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Pursuant to Rule 212 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the Federal Energy 

Regulatory Commission (“Commission”),1 the American Clean Power Association (“ACP”),2

Solar Energy Industries Association (“SEIA”),3 Advanced Energy United, and MAREC Action4

(collectively, the “Clean Energy Associations”) submit these comments (“Comments”) to PJM 

Interconnection, L.L.C.’s (“PJM”) October 13, 2024 (1) Market Seller Offer Cap (“MSOC”) 

filing,5 and (2) PJM’s Critical Issue Fast Path (“CIFP”) filing6 (collectively, the “October 13 

Filings”).     

As discussed below, while the October 13 Filings include many proposals that, if 

accepted, would represent improvements over the current design of PJM’s capacity market, other 

aspects of the October 13 Filings would benefit from further clarification.   Additionally, looking 

1 18 C.F.R. § 385.212 (2022). 
2 ACP is a national trade association representing a broad range of entities with a common interest in encouraging the 
expansion and facilitation of wind, solar, energy storage and electric transmission in the United States.  The views and 
opinions expressed in this filing do not necessarily reflect the official position of each individual member of ACP. 
3 The comments contained in this filing represent the position of SEIA as a trade organization on behalf of the solar 
industry, but do not necessarily reflect the views of any particular member with respect to any issue. 
4 MAREC Action (informally, “Mid-Atlantic Renewable Energy Coalition”) is a coalition of over 40 utility-scale 
solar, wind, and battery storage developers and manufacturers dedicated to the growth and development of 
renewable energy across the PJM grid region.  The views and opinions expressed in this filing do not necessarily 
reflect the official position of each individual member of MAREC Action. 
5 Proposed Enhancements to PJM’s Capacity Market Rules - Market Seller Offer Cap, Performance Payment 
Eligibility, and Forward Energy and Ancillary Service Revenues, Docket No. ER24-98-000 (Oct. 13, 2023) (“MSOC 
Filing”). 
6 Capacity Market Reforms to Accommodate the Energy Transition While Maintaining Resource Adequacy, Docket 
No. ER24-99-000 (Oct. 13, 2023) (“CIFP Filing”).  Capitalized terms not defined herein, have the meaning defined 
or used in the PJM Open Access Transmission Tariff or in the MSOC Filing or CIFP Filing. 
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beyond the October 13 Filings, the Commission should: (1) direct PJM to explore additional 

changes to its capacity market that are necessary to ensure that the capacity market is able to 

ensure reliability at competitive prices as the resource mix in PJM continues to evolve, and (2) 

hold a technical conference on capacity accreditation, as proposed in Docket No. AD23-10.    

I. BACKGROUND

The latest round of capacity market reforms began with the creation of the Resource 

Adequacy Senior Task Force (“RASTF”), which had its first meeting in October 2021.  There 

were multiple RASTF meetings throughout the rest of 2021 and 2022 discussing numerous 

potential reforms to the current capacity market model.  However, as is generally the case, the 

process was slow and contentious.  Following Winter Storm Elliot, the PJM Board of Managers 

became concerned about the slow pace of reform at the RASTF and subsequently, on February 

24, 2023, initiated the CIFP stakeholder process by issuing a letter to the stakeholders.7  The 

Board Letter outlined four critical areas of reform for the CIFP to address: 

1. Enhanced risk modeling.  The Board stated it would like to improve the way PJM 
accounts for winter risk and correlated outages in its reliability planning;

2. Evaluation of potential modifications to the Capacity Performance construct and 
alignment of permitted offers to the risk taken by suppliers.  The Board stated it believes 
that it is appropriate to evaluate whether changes are needed to the Capacity Performance 
construct and to ensure that market sellers are able to reflect the risk of taking on a 
capacity obligation in their capacity market offers;

3. Improved accreditation.  The Board stated it believes that it is necessary to enhance 
PJM’s accreditation approach to ensure that the reliability contribution of each resource is 
accurately determined and aligned with compensation; and

