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I. INTRODUCTION 
 

Previously, pursuant to Rule 211 of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (the 

“Commission” or “FERC”) Rules of Practice and Procedure,1 the Sustainable FERC Project, 

Natural Resources Defense Council, Union of Concerned Scientists, and Sierra Club 

(collectively, the “Public Interest Organizations” or “PIOs”) submitted comments2 in support of 

the proposed revisions to the Reliability Assurance Agreement Among Load-Serving Entities in 

the PJM Region (“RAA”) and PJM’s Open Access Transmission Tariff (“Tariff”)3 filed by PJM 

Interconnection, LLC (“PJM”) in the above-captioned docket (the “ELCC Filing”).4  

Pursuant to Commission Rules 212 and 213,5 the PIOs hereby submit this Motion for 

Leave to Answer and Answer in reply to certain of the comments and protests filed in response to 

PJM’s ELCC Filing.6 

Rule 213 provides that an answer may not be made to protests or comments without 

authorization by the Commission.7 However, the Commission routinely authorizes such answers 

                                                 
1 18 C.F.R. § 385.211. 
2 Comments of the PIOs, Docket No. ER21-278 (Nov. 20, 2020) (“PIO Comments”).  
3 The RAA and the Tariff can be found in PJM’s “Intra-PJM Tariffs” eTariff title. See PJM, Intra-PJM Tariffs, 
https://etariff.ferc.gov/TariffBrowser.aspx?tid=1731. Terms not otherwise defined herein shall have the same 
meaning as set forth in the RAA, Tariff, and the Amended and Restated Operating Agreement of PJM. 
4 ELCC 205 Filing, Docket No. ER21-278 (Oct. 30, 2020) (“ELCC Filing”).  
5 18 C.F.R. §§ 385.212, 385.213. 
6 Comments and Mot. of the Indep. Mkt Monitor (“Market Monitor” or “IMM”) for PJM, Docket Nos. ER21-278 
and EL19-100 (Nov. 23, 2020) (“IMM Comments”); Limited Protest of LS Power Associates, L.P., Docket Nos. 
ER21-278 and EL19-100 (Nov. 20, 2020) (“Limited Protest of LS Power”); Comments of the PJM Power Providers 
Group (“P3”), Docket Nos. ER21-278 and EL19-100 (Nov. 20, 2020) (“P3 Comments”); Protest of Dominion 
Energy Services, Inc., Docket No. ER21-78 (Nov. 20, 2020); Mot. to Intervene and Comments of GlidePath 
Development LLC, Docket No. ER21-278 (Nov. 20, 2020); Am. Elec. Power Serv. Corp.’s Comments on PJM’s 
Effective Load Carrying Capability Construct, Docket No. ER21-278 (Nov. 20, 2020); Mot. to Intervene and 
Comments of the Nat’l Hydropower Ass’n, Docket No. ER21-278 (Nov. 20, 2020); Supporting Comments of Calpine 
Corp., Docket No. ER21-278 (Nov. 20, 2020). 
7 18 C.F.R. § 385.213(a)(2).  

https://etariff.ferc.gov/TariffBrowser.aspx?tid=1731
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when they assist the Commission in its deliberative process by providing relevant information, 

correcting errors, and clarifying the issues.8 

The PIOs’ Answer presents relevant information that will aid in the Commission’s 

decision-making process and will help ensure a complete and accurate record. Accordingly, there 

is good cause to grant the PIOs’ Motion for Leave to Answer and accept this Answer. 

II. ARGUMENT 
 
A. PJM’s ELCC Proposal as a Whole Is Just and Reasonable 
 

PJM’s ELCC Filing is designed to create and implement an Effective Load Carrying 

Capacity (“ELCC”) construct (the “ELCC Proposal”) for determining the amount of capacity 

that variable resources (such as wind and solar), limited duration resources (such as energy 

storage, or “ESRs”), and hybrid resources (such as combined solar and energy storage) 

(collectively, the “ELCC Resources”) can offer in PJM’s Reliability Pricing Model (“RPM”) 

capacity market. 

