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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
 

PJM Interconnection, LLC Docket No. ER25-1811-000 
 
 

 
COMMENTS OF THE MARYLAND OFFICE OF PEOPLE’S COUNSEL 

 
Pursuant to Rule 211 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the Federal Energy 

Regulatory Commission (the “Commission” or “FERC”), 18 C.F.R. § 385.211, the 

Maryland Office of People’s Counsel (“MPC”) respectfully submits these comments with 

respect to the filing by PJM Interconnection, LLC (“PJM”), pursuant to section 205 of the 

Federal Power Act (“FPA”) and part 35 of the Commission’s rules and regulations, of its 

“Revisions to Incorporate Cost Responsibility Assignments for Regional Transmission 

Expansion Plan Baseline Upgrades,” dated March 28, 2025 (the “PJM Filing”). 

 MPC filed a doc-less motion to intervene in this proceeding on April 24, 2025, 

which the Commission accepted. MPC is the statutory representative of residential 

ratepayers of utility services located within the State of Maryland. Pursuant to Maryland 

Code, Public Utilities Art. (“PUA”) §2-205 (b), MPC may “appear before any federal or 

state [entity] as necessary to protest the interests of residential… users of [gas, electricity 

or other regulated services].” 
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INTRODUCTION 

The PJM Filing seeks to amend the PJM Tariff’s Schedule 12-Appendix A and 

Schedule 12-Appendix C section (1) to incorporate cost responsibility for baseline 

upgrades in a recent update to PJM’s Regional Transmission Expansion Plan (“RTEP”).1 

The proposed amendments allocate cost responsibility for certain major electric 

transmission projects to load serving entities and, through them, to electric ratepayers 

based on their PJM-designated locational deliverability areas (“LDAs”).  

PJM selected most of the projects as part of its Window 1 (“W1”) competitive 

procurement that was conducted as part of PJM’s 2024 Regional Transmission 

Expansion Plan (the “2024 RTEP”). The total estimated capital expenditure for 

transmission projects covered in the PJM Filing is $6.654 billion, of which $4.8 billion 

was procured through W1.2 

The primary driver for the 2024 RTEP W1 transmission project expansions is 

geographically highly concentrated, very large projected electric load increases 

occurring in Northern Virginia in the Dominion LDA. These increases reflected in PJM’s 

2024 annual load forecast are projected for 2029 (when the 2024 RTEP W1 transmission 

projects are largely planned to go into service). These increases and their comparison to 

forecasted load occurring in the nearby Maryland LDAs are depicted in the following 

table: 

 
1 The PJM board approved the appendix filing on February 26, 2025. 
 
2 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C.; Revisions to Incorporate Cost Responsibility Assignments for Regional 
Transmission Expansion Plan Baseline Upgrades, ER25-1811, 3, n. 3 (March 28, 2025) (hereinafter “PJM 
Filing”). 
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Table 1: PJM Selected LDAs 2024 and 2025 Peak Load Actual and Forecast 

PJM Load 
Forecast Report 

 DOM 
LDA 
(VA) 

BGE 
LDA 
(MD) 

PEPCO 
LDA 
(MD/DC)* 

APS  
LDA  
(WV, PA, 
MD)* 

2024 2023 (MWs) 
(actual) 

21,993 6,406 5,872 8,584 

 2029 (MWs) 31,776 6,636 6,206 9,658 
 % Increase 44% 4% 6% 13% 
2025 2024 (MWs) 

(actual) 
23,128 6,766 6,162 8,816 

 2030 (MWs) 33,431 6,671 6,167 9,980 
 % Increase 45% -1% 0% 13% 
Source: Table B-1 Summer Peak Load and Growth Rates for Each PJM Zone and Geographic Region, 
PJM 2024 Load Forecast Report, PJM 2025 Load Forecast Report. 
* Both the PEPCO and APS LDAs are multi-jurisdictional. 70% of PEPCO LDA load is reported as 
Maryland jurisdictional; 15% of APS LDA load is reported as Maryland jurisdictional.  