4. Synchronization between the Reliability Pricing Model (“RPM”) and Fixed Resource 
Requirement (“FRR”) rules.  The Board stated it would like any changes in RPM rules to 

7 M. Takahashi, Letter to PJM Stakeholders, PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. (Feb. 24, 2023), available at: 
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/about-pjm/who-we-are/public-disclosures/20230224-board-letter-re-initiation-of-the-
critical-issue-fast-path-process-to-address-resource-adequacy-issues.ashx (“Board Letter”).
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also be mapped to FRR rules to ensure that supply resources and consumers are held to 
comparable standards.8

The Board Letter also noted that the PJM Board was “open to considering holistic 

proposals containing any items of scope in the RASTF on which stakeholders are able to reach 

consensus within the time frame of this CIFP process . . . .”9

The first meeting of the CIFP was held on March 29, 2023, where PJM presented its 

initial proposal.  The initial PJM proposal10 outlined the following priorities aligned with the 

PJM Board’s directive: 

 Enhancement of modeling of winter and general risks;

 Alignment of accreditation with reliability contribution;

 Review of the Capacity Performance (“CP”) structure and alignment with MSOC; 
and 

 Alignment of these changes with FRR.11

The proposal also included three additional elements that PJM considered necessary: 

 Reliability metric: Loss of Load Events (“LOLE”) to Expected Unserved Energy 
(“EUE”);

 Capacity market must offer requirements; and

 Forward-looking E&AS Offset.12

The CIFP process lasted six months and included multiple meetings discussing the initial 

PJM proposal as well as proposals for alternative capacity market constructs presented by 

various industry stakeholders.  The October 13 Filings reflects six months of focused dialogue 

between PJM staff and the clean energy industry and other stakeholders, and on the whole, if 

8 See id. at 2. 
9 Id. 
10 Capacity Market Reform: PJM’s Initial Proposal – CIFP Resource Adequacy, PJM Interconnection, L.L.C.  
(Mar. 29, 2023), available at: https://www.pjm.com/-/media/committees-groups/cifp-ra/2023/20230329/20230329-
item-04---pjm-cifp-ra-initial-proposal---stage-1-posting.ashx (“Capacity Market Reform: PJM Proposal”). 
11 Id. at 2. 
12 Id. 
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adopted, the October 13 Filings would represent an improvement over the status quo.  Further, 

although none of the proposals garnered sector-weighted majority support, the PJM proposal, 

which is reflected in the October 13 Filings, did receive one of the highest scores with 2.052 

sector-weighted support.13

II. COMMENTS

A. Many of the Proposed Tariff Revisions in the October 13 Filings, if Accepted 
by the Commission, Would Represent Improvements Over PJM’s Current 
Capacity Market Construct 

The October 13 Filings include many proposed improvements over PJM’s current 

capacity market construct. 

First, the MSOC Filing correctly proposes to allow Capacity Market Sellers the ability to 

reflect the incremental risks of becoming a capacity resource in their offers.14  Indeed, Capacity 

Market Sellers need to be allowed to reflect the incremental risks of becoming a capacity 

resource, meaning, they should be allowed to offer the larger of their Net Avoided Cost Rate 

(inclusive of Capacity Performance Quantifiable Risk (“CPQR”)) and CPQR.  Consistent with 

what PJM has proposed, CPQR should include: (1) expected penalty payments net of expected 

bonus payments and (2) the cost of mitigating the downside tail risk of penalty payments.  

Denying Capacity Market Sellers the ability to offer resources into the capacity market at their 

true cost goes against fundamental market design principles.  For resources exposed to risks that 

are beyond their control (e.g., solar resources during times when no irradiant sunlight is 

available), it is essential to allow these resources the ability to reflect these risks in their capacity 

market bids to ensure that the risks of participating in the capacity market are not only reflected 

13 Supplemental Voting Results – PJM Members Committee MC Meeting Date (Aug. 23, 2023), available at: 
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/committees-groups/committees/mc/2023/20230823-special/mc-voting-results---item-
3b---pjm---2---annual-proposal.ashx. 
14 See MSOC Filing at 32-34. 
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in their bids, but also in resulting capacity market prices.  The methodology PJM has advanced 

for MSOC review is reasonable and consistent with best practices in connection with risk 

assessment. 