 The ELCC Filing was made pursuant to Section 205 of the Federal Power Act, which 

provides a mechanism for grid operators to submit proposed revisions to their tariff for 

Commission review.9 This is consistent with the Commission’s order issued April 10, 2020, 

which directed PJM to submit proposed tariff revisions relating to capacity valuation under 

Section 205 prior to October 30, 2020 if PJM wished to continue an abeyance of the 

                                                 
8 See, e.g., Pioneer Transmission, LLC v. N. Ind. Pub. Serv. Co., 140 FERC ¶ 61,057 at P 94 (July 19, 2012); Sw. 
Power Pool, Inc., 131 FERC ¶ 61,252 at P 19 (June 17, 2010) (accepting and permitting answers that “provided 
information that assisted us in our decision-making process”); Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 131 
FERC ¶ 61,285 at P 6, n.10 (June 18, 2010); Entergy Servs. Inc., 126 FERC ¶ 61,227 (Mar. 17, 2009); Duke Energy 
Ky., Inc., 122 FERC ¶ 61,182 at P 25 (Feb. 29, 2008) (permitting answers that “provided information that assisted us 
in our decision-making process”). 
9 ELCC Filing at 1; 16 U.S.C. § 824e; Advanced Energy Mgmt. All. v. FERC, 860 F.3d 656, 662 (D.C. Cir. 2017).  
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Commission’s investigation of the justness and reasonableness of PJM’s approach to capacity 

valuation.10  

 Certain parties have, in their comments or protests, raised concerns with specific aspects 

of the ELCC implementation proposed in PJM’s ELCC Filing.11 Such specific concerns are 

addressed in more detail infra.12 However, as an overarching response, under Section 205, PJM 

needs only to show that its ELCC Proposal as a whole will result in just and reasonable rates, not 

that the Proposal cannot be improved in any way. As courts have explained, “FERC has 

interpreted its authority to review rates under [Section 205 of the Federal Power Act] as limited 

to an inquiry into whether the rates proposed by a utility are reasonable—and not to extend to 

determining whether a proposed rate schedule is more or less reasonable than alternative rate 

designs.”13 The appropriate standard for review of a Section 205 filing, courts have instructed, is 

“not whether [one] method is more appropriate than [another] method, but rather whether the 

[proposed] method is reasonable and adequate.”14  

 Accordingly, the Commission should approve the ELCC Filing because, as a whole, it 

would meet the statutory requirement of resulting in just and reasonable rates. As the PIOs 

discuss in their comments, the ELCC Filing would provide a just and reasonable method for 

modelling the capacity contributions of the ELCC Resources, and would correct an unjust and 

                                                 
10 PJM, 171 FERC ¶ 61,015 at ordering paragraph (C) (Apr. 10, 2020) (“If PJM files, pursuant to FPA section 205, a 
proposed methodology or methodologies to determine the capability of all resource types for Capacity Resource 
qualification purposes on or before October 30, 2020, the instant consolidated proceedings will be held in abeyance 
pending Commission action on that FPA section 205 filing.”); For discussion of the broader procedural history, see 
PIO Comments at Point II.  
11 See, e.g., IMM Comments; Limited Protest of LS Power; P3 Comments.  
12 See infra at II.B–D. 
13 Nebraska Pub. Power Dist. v. FERC, 957 F.3d 932, 943 (8th Cir. 2020) (quoting Cities of Bethany v. FERC., 727 
F.2d 1131, 1136 (D.C. Cir. 1984)). 
14 Id.  
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unreasonable status quo, particularly for ESRs.15 More broadly, as the composition of the grid 

changes, PJM will need to develop increasingly sophisticated methods for evaluating and 

ensuring reliability.16 The ELCC Filing represents an essential first step in this process, and will 

provide a foundation on which PJM can build to ensure that it is ready to meet future challenges. 

Implementation of the ELCC Proposal will enable PJM to learn and refine its approach and will 

help support further improvement of PJM’s capacity valuation process.  

 More broadly, the Commission can and should also consider the strong stakeholder 

support that the ELCC Proposal received.17 As the PIO Comments note, the ELCC Proposal 

received a sector-weighted vote of 4.05/5 in PJM’s stakeholder process, representing 81% 

approval.18 The ELCC Proposal must still meet the statutory standard of producing just and 

reasonable rates, which it does, as the PIOs argue in their Comments and in this Answer.19 

However, the stakeholder consensus supporting the ELCC Proposal provides further assurance to 

the Commission that the ELCC Proposal, as a whole, reflects a just and reasonable balance 

between a wide range of interests among PJM’s stakeholders.  