 

The load increases in the Dominion LDA are due almost exclusively to forecasted 

incremental data center electric loads.3 4 Further, PJM’s 2024 and 2025 annual load 

 
3 See PJM 2024 Load Forecast Report, Table B-9, Adjustments Above Embedded to Summer Peak Load 
(MW) for Each PJM Zone and RTO, 2024-2039 (showing Dominion LDA load adjustments (for data 
center load increases) in 2029 of 10,623 MW, BGE LDA (0), PEPCO LDA (0), APS LDA (803); PJM 
Load Analysis Subcommittee (“LAS”), Dominion Energy 2023 15-Year Data Center Plan (August 2023 
(6+6) Forecast, presented at the October 18, 2023 LAS Meeting, pp. 9–10 (2029 year load increases of 
6614 (Dominion) and 1812 (Novec) due to data centers) and LAS meeting, October 25, 2024 (Dominion 
Energy Virginia, 2024 20-Year Data Center Forecast (October 2024) (6253 MW (2029); NOVEC (5861 
MW); ODEC (2500 MW) (for the 2025 PJM load forecast (issued in January, 2025, Dominion, NOVEC 
and ODEC (all in the Dominion LDA) prepared separate large load adjustment forecasts). The LAS large 
load adjustment filings are the basis for the preparation of Table B-9 of the PJM annual load forecast. 
 
4 In its Reliability Analysis Report 2024 RTEP Window 1 Report (Feb. 10, 2025) (emphasis added), at 6, 
PJM describes the objective of RTEP 2024 W1 as follows: 

PJM sought proposals to resolve identified reliability criteria violations identified in the 
RTEP 2029 model year analysis as well as those identified in the 2032 model year 
requiring long-lead time transmission solutions. The objective is to develop holistic and 
robust solutions to address the identified criteria violations. The large number of 
violations seen in the 2024 RTEP were driven by a number of factors. Heavy 
transmission interface flows are observed west to east on the system and is driven by 
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forecasts that future RTEP planning cycles will likewise require large procurements of 

additional transmission projects to address forecasted data-center-driven loads. 

The allocation of cost responsibility for these transmission projects under the PJM 

Tariff will unfairly and disproportionately shift the responsibility for a substantial 

portion of these costs to ratepayers in Maryland. That shift is contrary to bedrock 

principles of electric-transmission cost allocation. The BGE and PEPCO LDAs are 

projected by PJM’s annual load forecast used for the 2024 RTEP W1 procurement to 

experience relatively little load growth compared to the much larger Dominion LDA. 

The Dominion LDA currently is more than three times the size of the BGE and PEPCO 

LDAs when measured by peak load and is projected to increase by 44 percent by 

delivery year 2029/2030—with little or no growth in the peak loads projected for the 

BGE and PEPCO LDAs during the same period. As a result, whether measured on a 

megawatt or megawatt-hour basis, the PJM Filing allocates a disproportionate amount of 

these costs to these Maryland LDAs relative to their peak and energy demands—all 

 
large load increases in the Dominion zone and eastern PJM footprint. There is a 10 
GW and 15 GW load increase for 2029 and 2032 between the load forecasts used for the 
2022 and 2024 RTEPs, respectively. The significant load growth is attributed 
primarily to data centers, some electrification and electric vehicle developments. 
While the proposed reinforcements recommended through the 2022 RTEP Window 3 and 
the 2023 RTEP Windows 1 and 2 are performing well, there are additional load pockets 
in the AEP, ATSI, Dominion, PECO, BGE and PPL transmission zones that need to be 
addressed primarily due to a shift in generation flow as a result of overall system load 
increase and over 2 GW of generator deactivations. 