Second, PJM proposes to introduce a new Performance Assessment Interval (“PAI”) 

obligation transfer for Capacity Market Sellers (the “PAI Obligation Transfer”).  PJM’s proposed 

PAI Obligation will enable such transfers to happen at a more granular level compared to the 

status quo which only allows such transfers to happen on a daily basis.15  PJM’s proposal to 

allow the PAI Obligation Transfer to happen on a more granular level will allow resources with 

known risk profiles (e.g., a solar resource that faces substantially more risk at night when it 

cannot perform) to more efficiently manage risk by trading PAI obligations that are currently 

spread across seasons and times of day.  

Third, the Clean Energy Associations also support PJM’s proposal with respect to 

deliverability studies.16  In particular, PJM proposes clarifications in two places that affect how 

studied deliverability impacts resource accreditations: (1) studying resources up to the greater of 

their CIRs or their “transitional system capacity”17 and (2) studying variable resources up to their 

“assessed deliverability” as defined in the PJM manuals.18   These clarifications will more 

accurately recognize and value the full contributions that variable resources make to the 

reliability of PJM’s system, which in turn, will enable more efficient markets and a more 

efficient use of the power system in meeting reliability targets.  

15 See MSOC Filing at 40-43. 
16 See CIFP Filing at 52-53, 
17 See id. 
18 See id. 
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Fourth, the Clean Energy Associations support the reliability risk modeling proposals and 

proposed transition period to allow time for FRR entities to align with new capacity accreditation 

rules.19

Finally, the Clean Energy Associations support maintaining the must offer exemption for 

intermittent resources.20

B. Certain Aspects of the October 13 Filings Would Benefit from Additional 
Clarifications and Improvements  

i. PJM’s Proposal to Require a Binding Notice of Intent Needs Clarification 

The Clean Energy Associations appreciate the need for PJM to better account for Planned 

Generation Capacity Resources when calculating a given locational deliverability area’s 

(“LDA”) reliability requirement.  As explained in the CIFP Filing, PJM’s intent is to reflect the 

actual needs of the LDA, and to revise resource needs if a resource is not actually offered into the 

auction.21  PJM has largely adopted the Market Monitor’s preferred alternative approach to 

require all Capacity Market Sellers of any Planned Generation Capacity Resource to provide a 

binding notice of intent if such resource will be offered into the relevant RPM auction before the 

auction parameters are posted.22

With respect to Base Residual Auctions, Capacity Market Sellers of Planned Generation 

Capacity Resources will be required to submit a notice of intent to offer such resource into a 

Base Residual Auction by December 1 prior to such auction, so that PJM has adequate time to 

model such Planned Generation Capacity Resources in the ELCC/Reserve Requirement Study 

model (which is used in the calculation of the Locational Deliverability Area Reliability 

19 See id. at 98-101. 
20 See MSOC Filing at 21-25. 
21 See CIFP Filing at 74.  
22 See id.
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Requirement).23  With respect to the Incremental Auctions, PJM states it “will not need to 

complete a new ELCC analysis and will only use the notice of intent to participate for purposes 

of calculating the Locational Deliverability Area Reliability Requirement.”24  Therefore, 

Capacity Market Sellers will be required to provide a binding notice of intent to participate in 

any given Incremental Auction at least 90 days prior to the Incremental Auction.25

Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Commission should also ensure that PJM’s proposal 

adequately accounts for the possibility that a Capacity Market Seller of a Planned Generation 

Capacity Resource might fully expect such resource to be deliverable during a Delivery Year at 

the time it submits an initial binding notice of intent into a given capacity market auction, but 

due to issues outside the seller’s control that arise after the seller submits its notice of intent but 

prior to the commencement of the applicable capacity market auction, the resource may not be 

deliverable during the applicable Delivery Year.  It is not clear how PJM’s proposal would 

address such a scenario, whether the Capacity Market Seller would still be bound to offer its 

resource into the application auction, or what remedies may be available to such seller; therefore, 

additional clarification is appropriate.  