B. PJM’s Proposed Implementation of ELCC Modelling is Just and Reasonable 
 

In its comments, the IMM contends that PJM’s implementation of ELCC modelling is 

                                                 
15 PIO Comments. 
16 Id. 
17 See Pub. Serv. Comm’n of Wis. v. FERC, 545 F.3d 1058, 1062–63 (D.C. Cir. 2008) (observing that the 
Commission often gives weight to RTO proposals that reflect the position of the majority of stakeholders); Sw. 
Power Pool, Inc., 127 FERC ¶ 61,283 at P 33 (June 18, 2009) (noting that the Commission “accord[s] an appropriate 
degree of deference to RTO stakeholder processes”); Am. Elec. Power Serv. Corp., 122 FERC ¶ 61,083, 61,509 (Jan. 
31, 2008) (“[R]egional or stakeholder consensus is an important factor to be considered in reviewing the just and 
reasonableness of a rate design.”) (quoting PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 119 FERC ¶ 61,063 at P 56 (Apr. 19, 
2007)); Regional Transmission Organizations (“RTOs”), 89 FERC ¶ 61,285 at 99 (Dec. 20, 1999) (FERC grants 
deference to RTOs “that have appropriate procedural mechanisms in place to ensure fair representation of 
viewpoints.”); Policy Statement Regarding Regional Transmission Groups; Policy Statement, 58 FR 41626-01 
(1993) (“[T]he Commission has the authority and is willing to give appropriate deference to outcomes produced by 
agreement of the parties.”).  
18 PIO Comments at 6.  
19 Id. at Point III; see also infra at Point II.  
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unreasonable because it does not incorporate certain specific variables.20 For instance, the IMM 

critiques PJM’s proposed modeling because it excludes details “like the effect of adding 

resources in specific locations . . . [and] potential interactions among resources based on network 

location.”21 But the IMM does not point to real-life situations where PJM actually modeled those 

highly localized interactions in other market contexts—because doing so would require a level of 

modeling granularity that does not exist elsewhere at PJM or other RTOs. PJM’s ELCC Proposal 

will utilize multiple data inputs to generate capacity values;22 these detailed inputs will help PJM 

model reasonable ELCC values. As P3 notes, inputs to the ELCC Proposal “are extraordinarily 

detailed in the level of technical specification they provide regarding the calculation of ELCC.”23 

Like any model, the ELCC Proposal likely will not be perfect (particularly right away, 

before it is refined by information gained through experience applying it). However, modeling is 

by its nature an imprecise science, and it is unrealistic to expect any model to achieve the level of 

detail advocated by the IMM. The key issue is whether or not the model includes enough 

variable to produce a reasonable level of accuracy, and it does. Notably, the model includes “a 4-

hour duration class for ESRs along with three other duration classes . . . which help more 

accurately capture the variety of ways that ESRs can serve grid reliability.”24 The various 

specific critiques raised by the IMM ask for a level of granularity that far exceeds what is 

reasonably expected of PJM in any other market context, and perfection is not the standard—

reasonability is.  

                                                 
20 IMM Comments at 13–14. 
21 Id. 
22 As highlighted in PIOs’ previous set of comments, the principle six data inputs are: “1) Historical weather and 
load data; 2) Historical output of existing Variable Resources; 3) Estimates of putative historical output for planned 
Variable Resources; 4) Forced outage patterns for Unlimited Resources; 5) Resource deployment forecast; and 6) 
Modeling parameters for Limited Duration Resources and Combination Resources.” ELCC Filing at 24. 
23 P3 Comments at 6. 
24 PIO Comments at 13. 
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C. PJM’s Approach to ELCC Auction Mechanics is Reasonable and Consistent with 
Existing Practice 
 

The IMM raises two technical objections to the auction mechanics included in PJM’s 

proposal. First, the IMM asserts various flaws in PJM’s model, and further notes that PJM does 

not have sufficient, accurate data to properly execute its proposal.25 Second, the IMM argues that 

PJM’s proposal is “incorrect” because it relies on pre-calculated, average ELCC values, rather 

than marginal values calculated dynamically for each resource during the auction clearing 

process.26 As detailed below, the IMM’s comments neither demonstrate why these concerns 

make PJM’s proposal unjust or unreasonable, nor address how the current situation is 

distinguishable from prior cases where the Commission has considered and rejected similar 

arguments. 

 First, to the IMM’s complaints on the model and its data sources. The IMM indulges in 

wordplay27 to claim that PJM aims to use “imaginary” values for resource performance.  

However, the ELCC Filing states that PJM will base ELCC on, among other inputs, historical 

weather and historical output of existing variable resources.28 Thus, far from the IMM’s 

insinuation that PJM will simply make up resource performance values, PJM proposes to use 

historical data when available, and conduct a reasonable engineering analysis of future output 

when historical data is not available. Simplifying, PJM proposes to forecast the output of wind 

and solar units based on the characteristics of the machines and weather patterns. The IMM’s 

comments fail to engage the substance of this approach, and offers no reasoning for why such a 

method is unreasonable. 