Although PJM in the quoted language seemingly does not prioritize among the several drivers of need to 
which the W1 procurement responds, it is a fair inference that the massive, forecasted load increases in 
the Dominion LDA are the primary driver. 
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driven by Dominion LDA projected load growth. The vast majority of the W1 facilities 

will not be in Maryland, nor are they required to serve Maryland loads. Yet the Maryland 

LDAs will receive a disproportionate “spill over” of cost responsibility because of how 

the DFAX cost component operates under the PJM Tariff’s method for determining cost 

responsibility for regional transmission projects.  

MPC does not, in these comments, assert that PJM failed to conform to the PJM 

Tariff in preparing the PJM Filing; rather, MPC asserts the PJM Tariff method for 

allocating costs is unjust and unreasonable because it is contrary to the “cost causation” 

principle which governs transmission cost allocation. The result is not just and 

reasonable because the costs are driven by the unprecedented context of huge, forecasted 

data center load growth in Northern Virginia and how that growth impacts the PJM 

Tariff’s method for allocation of cost responsibility. Moreover, these unjust and 

unreasonable impacts on Maryland customers will continue in future RTEPs, as PJM 

pursues future procurements of transmission facilities through the RTEP process in 

response to continued forecasts of huge load increases in the Dominion LDA in future 

years. Nevertheless, MPC is mindful that this is not the proper proceeding in which to 

challenge PJM’s cost allocation under its approved tariff.5 MPC reserves its rights with 

respect to possible additional remedial measures required to address these infirmities in 

the PJM Tariff as it is being applied. 

 
5 Order on Cost Allocation Report and Tariff Revisions, PJM Interconnection, LLC, 187 FERC ¶61,012 
(2024) P 29, citing to PJM Interconnection, LLC, 185 FERC ¶ 61,107 at P 25 and n. 52 (2023). 
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I. Cost allocation responsibility for electric transmission projects must follow 
the “cost causation” principle. 

 
The PJM Tariff implements a framework for allocating regional transmission 

facilities’ costs. The courts and Commission Order 10006 establish that framework, and 

the framework is generally described as the “cost causation” principle. The principle can 

be summarized as follows: 

When recovering the cost of transmission investments from 
customers, the costs allocated to certain groups of customers (i.e., in 
different utility service territories within a region) must be roughly 
aligned with the benefits received by these customers from the 
transmission investments. All cost allocation methodologies for 
transmission projects under FERC jurisdiction must satisfy this 
requirement, which is known as the cost causation principle. Cost 
causation requires that ‘all approved rates [must] reflect to some 
degree the costs actually caused by the customer who must pay 
them.’.7 

 
Prior to the Commission’s issuance of Order No. 1000, federal courts had issued a 

number of decisions articulating the cost causation principle indicating that “causing” or 

“benefiting from” a transmission project both satisfied the requirements of the cost 

causation principle to serve as justification for the assignment of transmission costs.8  

 
6 See, Transmission Planning & Cost Allocation by Transmission Owning & Operating Pub. Utils., Order 
No. 1000 (Order No. 1000), 136 FERC ¶ 61,051 (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). 
 
7 See John DeLosa III, J. Pfeifenberger, P. Joskow, Regulation of Access, Pricing, and Planning of High 
Voltage Transmission in the U.S., MIT, Center for Energy and Environmental Policy Research, Working 
Paper Series, 9 (Feb. 2024) (hereinafter, “MIT CEEPR”) (citing KN Energy, Inc. v. FERC, 968 F.2d 1295, 
1300 (D.C. Cir. 1992)). 
 
8 Ill. Com. Comm’n v. FERC, 576 F. 3d 470, 476 (7th Cir. 2009) (reversing and remanding to the 
Commission the PJM Tariff’s then applicable version of regional transmission facilities cost allocation); 
Ill. Com. Comm’n v. FERC, 756 F. 3d 556 (7th Cir. 2014) (same). 
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Order No. 1000 and subsequent federal court precedent further clarified these cost 

allocation principles, specifically requiring that the costs assigned must be “roughly 

commensurate” with the benefits received by each party.9 This accounting of benefits 

does not need to be done with exacting precision, but, under general principles of 

administrative law binding on the Commission—and rules approved by the Commission, 

such as the PJM Tariff—must be supported by substantial evidence of the burdens caused 

or benefits received by the party establishing by tariff a mechanism for transmission cost 

recovery.10 

The current version of transmission cost allocation implemented under the PJM 

Tariff, Schedule 12, arises from multiple and amended PJM compliance filings in 

response to FERC’s Order 1000, subsequent Commission proceedings, and court 

decisions on appeals of challenges to the PJM Tariff.11 Notwithstanding this history, the 