Furthermore, PJM should clarify its commitment to provide indicative ELCC values and 

any other pertinent information to Market Participants prior to the deadline for submitting a 

binding notice of intent.  This information is crucial for Market Participants with Planned 

23 See CIFP Filing at 74-75.  PJM explains that it “must run this analysis and post the results in advance of the Base 
Residual Auction, and therefore . . . must start the analysis by the end of each calendar year. Therefore, PJM must 
have such information in time and requiring Capacity Market Sellers to submit the binding notice of intent to offer 
by December 1 prior to each Base Residual Auction is appropriate.”  Id. at 75. 
24 Id. at 75. 
25 See id. 
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Generation Capacity Resources to be able to make the right decision for participation in the 

capacity market auctions.  

Last, PJM should also clarify how it intends to work with Market Participants who may 

not intend to offer their full resource as a Capacity Resource in a given auction, but rather only a 

portion of it.  Assuming that a resource will participate fully in the capacity market when a 

Market Participant submits the newly required binding notice of intent could cause confusion for 

PJM’s system planners and participants, and alter the system studies and information that Market 

Participants will receive to evaluate their accreditation, in the event that the Market Participant 

only intends to offer a portion of the resource in an applicable auction. 

ii. PJM Should Reconsider How Demand Response Resources Are Treated 
Under Its Proposal 

PJM should reconsider how it intends to treat Demand Response Resources (“DRRs”).  

DRRs have a required availability window of 12 hours in the summer between 10 A.M. and 10 

P.M., and 15 hours in the winter between 6 A.M. and 9 P.M.  These availability windows were 

defined by PJM and stakeholders based on the understanding that those were the windows of 

highest system risk. These availability windows are specified in the PJM Manual 18,26 but not in 

the PJM Tariff, as an operational element of the demand response program that did not affect the 

accreditation of DRRs. 

However, with the changes to the risk modeling presented by PJM in its October 13 

Filings, a significant portion of hours that are higher risk now fall outside these availability 

26 PJM Manual 18, Section 4.3.1 (“Capacity Performance DR is available for an unlimited number of interruptions 
during the Delivery Year, and will be capable of maintaining each such interruption between the hours of 10:00AM 
to 10:00PM Eastern Prevailing Time for the months of June through October and the following May, and 6:00AM 
through 9:00PM Eastern Prevailing Time for the months of November through April unless there is an Office of the 
Interconnection approved maintenance outage during October through April.”).
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windows for DRRs, especially after 9 P.M. in the winter.27  In maintaining the current availability 

windows for demand response, PJM failed to recognize the long-standing importance of ensuring 

that DRRs are available to respond during times of highest grid stress and the benefit that DRRs 

provide to ensuring grid reliability.  There are demand response customers who operate during 

the hours outside the current DRR availability window and therefore would be available to 

provide demand response services to the grid during times of grid stress, especially in the winter 

after 9 P.M. when PJM’s modeling identifies high risk hours. 

