising from transmission projects that cross the border between two
planning regions with critically congested areas on both sides. These projects tend to
serve needs in one region while creating or exacerbating needs in the other and the failure
of cross-border cooperation leaves more effective local solutions unexplored.
Second, an interconnection-wide planning process cannot resolve this local reliability
problem because it will reduce rather than enhance the opportunities for stakeholders

2

PJM, “2008 Regional Transmission Expansion Plan,” February 27, 2009.

3

Id. footnote 2.
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with local interests to participate effectively in planning activities that span different
regions.
Third, in any planning process a consistent approach that allows effective consideration
of demand resources (such as demand response, energy efficiency, and distributed
storage), as well as strategically sized and located supply resources, is essential to
identify and implement least-cost solutions to reliability and congestion problems that are
consistent with state and national public policy.
These concerns, and the NJBPU’s relevant experience, are outlined below.
1. Existing transmission planning processes are inadequate to deal with
transmission projects that link critically congested areas on both sides of a
border between two planning regions.
The Commission has had several opportunities to view first-hand the difficulties in
coordinating transmission planning between New Jersey (PJM) and New York City /
Long Island (NYISO).

Both areas have historically faced limits on the amount of

electricity they could import, and both areas have experienced shortages of generating
capacity.
The 2008 petition to the Commission by PSEG Energy Resources and Trade LLC, PSEG
Fossil LLC, and Cross Hudson LLC4 offers one example illustrating the difficulty of
managing planning and resources across the PJM/NYISO border. PSEG Fossil proposed

-3-
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to deactivate from the PJM system a relatively new 550 MW combined-cycle plant in
northern New Jersey, and dedicate its output entirely to New York. Cross Hudson was to
construct a transmission project linking the combined-cycle plant to Manhattan.
Coordinated planning across the region was especially important, because according to
the United States Department of Energy (“USDOE”), electricity customers on both sides
of the PJM/NYISO border “face threats to the reliability of their electricity supply.”5 The
USDOE added that “[U]nless constraints into northern New Jersey are mitigated, that
area faces violations of NERC and PJM reliability and planning criteria by 2014.”6 The
USDOE had specifically recognized that transmission lines linking congested areas of
New York and New Jersey could make New Jersey’s problems worse. Referring to the
Neptune transmission line between New Jersey and Long Island, the USDOE said that
the line “will move electricity from New Jersey to Long Island; the line will ease Long
Island’s supply needs, but it may exacerbate New Jersey’s local reliability and supply
problems.” 7
Accordingly, the PSEG/Cross Hudson project created high stakes for New Jersey and
New York. However, as detailed in the NJBPU’s intervention and protest before the
Commission in that case, there was virtually no coordination between PJM and the
4

Docket No. EL08-35-000.

5

United States Department of Energy, Docket No. 2007–OE–01, Mid-Atlantic Area National Interest Electric
Transmission Corridor; Docket No. 2007–OE–02, Southwest Area National Interest Electric Transmission Corridor
National Electric Transmission Congestion Report, 72 Fed. Reg. 56992, 56996, October 5, 2007 (“National Corridor
Designation”).
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NYISO in connection with the project. Neither was there any significant coordination
between New York and New Jersey. A project that promised to improve the reliability
and supply of electricity in New York, at New Jersey’s expense, clearly illustrated the
need for coordinated planning among the states and planning entities on either side of the
PJM/NYISO border. The lack of such coordination showed the flaws in the existing
planning process.
2. An interconnection-wide planning process will hinder resolution of localized
issues of reliability and equity across the border between two congested planning
areas.
Interconnection-wide planning has been proposed as a solution to the lack of interregional coordination. However, expanding the scale of planning to encompass an entire
interconnection is exactly the opposite of what is needed to remedy local reliability and
congestion problems between New York and New Jersey. These local problems arise
from the lack of coordinated planning over the seams of two planning regions (NYISO
and PJM) and bringing more regions to the planning process is not going to help
addressing the specific coordination problems between NYISO and PJM. Any solution
must involve localized coordination of planning to address localized issues around the
seams.

6

Id. footnote 5 at 57005.
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A larger, interconnection-wide planning process makes the resolution of local issues
more difficult, not less so.

An interconnection-wide planning process complicates

decision-making and reduces rather than enhances the opportunities for stakeholders with
local interests to participate effectively in planning activities that span different regions.
Specifically, as the geographic scope of a planning effort is expanded, the number of
stakeholders, the number of affected states, and the diversity of interests, all expand as
well. This expansion does not help to coordinate planning for localized issues that
happen to cross a regional border, because it dilutes the interests of the stakeholders who
have the most at stake. Furthermore, it makes active participation challenging at best,
because planning discussions are held at meeting sites that are more likely to be remote
from many stakeholders. Teleconferences are no solution, because stakeholders
participating by teleconference are at a severe disadvantage in interacting with the other
stakeholders.