 
9 See Order No. 1000, P 622 (“The Commission adopts the following Cost Allocation Principle…: 
Regional Cost Allocation Principle 1: The cost of transmission facilities must be allocated to those within 
the transmission planning region that benefit from those facilities in a manner that is at least roughly 
commensurate with estimated benefits. In determining beneficiaries of transmission facilities, a regional 
transmission planning process may consider benefits including, but not limited the extent to which 
transmission facilities, individually or in the aggregate, provide for maintaining reliability and sharing 
reserves, production cost savings and congestion relief, and/or meeting Public Policy Requirements.” 
(emphasis supplied)). 
 
10 5 U.S.C. § 706. Under the Administrative Procedure Act, the Commission’s Orders will be upheld 
unless found to be “arbitrary and capricious,” or unsupported by “substantial evidence” and not the 
product of “reasoned decisionmaking,” which requires “a rational connection between the facts found and 
the choice made.” S.C. Pub. Serv. Auth. v. FERC, 762 F.3d 41, 54–55 (D.C. Cir. 2014); Electricity 
Consumers Resource Council v. FERC, 747 F.2d 1511, 1513-14 (D.C. Cir. 1984) (internal citations 
omitted). See also MIT CEEPR at 10, n. 45. 
 
11 See, e.g., PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 142 FERC ¶ 61,214 (2013), order on reh’g and compliance, 147 
FERC ¶ 61,128 (2014), order on reh’g and compliance, 150 FERC ¶ 61,038, order on reh’g and 
compliance, 151 FERC ¶ 61,250 (2015). 
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formulation and application of PJM’s Tariff is guided by and must conform to the cost 

causation principle.12 In the unprecedented context of massive, forecasted, data center 

load growth in the Dominion LDA, the PJM Filing is contrary to the cost causation 

principle, even while it may conform to the PJM Tariff in a technical sense. The principle 

is over-arching and governing in determining cost responsibility for electric transmission. 

It must inform PJM’s compliance with the FPA’s requirement that electric rates must be 

just and reasonable.13 

 
II. The zonal transmission cost impacts of RTEP 2024 W1 are significant for 

Maryland ratepayers. 
 
PJM’s Filing would assign $789 million in transmission costs for Window 1 of the 

2024 RTEP to Maryland electric utilities, representing 16.4 percent of W1’s capital 

expansion costs. Of these 93 projects, 32 are high-voltage projects that have their costs 

allocated through the hybrid methodology, with 50 percent of costs allocated to local 

zones through DFAX shares and 50 percent allocated to all zones via their peak load ratio 

share. Maryland utilities are responsible for 19.8 percent of the costs of these high-

voltage projects, even though most, if not all, of these costs are driven by load growth 

 
12 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 154 FERC ¶ 61,096 (2016), reh’g denied, 157 FERC ¶ 61,192 (2016), 
rev’d sub nom. Old Dominion Elec. Coop. (ODEC) v. FERC, 898 F.3d 1254, reh’g denied, 905 F.3d 671 
(D.C. Cir. 2018). 
 