The treatment of DRRs in PJM’s proposal does not adequately address stakeholder 

concerns.  Now that the DRR availability windows affect accreditation of the resource in a 

material way, and thus the rates, terms and conditions of DRR service, these provisions should be 

included in the PJM Tariff.  Furthermore, and as explained previously, now that the 

understanding of the system’s reliability risk has changed due to PJM’s enhancement to the risk 

modeling, the availability window for DRRs should change accordingly.  The Commission 

should direct that PJM expeditiously engage with its stakeholders to consider revisions to 

(including potentially elimination of) the availability windows for DRRs to better align with 

hours of increased risk.  

iii. PJM Should Reconsider Which Resources Are Eligible for Bonus 
Payments 

PJM proposes to limit eligibility for Performance Payments to committed Capacity 

Resources to make “‘it relatively more attractive to accept a capacity commitment and the 

corresponding obligations.’”28  PJM further contends that this change creates a “stronger 

27 See Capacity Market Reform: PJM Proposal – CIFP Resource Adequacy, PJM Interconnection, LLC, 64 (July 27, 
2023), available at:  https://www.pjm.com/-/media/committees-groups/cifp-ra/2023/20230727/20230727-item-02a--
-cifp---pjm-proposal-update---july-27.ashx. 
28 MSOC Filing at 47 (quoting Affidavit of Dr. Walter Graf (Attachment D) ¶ 58). 
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incentive for Capacity Resources to be offered into the capacity market . . . and to exceed their 

committed capacity level.”29  Unfortunately, these positions are flawed and should be 

reconsidered.    

PJM ignores the reality that applying marginal ELCC to all asset types creates a paradigm 

where resources that are otherwise willing to take on a capacity obligation cannot do so when 

their UCAP capacity accreditation values decline as the resources in their asset classes grow.  

Once a given resource class reaches its capacity saturation point, the marginal ELCC values fall 

to zero for all members of that class.   

This phenomenon is directly impacted by changes in PJM’s resource mix that are entirely 

unrelated to the generator’s performance during critical reliability periods and the assumptions 

PJM uses in the ELCC calculations.  For example, PJM’s annual average ELCC values for 

tracking solar resources are 20% of nameplate based on a 64% winter and 36% winter LOLE risk 

allocation.30  As Dr. Rocha-Garrido correctly points out, because of the ELCC methodology’s 

greater emphasis on winter system needs, solar capacity values understate these resources’ 

contribution to reliability during the summer period.31  Again, Dr. Rocha-Garrido correctly points 

out that strong summer performance reduces the risk of LOLE events in LDAs with high solar 

penetration.32  Therefore, solar resources’ contribution to summer reliability reduces the annual 

capacity procurement target for the RTO and constrained LDAs—even after the winter-biased 

ELCC values reach zero.  This produces a result whereby PJM captures this reliability value in 

their reserve requirement calculation, without compensating suppliers accordingly.  Resources in 

29 MSOC Filing at 48. 
30 See CIFP Filing, Affidavit of Dr. Patricio Rocha-Garrido (Attachment E) (“Rocha-Garrido Aff.”) ¶¶ 45-48. 
31 See id. ¶ 47. 
32 Id. at ¶ 22.  
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this state find themselves unable to receive capacity revenues or earn Performance Payments 

despite their quantifiable and demonstrable contribution to system reliability.   

Accordingly, PJM should reconsider allowing all resources (including energy-only 

resources) to be eligible for bonus payments during PAI events if they actually perform and 

contribute to the reliability of the system during times of emergencies.  

C. The Commission Should Ensure that the October 13 Filings Are Not 
Preclusive of Further Capacity Accreditation and Capacity Market Reforms 

i. The Commission Should Direct PJM To Explore Additional Changes to Its 
Capacity Market Design Moving Forward To Account For PJM’s Evolving 
Resource Mix 

As discussed supra, Section II.A, while the October 13 Filings, if accepted, would 

constitute an improvement over PJM’s current Capacity Market rules, these changes would fall 

short of the fundamental reform that is needed to align the capacity market with a modern power 

system.  The grid is changing and the capacity market that serves consumers today is not the best 

tool to meet the needs of consumers tomorrow. 