                                                 
25 IMM Comments at 10–11, 13–14. 
26 Id. at 18–20. 
27 Id. at 10, n.24. 
28 ELCC Filing at Proposed RAA, Schedule 9.1(A). 
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Forecasts based on historical weather and engineering analysis are commonplace in the 

PJM capacity market. The load forecast that RPM relies on includes estimates of the weather 

sensitivity of various load segments and calculations of how those respond to future weather 

patterns.29 The future outage rate of existing generation is estimated based on historical data of 

the particular unit when available, and of a technology class average when historical data is 

unavailable.30 Under current rules, the capacity value of variable resources is estimated based on 

unit-specific historical output when available, and average historical output of similarly situated 

units when it is not.31 The IMM makes no effort to explain why an approach that is reasonably 

used in at least three other situations within the same market suddenly becomes unjust or 

unreasonable in the context of the current proceeding. 

Second, the IMM claims that the ELCC Proposal is inadequate because it uses an average 

approach to defining ELCC values for resources rather than a marginal value approach.32 This 

contention is unavailing, because the average approach is just and reasonable. The average 

approach functions by assessing the ELCC value for a fleet of resources, allocating that value to 

the various classes of resources that make up the fleet, and then in turn allocating the value of 

each class to units within that class.33 This differs from the marginal value approach in that it 

does not calculate a unique marginal ELCC value for each unit added to the system. The average 

approach is reasonable, because the primary purpose of the ELCC Proposal is to model 

                                                 
29 See PJM Manual 19: Load Forecasting and Analysis, at Section 3.1 (Dec. 5, 2019), https://www.pjm.com/-
/media/documents/manuals/m19.ashx. See also Andrew Gledhill, Load Forecast: Education on Model Drivers, at 5, 
12, 23 (Oct. 2020), https://www.pjm.com/-/media/committees-groups/subcommittees/las/2020/20201022/20201022-
item-03-load-forecast-model-education.ashx. 
30 PJM Manual 18: PJM Capacity Market (November 2020), Section 4.2.5. Available at https://www.pjm.com/-
/media/documents/manuals/m18.ashx. 
31 PJM Manual 21: Rules and Procedures for Determination of Generating Capability, at App. B, Section B.3 (Aug. 
2019). 
32 IMM Comments at 18–20. 
33 ELCC Filing at Attach. C, Aff. of Dr. Patricio Rocha Garrido on Behalf of PJM, at PP 23–27. 

https://www.pjm.com/-/media/documents/manuals/m19.ashx
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/documents/manuals/m19.ashx
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/committees-groups/subcommittees/las/2020/20201022/20201022-item-03-load-forecast-model-education.ashx
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/committees-groups/subcommittees/las/2020/20201022/20201022-item-03-load-forecast-model-education.ashx
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/documents/manuals/m18.ashx
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/documents/manuals/m18.ashx
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reliability, and reliability can be reasonably modelled by examining the performance of PJM’s 

entire fleet of resources.34 Notably, the Commission recently approved a proposal by the New 

York Independent System Operator (“NYISO”) that uses a similar approach, and provides for an 

equal capacity adjustment value for each unit of energy storage up to a certain level of 

penetration, based on a study performed using an ELCC methodology.35 

Further, the IMM’s claim that stakeholders had insufficient time to develop a marginal 

value approach is not supported by the record.36 The IMM made several lengthy presentations to 

PJM stakeholders on the virtues of its proposed marginal value approach.37 The IMM also 

developed and proposed a package based on this approach.38 This package was resoundingly 

rejected by PJM stakeholders.39 

Additionally, the IMM claims that the use of dynamic marginal values is essential to 

efficient market clearing.40 However, the IMM has made these arguments in at least two other 

dockets.41 In both prior cases, the IMM also argued that a market must clear based on a 

dynamically calculated marginal value, and in both cases, the Commission rejected the IMM’s 