13 Adherence to the cost causation principle follows a hierarchy—the judicially enforced principle can 
override the directives of Order No. 1000 or specific RTO tariff provisions for allocation of transmission 
cost responsibility of a RTO ostensibly in compliance with Order 1000. See ODEC v. FERC, 898 F. 3d at 
1265 (“However, compliance with Order No. 1000 does not necessarily ensure compliance with the cost-
causation principle—a pre-existing, more general rule that, in order to ensure just and reasonable rates, 
FERC must make some reasonable effort to match costs to benefits.”). 
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outside of Maryland; rather, they directly serve load growth in Virginia. Figure 1 below 

shows the W1 hybrid costs allocated to each utility; the load ratio share portion of each 

bar shows the costs that are socialized across the whole PJM footprint, while the non-load 

ratio share shows costs that are allocated locally through DFAX shares. It shows the 

outsized impact this method will have on the BGE, PEPCO, and APS LDA ratepayers. 

[comments continue on following page] 
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Figure 1: Zonal Allocations of 2024 RTEP W1 High Voltage Projects 

 

Figure 1 scales the transmission upgrade costs to the relative loads of each LDA, 

providing an accurate depiction of the ratepayer impact of the PJM allocation of 

transmission costs resulting from 2024 RTEP W1.14  

III. Dominion’s transmission upgrades are primarily driven by data center load. 
 
Since 2010, Virginia has offered a tax exemption for the construction of new data 

centers. This has led to dramatic load growth in Northern Virginia, which is expected to 

 
14 In contrast, in its prior filing in docket ER24-843, incorporating baseline projects selected in 2022 
RTEP Window 3 (PJM’s procurement of regional transmission projects in a prior planning cycle), PJM 
presented, in graphical format, an allocation of CapEx for the projects across the PJM LDAs, showing the 
dollar costs of the allocation by LDA in absolute and percentage terms, ignoring the relative sizes of 
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continue to increase substantially through 2039.15 Due to growing concerns with cost 

shifting associated with data center growth, the Virginia State Corporation Commission 

(“SCC”) requested that Dominion include additional sensitivity analysis in its integrated 

resource plan (“IRP”).16 Among other requirements, the SCC ordered Dominion to file a 

list of planned transmission projects, indicating whether each project is subject to PJM's 

RTEP process, and “identify whether the need for the transmission project is primarily 

being driven by data center load growth.”17  

In its supplemental IRP filing, Dominion identified numerous RTEP projects that 

were primarily driven by data center load. As shown in the figures below, 43 percent of 

 
electric load in each of the LDAs. See PJM White Paper, TEAC Recommendations to the PJM Board 
(Dec. 2023), at 56 (depicting the “raw” cost allocation of transmission projects to each LDA for RTEP 
2022 Window 3. Use of the 2022 RTEP W3 format to describe the 2024 RTEP W1 cost allocation across 
LDAs would be misleading because it is not reflective of the unit-costs of the allocation faced by each 
LDA. 
 
15 See, e.g., E3, Virginia Data Center Study, Electric Infrastructure and Customer Rate Impacts prepared 
on behalf of the Virginia Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission (JLARC) (Dec. 2024), 16 (“3. 
If current trends continue, data center load growth could lead to as large as a tripling of electric sector 
demand in Virginia in the Unconstrained Data Center Growth scenarios, relative to today’s levels, by 
2050. 4. This level of large and sustained demand growth driven by a single large customer type would be 
unprecedented in recent U.S. history, and would place significant pressure on system planners’ ability to 
build sufficient generation, transmission, and distribution infrastructure to keep pace; (1) Peak demand in 
Virginia could increase to over 60 GW, requiring substantial investments in new infrastructure.”), p. 23 
(“Dominion's 2024 IRP highlighted that metered data center demand growth doubled from 2017 to 2020 
and again from 2020 to 2024. This growth is not expected to subside soon, with Dominion forecasting 
data center peak demand reaching 9 GW (contributing to a 25% increase above current total system peak) 
in the next 10 years. However, there is significant uncertainty around key variables that could greatly 
reduce demand forecasts, such as processor efficiency improvements and new technologies such as liquid 
cooling.”). See also MPC’s, Protest and Comments in FERC Docket No. ER24-843 (Feb. 9, 2024); 
MPC’s Motion for Leave to File Answer and Answer of the Maryland Office of People’s Counsel in 
FERC Docket No. 24-843 (March 20, 2024). 
 