PJM’s states and large customers have aggressive clean energy goals.33  Renewable 

energy resources will be needed to meet those goals.  However, without proper market design to 

enable efficient market participation, renewable energy resources that do choose to participate in 

the capacity market will incur higher costs that will ultimately be passed onto customers, and 

many of these resources may choose to not offer as capacity resources at all.34  Without 

renewable energy resource participation in the capacity market, the capacity market will be built 

to meet resource adequacy requirements that do not account for these resources, despite the fact 

33 See, e.g., G. Glazer, K. Siegner, C. Teplin, S. Toth, Scaling Clean: Assessing Market Options for Clean Energy 
and Capacity in PJM, RMI, 8-9 (March 2022), available at: https://rmi.org/insight/assessing-market-options-for-
clean-energy-and-capacity-in-pjm/.  
34 Even with a capacity market must-offer requirement, resources could give up their interconnection rights and 
participate on the grid as energy-only resources. 
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that these resources will exist and contribute to system reliability.  Further, batteries and certain 

types of limited-duration DRRs that are competitive on cost and rely on resource adequacy 

revenue streams may not be built if the capacity market rules are biased against their 

participation.  Instead, expensive thermal generation will remain online, via Reliability Must Run 

commitments, and market signals to incent new entrants will be dampened by uneconomic out-

of-market actions, with customers ultimately bearing unnecessary and additional costs.  

If the design of PJM’s capacity market is not optimized, there will be negative impacts on 

the reliability of the bulk power system.  Besides clean energy resources, PJM queue data 

suggests that gas-fired generators are the resources next most likely to be built.  Winter Storm 

Elliott in PJM and Winter Storm Uri in Texas, as well as updated reliability risk modeling by 

PJM,35 reveal significant vulnerabilities in the gas system that pose significant reliability risks to 

the electrical grid.  A capacity fleet dominated by one resource type that is susceptible to 

catastrophic common-mode failures is a recipe for disaster in a world where extreme weather 

events are more frequent and where we are increasingly reliant on the electrical grid.  

Accordingly, PJM should embrace the diverse and distributed mix of clean energy resources 

seeking to interconnect by pursuing robust capacity market reform to enable a reliable and 

efficient power system.  

Further, in the MSOC Filing, PJM proposes to limit Performance Payments so that only 

committed Generation Capacity Resources that outperform their expected performance during a 

Performance Assessment Interval, up to their committed level of installed capacity, are eligible to 

receive Performance Payments.36  However, during Winter Storm Elliot, many of the resources 

35 See CIFP Filing at 10-20. 
36 See MSOC Filing at 44. 
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that performed and provided energy during the performance intervals were renewable 

resources,37 which are not always Capacity Resources.  Under the new capacity market rules, 

these same resources would no longer be eligible for Performance Payments, unless they became 

Generation Capacity Resources. 

Moreover, the proposed rules in the October 13 Filings do not adequately incentivize 

renewable energy resources to become Generation Capacity Resources and impose unreasonable 

obligations on renewable energy resources.  To the extent PJM is concerned about encouraging 

renewable energy resource participation in its Capacity Market, it should not design a market that 

imposes unreasonable obligations on resources to provide power during times in which they are 

physically incapable of performing.  Notably, under PJM’s proposed construct, renewable energy 

resources would still be subject to Performance Penalties if a PAI is called at a time that the 

resource is unable to perform, such as solar resources during times when no irradiant sunlight is 

available in the middle of the night.  Limiting Performance Payments to Capacity Resources 

does not mitigate the risk of penalties renewable energy resources face when they are physically 

unable to perform.38  Without the ability to reasonably mitigate the risk of penalties, it may not 

be economically rational for renewable energy resources to participate in the capacity market at a 

time when renewable energy resources make up over 97% of the generation resources in PJM’s 

interconnection queue.39

37 See Winter Storm Elliot Generator Performance, PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 8-9 (Feb. 9, 2023), available at: 
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/committees-groups/committees/oc/2023/20230209/20230209-item-04---winter-storm-
elliott-generator-performance.ashx. 
38 See, e.g., Complaint of SunEnergy1, LLC, Docket No. EL23-58-000 (Apr. 5, 2023).
39 See CIFP Filing at 11 (citing Affidavit of Adam Keech on Behalf of PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. (Attachment C) 
¶ 10). 
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Moving forward, PJM should create a capacity market that better aligns capacity product 

and capacity obligations with resource characteristics and capabilities.40  While all resource types 

have the ability to provide reliable capacity to varying degrees throughout the operating day, the 

market should have a way to signal the attributes that it needs from the capacity resource mix at 

the times it needs those attributes the most.  This can be done by establishing a more granular, 

sub-annual (e.g., seasonal) market construct.  Such a construct is valuable when there are 

multiple periods with material reliability risk that have meaningfully different risk drivers.  