                                                 
34 See id. at PP 10, 20. 
35 NYISO, 170 FERC ¶ 61,033, 61176, at P 113 (Jan. 23, 2020); PJM, Effective Load Carrying Capability 
Presentation to Stakeholders, at 18 (Feb. 24, 2020), https://www.pjm.com/-/media/committees-
groups/committees/mic/2020/20200224-capacity-market/20200224-item-02-effective-load-carrying-capability-
elcc.ashx. 
36 IMM Comments at 2–3. 
37 See, e.g., ELCC – IMM Proposal (Aug. 7, 2020), https://www.pjm.com/-/media/committees-groups/task-
forces/ccstf/2020/20200807/20200807-item-06c-imm-package.ashx; ELCC - IMM Proposal (Aug. 12, 2020), 
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/committees-groups/task-forces/ccstf/2020/20200812/20200812-item-06a-elcc-mmu-
package-and-folllow-up-discussion.ashx. 
38 Options And Packages Matrix – Post Meeting – Corrected, at excel sheet 3. Package Matrix, column “C-IMM”  
(Aug. 2020), https://www.pjm.com/-/media/committees-groups/task-forces/ccstf/2020/20200812/20200812-options-
packages-matrix-post-meeting-20200817-correction.ashx.  
39 See PJM Markets and Reliability Committee, Capacity Capability Senior Task Force, at 4 (Aug. 2020) (showing 
94-6 vote against the IMM package), https://pjm.com/-/media/committees-groups/committees/mrc/2020/20200831-
special/20200831-item-01-1-ccstf-voting-results-presentation.ashx. 
40 IMM Comments at 19. 
41 See Answer and Mot. for Leave to Answer of the IMM for PJM, at 6–12, Docket No. ER18-87 (Dec. 2017). See 
also Comments of the IMM for PJM, Docket No. ER12-2391-001 (Oct. 2012).  

https://www.pjm.com/-/media/committees-groups/committees/mic/2020/20200224-capacity-market/20200224-item-02-effective-load-carrying-capability-elcc.ashx
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/committees-groups/committees/mic/2020/20200224-capacity-market/20200224-item-02-effective-load-carrying-capability-elcc.ashx
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/committees-groups/committees/mic/2020/20200224-capacity-market/20200224-item-02-effective-load-carrying-capability-elcc.ashx
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/committees-groups/task-forces/ccstf/2020/20200807/20200807-item-06c-imm-package.ashx
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/committees-groups/task-forces/ccstf/2020/20200807/20200807-item-06c-imm-package.ashx
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/committees-groups/task-forces/ccstf/2020/20200812/20200812-item-06a-elcc-mmu-package-and-folllow-up-discussion.ashx
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/committees-groups/task-forces/ccstf/2020/20200812/20200812-item-06a-elcc-mmu-package-and-folllow-up-discussion.ashx
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/committees-groups/task-forces/ccstf/2020/20200812/20200812-options-packages-matrix-post-meeting-20200817-correction.ashx
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/committees-groups/task-forces/ccstf/2020/20200812/20200812-options-packages-matrix-post-meeting-20200817-correction.ashx
https://pjm.com/-/media/committees-groups/committees/mrc/2020/20200831-special/20200831-item-01-1-ccstf-voting-results-presentation.ashx
https://pjm.com/-/media/committees-groups/committees/mrc/2020/20200831-special/20200831-item-01-1-ccstf-voting-results-presentation.ashx
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argument, and approved market designs similar to the one proposed by PJM in the instant 

proceeding.42  

D. PJM’s ELCC Proposal Reasonably Models Energy Storage 
 

The IMM also claims that ELCC analysis is “not applicable” to energy storage resources 

because it relies on assumptions about how the storage will be used in practice43 and claims, 

without analysis, that PJM’s results are “simply implausible.”44 The IMM claims that, unlike 

wind and solar, which function based on external drivers that can be accurately modelled, energy 

storage, as a dispatchable resource, could be operated in any number of ways that are not 

susceptible to predictive modelling.45 Although the IMM does not say so, presumably it intends 

for the Commission to conclude that these make the ELCC Proposal unreasonable. 

 Yet the capacity values of all dispatchable resources are based on assumptions about how 

resources will operate in practice. Many traditional generators have lengthy, expensive startup 

sequences. The capacity value for those generators is determined with no regard to start-up time 

or ramp rate, and without consideration of whether a resource owner might make an economic 

decision to risk a capacity performance penalty rather than begin a potently unneeded unit start-

up. Relatively inflexible generation resources enjoy a capacity value that treats them as ideal, 

perfectly dispatchable resources that are always optimally used.  