16 See Virginia SCC Order (Oct. 11, 2024); see also Case No. PUR-2024-00184, Dominion SCC Directed 
2024 IRP Supplement (Nov. 15, 2024). 
 
17 See Virginia SCC Order (Oct. 11, 2024) at 4–5. 
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planned PJM RTEP projects and 32 percent of planned project costs are primarily driven 

by data center interconnections, with an additional 18 percent of planned PJM RTEP 

projects and 43 percent of planned project costs driven by “mixed growth” that likely 

includes significant data center demand, in the Virginia-North Carolina area.   

Figure 2: Dominion Provided Planned RTEP Projects (2024-2029) 

 

 
 

 Figure 3: Dominion Provided RTEP Project Costs (2024-2029 in $Millions) 
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Because data center market segments are extremely concentrated and energy 

dense, the capacity stranded by load not showing up is less likely to be used by other 

industries, creating significant risks for stranded assets and associated bill impacts. For 

example, there are reports of recently delayed data center investments in Ohio valued at 

approximately $1 billion.18 Another report indicated that Microsoft has “let more than a 

gigawatt of agreements on larger sites expire and walked away from ‘multiple’ deals 

involving about 100 megawatt each.”19 Data center load represents an unprecedented risk 

to ratepayers and mitigations—including revised cost allocation approaches—are needed 

to address these costs that are being directly caused by these customers.20 

 
IV. The PJM Tariff’s current allocation methodologies unfairly allocate costs to 

Maryland ratepayers. 
 
The current peak-based load ratio shares used by the PJM Tariff to allocate costs to 

each LDA do not reflect the rapid growth of peak and annual load in Virginia delivery 

 
18 See Filby, Max “Microsoft pushes back $1 billion plan for data centers in central Ohio,” The Columbus 
Dispatch, April 7, 2025, accessible at https://www.dispatch.com/story/business/2025/04/07/microsoft-
backs-out-of-plans-to-build-data-centers-in-licking-county/82973097007/. 
 
19 See Vlastellica, Ryan and Newley Purnell, “Microsoft Dropped Some AI Data Center Leases, TD 
Cowen Says,” Bloomberg, Feb. 23, 2025, accessible at https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2025-
02-24/microsoft-cancels-leases-for-ai-data-centers-analyst-says. 
 
20 See, e.g., C. Kunkel, Institute for Energy Economics and Financial Analysis, Data Centers Drive 
Buildout of Gas Power Plants and Pipelines in the Southeast, Ratepayers at Risk of Subsidizing 
Unneeded Electric Infrastructure for Data Centers (2025), pp. 19–22 (discussing, among other matters, 
the risks arising from data center loads and load forecasting in the Dominion service territory); Eliza 
Martin, Ari Peskoe, Extracting Profits from the Public: How Utility Ratepayers Are Paying for Big Tech’s 
Power (2025), pp. 14–18 (focusing on the misalignment of cost causation arising from data center driven 
transmission expansion and the impact on residential customers, through the distortions arising from 
federal/state regulatory overlap regarding ultimate cost allocation); R Nelson, et al., Current Energy 
Group, Review of Large Load Forecasting Practices and Ratemaking Recommendations for Regulators, 
prepared for Western Resource Advocates et al. (2025). 
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zones. If the hybrid allocation were performed using projected load rather than current 

load, the impact on Maryland delivery zones would be significantly lessened. 

Additionally, the DFAX allocation results in significant cost allocations to Maryland due 

to its proximity to Dominion’s load growth. Maryland utilities have relatively flat load 

forecasts, however. These relatively flat load forecasts mean that Maryland ratepayers do 

not benefit from the significant transmission capacity expansion—nor will they see lower 

rates because of local load growth.  

Without performing a full bill impact analysis, the impact on Maryland ratepayers 

can be demonstrated using current and future load forecasts from PJM’s load forecast. 