Whereas PJM previously modeled nearly all reliability risk as arising in summer months, under 

PJM’s updated reliability risk modeling, there is material risk in both summer and winter months, 

with very different drivers in each period. 

Moreover, a seasonal market construct would allow for more efficient price discovery 

and clearer price signals by resulting in separate clearing prices for different seasonal capacity 

products.  Additionally, it better aligns resource obligations during PAI events with resource 

capability compared to PJM’s current market design.  PJM should further consider separate 

products for daytime and nighttime hours.  Under the status quo, a solar asset has to offer at 

some level regardless of when during the day a PAI occurred.  With separate products, a solar 

asset would be obligated higher for the daytime product and at zero for the nighttime product (for 

which it would not be paid). 

40 See, e.g., Midcontinent Indep. Sys. Operator, Inc., 180 FERC ¶ 61,141 (2022) (Comm’r Clements, Dissent at PP 
3-4) (stating “I have spoken publicly about the need for the Commission to focus on emerging reliability challenges 
driven by the changing resource mix and increasing extreme weather and to show leadership in fostering market-
based solutions to those challenges. . . .  [I]t is essential that grid operators update their market rules to adapt to 
changing market conditions, and this diversity of efforts demonstrates that there is no single, one-size-fits all fix 
across all regions”). 
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During its stakeholder process, PJM contemplated moving forward with a seasonal 

market,41 but ran out of time to include a fully-developed seasonal market proposal in these 

filings.42  Accordingly, the October 13 Filings do not represent the full scope of the capacity 

market reforms necessary to transition to the grid of the future, and PJM must continue to 

expeditiously develop and implement a seasonal capacity market.  Therefore, the Commission 

should direct PJM to evaluate the merits of different sub-annual constructs, including two, three, 

or four seasons, and possibly markets with distinct capacity products for different times of day.  

Further, to ensure that these proposals are fully vetted, and ultimately included in the PJM Tariff, 

the Clean Energy Associations urge the Commission to continue building the record in the PJM 

Capacity Market Forum in Docket No. AD23-7 and explore seasonal capacity market designs 

that would allow PJM to design a market that addresses the grid of the future.  The Commission 

should also consider exploring such seasonal capacity market designs by issuing an order for 

PJM to show cause pursuant to Section 206 of the Federal Power Act (“FPA”)43 as to why PJM’s 

annual market, absent a shift to a more granular sub-annual construct, can ensure both reliability 

in PJM and just and reasonable rates. 

ii. The Commission Should Hold a Technical Conference on Capacity 
Accreditation to Holistically Consider Potential Approaches Outside of 
Individual Rate Filings 

Finally, the Commission should also act to consider capacity accreditation approaches 

beyond these proceedings.  In Docket No. AD23-10, the Commission has taken comments on 

ACP’s petition for a technical conference on capacity accreditation.  A wide range of 

41 See Capacity Market Reform: PJM Proposal at 11.  
42 See generally Board Letter. 
43 16 U.S.C. § 824e (2018). 
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stakeholders—including PJM’s Independent Market Monitor44—were almost entirely supportive 

of granting the petition.  While, as here, individual regions continue to take steps towards more 

effective capacity accreditation approaches, there remain significant issues which would benefit 

from a holistic proceeding outside of the timing and ex parte restrictions on any individual filing 

under Section 205 of the FPA.45  This is particularly the case because, in the absence of 

Commission consideration of this issue on a holistic basis, regions will continue to adopt varying 

approaches that may have significant differences in both rates and reliability. 