Modern energy storage, on the other hand, very closely approximates an ideal, perfectly 

dispatchable resource, but PJM’s Proposal determines their ELCC based on an algorithmic, 

possibly sub-optimal dispatch. In contrast to the IMM’s claims, energy storage is modeled more 

rigorously than other capacity resources. Thus, the IMM’s comments appear to be arguing in 

                                                 
42 See PJM, 141 FERC ¶ 61,134 at P 85; PJM, 162 FERC ¶ 61,295 at P 53 (Mar. 30, 2018). 
43 IMM Comments at 20. 
44 Id. at 11. 
45 Id. at 20–21.  
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favor of discriminatory treatment, where highly flexible storage is discounted based on some 

assumption of inefficient dispatch, while less flexible traditional generation is treated as perfectly 

used. 

The IMM further claims that PJM’s findings that four and eight hour batteries are the 

approximate equivalent of a traditional generator are “implausible.”46 This claim misses both the 

purpose of a capacity market and prior findings by the Commission. Capacity markets exist to 

ensure sufficient capacity to serve loads during peak periods. Load during off-peak periods is 

easily served by the capacity needed to serve the peak periods. Additional capacity during off-

peak periods does not bring any additional benefit. An increase or decrease in availability during 

off-peak periods thus has no impact on the system’s total capacity needs. This is the basis behind 

more than fifty years of FERC and Federal Power Commission precedent that cost causation for 

capacity charges best relies on demand during peak periods.47 PJM’s finding that storage capable 

of serving peak hours has nearly the same capacity value as a generator is merely reflecting this 

aspect of markets. 

Further, in other proceedings, the Commission has found reasonable rules that provide 

that demand response with limited duration brings equivalent capacity value to traditional 

generation, up to a limited amount of demand response.48 PJM’s current proposal further refines 

this concept: small amounts of limited duration storage have capacity value close to generation, 

but the ELCC model will decrease this capacity value as more storage is deployed, or increase it 

as other changes create more need for short-duration energy. In contrast to being “implausible,” 

                                                 
46 Id. at 11. 
47 See, e.g., Wisconsin Michigan Power Co., 31 FPC 1445, 1454 (1964). 
48 PJM, 146 FERC ¶ 61,052 at PP 5–6 (Jan. 30, 2014). 
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PJM’s results reflect actual system needs and put short duration resources on more rigorous 

analytical footing than they have been in the past.  

Finally, the Commission has recently approved NYISO’s proposal to use an ELCC-based 

methodology to determine the capacity valuation for energy storage.49 As noted by PJM in a 

stakeholder presentation regarding ELCC, NYISO’s approach uses a relatively simple tiering 

structure in which capacity value factors for storage duration classes remain the same up to a 

1,000 megawatts of penetration for limited duration resources, and then step down to lower 

capacity value factors after that threshold.50 PJM’s ELCC Proposal is much more sophisticated, 

and is based on dynamic system modelling rather than a simple binary stepdown, as explained in 

the PIOs’ Comments.51 As such, if the Commission-approved NYISO approach to modelling the 

capacity value of energy storage qualifies as just and reasonable, the ELCC Proposal’s more 

detailed approach to modelling energy storage capacity should easily clear that bar. 

III. CONCLUSION 
 
 For the reasons explained herein, and in the PIO Comments, the PIOs respectfully request 

that the Commission approve PJM’s ELCC Filing.  

 

Dated: December 11, 2020           Respectfully submitted, 
 

/s/ Devin McDougall 
Staff Attorney  
Earthjustice 
1617 John F. Kennedy Blvd., Suite 1130 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
dmcdougall@earthjustice.org 
 

/s/ Thomas Rutigliano 
Senior Advocate, Sustainable FERC Project 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
1125 15th Street NW, Suite 300 
Washington DC 20005 
trutigliano@nrdc.org   

                                                 
49 NYISO, 170 FERC ¶ 61,033, 61176, at P 113; PJM, Effective Load Carrying Capability Presentation to 
Stakeholders, at 18 (Feb. 24, 2020). 
50 PJM, Effective Load Carrying Capability Presentation to Stakeholders, at 18 (Feb. 24, 2020). 
51 PIO Comments at II.A. 

mailto:dmcdougall@earthjustice.org
mailto:trutigliano@nrdc.org
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Natural Resources Defense Council 
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Chicago, IL 60201 
jmoore@nrdc.org  
 

/s/ Mike Jacobs 
Senior Energy Analyst 
Union of Concerned Scientists 
2 Brattle Square 
Cambridge, MA 02138 
mjacobs@ucs.org 

/s/ Greg Wannier 
Staff Attorney  
Sierra Club Environmental Law Program  
2101 Webster St., Suite 1300 
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