Specifically, to estimate the relative magnitude of near-term rate impacts, we assigned the 

total W1 costs to 2025 using current allocations and to 2029 using the 2029 load 

projections Peak Load Ratio forecast. In addition to creating a metric to compare relative 

near-term rate impacts, the metric also estimates bill impacts under the circumstance that 

data center loads do not come to fruition and load ratios and DFAX allocations stay 

similar in the future.21 Figures 4 and 5 show the impact on Virginia and Maryland 

delivery zones in 2025 and 2029 using the $/MW and $/GWh measures.  

 
21 It is acknowledged that if data center load shows up, the Peak Load Ratio and DFAX allocators would 
allocate more costs to Dominion over the life of the investment. However, this is a significant risk that is 
not being adequately addressed, much less mitigated, by PJM.  
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Figure 4: Zonal Impacts with 2029 Peak-Based Load Ratio Shares   

 

Figure 5: Zonal Impacts 2025/2029 Scaled to LDA Loads (MWs and MWhs) 

 

Figure 4 (graphically depicted in Figure 5) demonstrates that the near-term rate 

impacts to Maryland ratepayers will be significant and suggests that if data center load 

does not how up, long-term impacts would continue to be significant. For example, while 

PEPCO is allocated a significantly smaller portion of total RTEP costs than Dominion, 

PEPCO’s $/MW is still half of Dominion’s, and over 60% of the $/GWh impact. This 

demonstrates the significant near-term rate impacts that Maryland will bear on behalf of 

projects directly caused by data centers in Virginia. Additionally, Figures 4 and 5 imply a 
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cautionary tale, that if data center load does not show up and, for that reason, load shares 

stay relatively the same in 2029 as in 2025, Maryland ratepayers will be paying for 

significant sunk costs due to data center related expansions.  

By allocating the cost of certain projects through peak-based load ratio shares and 

DFAX shares, the PJM Tariff’s method for allocation of transmission cost responsibility 

unfairly ignores the economic context of projects that serve state priorities and unfairly 

socializes the risk of stranded high-load factor assets. A fair approach would consider 

when transmission projects have local benefits beyond transmission constraints and 

incorporate annual load into the ratio-share mechanism. MPC submits that the current 

mechanism in these circumstances for cost allocation for transmission projects 

implemented by the PJM Tariff is contrary to the principle of cost causation which 

governs the PJM Tariff. 
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CONCLUSION 

Whether measured on a megawatt or megawatt-hour basis, relative to their peak 

and energy demands the Maryland LDAs, are allocated by the PJM Filing a 

disproportionate amount of cost responsibility for transmission projects driven by 

unprecedented huge, projections of Dominion LDA load growth. The Maryland LDAs 

will receive a disproportionate “spill over” of cost responsibility, when measured by 

their MW or MWhs of load, arising from the operation of the DFAX component for cost 

allocation under the PJM Tariff’s method for determining cost responsibility for regional 

transmission projects. This result is contrary to the principle of cost causation which 

governs the allocation of cost responsibility for electric transmission and is contrary to 

the Federal Power Act. 
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Respectfully submitted,  
 
DAVID S. LAPP  
PEOPLE’S COUNSEL  
 
/ss/_________________ 
/electronic signature/  
 
William F. Fields  
Deputy People’s Counsel 
  
Philip L. Sussler  
Senior Assistant People’s Counsel  
 
Office of People’s Counsel  
6 St. Paul Street, Suite 2102  
Baltimore, Maryland 21202  
(410) 767-8171 
 

Dated: April 28, 2025. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that, on this 28th day of April 2025, the foregoing 

“Comments of the Maryland Office of People’s Counsel” was either hand‐delivered, e‐ 

mailed or mailed first‐class, postage prepaid to all parties of record to this proceeding.  

 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
 
___________________ 
/electronic signature/  
Philip L. Sussler  
Senior Assistant People’s Counsel 
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