7

U.S. Department of Energy, “National Electric Transmission Congestion Study,” August 2006, at 56
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3. A consistent approach to planning, which allows effective consideration of
demand resources as well as strategically sized and located supply resources, is
essential to identify and implement least-cost solutions to reliability problems
that are consistent with state and national public policy.
Current planning processes aimed at preserving reliability focus on transmission solutions
to reliability problems. Alternative or complementary solutions can be found in demand
resources (such as demand response, energy efficiency, and distributed storage) as well as
in strategically sized and located supply resources. A process that seriously considers
these alternatives offers opportunities to preserve reliability, at a lower cost and with
greater prudence, than a process that focuses on transmission alone.

This is especially true when public policy is in flux. Congress is considering legislation
that would impose a cap on greenhouse gas emissions from electric generation and set
minimum requirements for renewable energy. These developments can significantly
change the profile of our electric generation infrastructure in the relatively near future –
well within the decades-long life of major transmission expansions. Current planning
processes are largely blind to these changes, instead planning transmission improvements
as if tomorrow’s generation infrastructure will look more or less as it does today. The
transmission investments that result may well turn out to be overly expensive and unwise.
In contrast, the alternatives and complements to transmission outlined above can be more
adaptable to an uncertain future.

-7-
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Transmission solutions tend to be favored because transmission improvements can be
required to be undertaken much more directly than energy efficiency, demand response,
or strategically located generation.

However, that fact should not preclude serious

consideration of these alternatives.

Just as current planning processes provide an

opportunity for transmission owners to offer transmission solutions, an improved
planning process can offer the same opportunity to alternatives to transmission. At the
very least, a solicitation of such alternatives will provide the planning authority with a
wider range of solutions to reliability and congestion issues.

PJM has recognized the need to accommodate public policy changes in its planning
process. In a White Paper8 submitted in this docket, PJM recognizes that its Regional
Transmission Expansion Planning process accommodates transmission projects to
address reliability needs and deliver economic benefits, but does not accommodate
transmission projects to address public policy needs such as the incorporation of
renewable energy into the grid. PJM suggests in its White Paper that it would be
beneficial to allow RTOs to consider and recommend projects that not only solve
reliability issues but can take into account public policy objectives. The governors of
New Jersey, Maryland, Virginia and Delaware agreed, submitting comments in this
docket urging FERC to order PJM to revise its planning process in a manner that
accommodates offshore wind developments and the RPS needs of PJM states.
8

PJM, “PJM’s Regional Transmission Expansion Planning Process,” Docket No. AD09-8-000, September 21, 2009.
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WHEREFORE, the NJBPU respectfully provides these comments in response to
FERC’s Notice of Requests for Comments on Transmission Planning Processes under
Order No. 890. The NJBPU respectfully requests that FERC recognize the important role
that local solutions play in addressing reliability, congestion and public policy objectives
and give priority to these solutions in all planning processes.
Respectfully submitted,
ANNE MILGRAM
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF NEW JERSEY
Attorney for the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities
By:___/s/________________________
Kenneth Sheehan
Deputy Attorney General
State of New Jersey
Office of the Attorney General

All communications with respect to this matter should be addressed as follows:
Kenneth J. Sheehan
Deputy Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
Division of Law
Department of Law and Public Safety
124 Halsey Street
P.O. Box 45029
Newark, New Jersey 07101
P (973) 648-3709
Kenneth.Sheehan@dol.lps.state.nj.us

Dated: November 30, 2009
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Damase Hebert
Counsel’s Office
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities
Two Gateway Center
Newark, New Jersey 07102
P (973) 648-7557
Damase.hebert@bpu.state.nj.us
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that I have on this 30th day of November, 2009, caused the foregoing document
to be served upon each party designated on the official service list compiled by the Secretary in
this proceeding.

Respectfully submitted,
ANNE MILGRAM
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF NEW JERSEY
Attorney for the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities
By:____/s/_______________________
Kenneth J. Sheehan
Deputy Attorney General
State of New Jersey
Office of the Attorney General

Dated: November 30, 2009
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Generating Unit Modeling Issues
The generating unit characteristics indicate the probability of a unit’s availability to serve load, either at its
full rating or when derated. Typically, it is advantageous to model individual units, as opposed to
combining units within a given plant. The probability of being unavailable is a cumulative calculation with
the multiplication done by each unit modeled.
For example, if two 50 MW units, each with a 10% EFORd, are modeled as a single 100 MW unit with a
10% EFORd, the plant would have a 10 percent chance of providing zero capacity to serve load.
Alternatively, if these two 50 MW units were modeled individually, that same plant would have only a 1
percent chance of providing zero capacity to serve load. Therefore, modeling the two units individually
captures the true reliability value of the plant.
The model has a limitation of rounding to the nearest tensof megawatts. For example, any units of size
ranging from 0-4 MWs will round to zero; hence units sizedfrom 5 MW to 14 MW will round to ten, etc. This
limitation should be kept in mind so that the model’s aggregate rounded summer rating megawatt value is
similar to the unit’s actual aggregate value.

!