As one example, PJM’s proposed marginal accreditation varies significantly from other 

approaches in how the highest-risk hours affect any given class or resource’s capacity value.  

Fundamentally, proposals in MISO and ERCOT would directly relate marginal accreditation for 

all resources to their output during critical hours.46  All generators’ contributions would be 

assessed (and their capacity accreditation assigned) based upon their performance in peak hours 

under MISO’s and ERCOT’s approaches.  In contrast, PJM’s approach assesses contributions for 

each generator or class in independent reliability events.47  By assessing reliability during 

44 See Answer and Motion for Leave to Answer of the Independent Market Monitor for PJM, Docket No. AD23-10-
000 (Oct. 19, 2023). 
45 16 U.S.C. § 824d (2018). 
46 See Resource Accreditation White Paper, Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc., 19 (May 2023), 
https://cdn.misoenergy.org/MISO%20Draft%20Resource%20Accreditation%20Design%20White%20Paper628865.
pdf (“For the feasibility criterion, the [Direct Loss-of-Load] approach uses one [Loss of Load Expectation] model 
run to determine the accreditation value of resources and the Planning Reserve Margin Requirement.”) (emphasis 
added); see also 2022 State of the Market Report for the ERCOT Electricity Markets, Potomac Economics, A-6 
(May 2023), available at: https://www.potomaceconomics.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/05/2022-State-of-the-
Market-Report_Final_060623.pdf (“The [Performance Credit Mechanism], as described by E3, establishes a 
requirement for LSEs to purchase ‘performance credits’ (PCs) – earned by generators based on their availability to 
the system during the top 30 hours of highest risk – at a centrally determined clearing price.”) (emphasis added). 
47 See CIFP Filing, Rocha-Garrido Aff. ¶ 35 (“Add an incremental quantity (e.g., 100 MW ICAP) of an Unlimited 
Resource with no outages to the forecasted resource portfolio. This resource serves as a proxy for a ‘perfect’ 
resource . . . .  For each ELCC Class, setting separate runs of the ELCC/RRS model, add an incremental quantity 
(e.g., 100 MW ICAP/Nameplate) to the forecasted resource portfolio.”). 
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independent events, the sum of the accredited value for each resource class may not align with 

the overall system’s need in critical hours.  

While this may appear to be a minor concern, it can lead to significantly biased 

accreditation.  As a general heuristic, with PJM’s proposed method, generators with correlated 

output will receive lower accreditation than their output during critical hours, while generators 

with uncorrelated output will receive higher accreditation than their output during critical 

hours.  In practice, this approach is likely to lead to over-accreditation of 5-10% for thermal 

resources—meaning that they would likely be compensated for capacity that, in practice, they 

may not be able to provide.48  The Clean Energy Associations share PJM and the Commission’s 

paramount goal of ensuring reliability at just and reasonable rates.  While this distinction 

between PJM’s approach and other options may not affect whether the Commission considers the 

October 13 Filings to have satisfied Section 205, it demonstrates the importance of considering 

potential approaches in an open proceeding that goes beyond any single regional approach.  

Accordingly, the Clean Energy Associations recommend that the Commission hold a technical 

conference on capacity accreditation, as advanced in Docket No. AD23-10. 

48 Past analysis has shown that summer adjustments for variability and weather-dependent outages can range from 
4.6% to 10.3%, respectively.  See J. Dison, A. Dombrowsky, K. Carden, Accrediting Resource Adequacy Value to 
Thermal Generation, Astrape Energy Consulting (prepared for Advanced Energy Economy), 18 (Mar. 2022), 
available at: 
https://info.aee.net/hubfs/Accrediting%20Resource%20Adequacy%20Value%20to%20Thermal%20Generation-
1.pdf.  
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III. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Clean Energy Associations respectfully request that the 

Commission consider these Comments.
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