Fleet-based Performance by Primary Fuel Category
The PJM RTO fleet of units is summarized, by primaryfuel, in Table II-6 for the 2012/ 2013 delivery year.
This summary is based on the individual detailed unit model (i.e. where the smaller units have not been
combined in groups of 10 MW). This summary reflects the “blending” process discussed above to determine
the table values. This summary also uses the actual summer net dependable rating (SND) of all units, as
opposed to using the rounded value discussed above. Mostof the values in this report are based on the
rounded capacity values.
The outage rate for wind units, however, reflects thePJM stakeholder process modeling, not actual outage
event data.

Table II - 6: PJM RTO Fleet-based Unit Performance by Primary Fuel Category
2012 / 2013
Delivery Year
Fossil
Nuclear
C_Turbine
Hydro
Com_Cycle
Diesel
Wind
Other
PJM RTO Total

# of Units

Actual
Capacity MW

% Total
MW

Forced Outage
Rates %

344
33
476
123
131
39
169
51
1366

82,321
29,208
26,598
7,767
22,923
373
840
1,918
171,948

47.9%
17.0%
15.5%
4.5%
13.3%
0.2%
0.5%
1.1%
100.0%

9.86%
2.38%
10.97%
2.92%
6.98%
10.29%
0.00%
8.35%
7.24%

Ambient
Tempurature
Derating (MW)
884
1368
248

2500

Figure II-5 charts all PJM RTO capacity by fuel type for the 2012 / 2013 Delivery Year. Values are shown in
megawatts.

© PJM Interconnection 2008. All rights reserved.
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Figure II - 5: PJM RTO Capacity by Fuel Type

Delivery Year 2012 / 2013 Capacity (MW)
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Modeling of Generating Units’ Ambient Deratings
Per the approved rules in place for PJM Operations,Planning and Markets, a unit can operate at less than its
SND rating and still not incur a GADS outage event. All modeled units, are based on eGADS submitted data.
The ambient derate modeling assumption and the eGADS data allow all observed outages to be modeled as
seen by PJM Operations Staff.
Derating of generating units affected by hot and humidsummer conditions also captures the increased risk
due to limited output from certain generators caused bymore extreme-than-expected ambient weather
conditions.
Per the RRS assumptions, 2,500 MW was derated in the peak summer period to model this risk. This
derating is consistent with that modeled by the NYSRC , “New York Control Area Control Area Installed
Capacity Requirement for the Period May 2008 through April 2009 - Final Report” (see report dated
December 14, 2007 at: http://www.nysrc.org/pdf/Reports/Final%202008%20IRM%20Report%2012-1407%20_2_.pdf ) in performing its adequacy assessment.
This modeling assumption was developed through closecoordination with the PJM Operations Staff.
Operations Staff who recommended a derating in the range of 2000 MW to 2500 MW derating be in place for
the RRS, based on experience from the Mid-AtlanticRegion. The scheduling of planned maintenance of PJM
RTO units in the summer operating period, increased the reserve requirement by 1.6%.

© PJM Interconnection 2008. All rights reserved.
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RESPONSE TO EASTERN ENVIRONMENTAL
LAW CENTER
REQUEST: ENV-138
WITNESS(S): MCGLYNN
PAGE 1 OF 1
SUSQUEHANNA-ROSELAND(2)
PUBLIC SERVICE ELECTRIC AND GAS COMPANY
DISPATCH
QUESTION:
Please identify and describe the existing generating facilities that will be able to send power
through the proposed PSE&G power line, and the ten largest generators (and their summer peak
capacity) that will benefit the most from the line.
a.
If you rely upon any documents in support of your response, please identify the
documents.
b.
If you rely upon the statement or expected testimony of any person in support of your
response, please identify the person and describe their statement or expected testimony.

ANSWER:
In actual operations, PJM dispatches generation from all areas of PJM to serve load in all areas
of PJM. As a result, power flows across all parts of the transmission system based on the laws of
physics. Thus, inherently, PJM’s planning process can make no presumption nor assessment as
to how or whether any generator will benefit from the Susquehanna – Roseland transmission
line.
The Susquehanna-Roseland Project was identified to resolve a number of reliability criteria
violations. In doing so, the Susquehanna-Roseland Project will enhance the ability of all
generating resources in PJM, in aggregate, to be delivered to the aggregate customer load on the
PJM system. The Susquehanna-Roseland Project is neither intended to deliver any one specific
generating resource or class of generating resources, nor is it designed to promote the future
development of any class of new generation.
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Time frame for power line approval extended - News - The Times-Tribune
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Time extended for power-line OK
HARRISBURG - The state Public Utility Commission will have until Feb. 12 to take final action on PPL Electric
Utilities' application to build the Susquehanna-Roseland transmission line after an agreement with the utility.
Under federal law, a utility may bypass state regulators and seek Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
approval to site certain transmission lines if the state agency fails to act within a year of an application's filing.
PPL submitted its Susquehanna-Roseland application to the PUC on Jan. 6, 2008, but agreed last month to a
PUC staff request to extend the time frame for the commission to enter a final order to Feb. 12. The commission
is scheduled to meet Feb. 11.
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