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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
 
Before Commissioners:  Cheryl A. LaFleur, Chairman; 
                                        Philip D. Moeller, Tony Clark, 
                                        Norman C. Bay, and Colette D. Honorable. 
 
PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. Docket No. ER15-643-000 

ER15-643-001 
 

ORDER ACCEPTING PROPOSED TARIFF AND OPERATING AGREEMENT 
REVISIONS 

 
(Issued April 10, 2015) 

 
1. On December 17, 2014, as amended on February 11, 2015, PJM Interconnection, 
L.L.C. (PJM) filed revisions to Attachment K-Appendix of the PJM Open Access 
Transmission Tariff (Tariff) and parallel revisions to Schedule 1 of the Amended and 
Restated Operating Agreement of PJM (Operating Agreement) to incorporate changes to 
how PJM:  (i) determines the price of reserves it procures in the real-time energy market 
that exceed its normal real-time reserve requirements; and (ii) how PJM allocates the 
costs of reserves procured in the day-ahead energy market that exceed its normal day-
ahead reserve requirements.  

2. For the reasons discussed below, we accept PJM’s proposed revisions, to become 
effective March 1, 2015, as requested.  We also require PJM to file two annual reports 
with the Commission, filed no later than 30 days after the end of the 2015-2016 and 
2016-2017 Delivery Years, respectively, as discussed below. 

I. Background 

3. PJM operates its system utilizing both primary1 and secondary reserves.  Both 
types of reserves are procured in the day-ahead reserves market to meet the Day-Ahead 

                                              
1 Primary Reserve consists of generation resources that can be converted into 

energy, or demand response resources that are available within ten minutes after being 
dispatched by PJM.  Primary Reserve consists of both Synchronized Reserve and Non-
Synchronized Reserve, with Synchronized Reserve representing on-line reserves that are 
electrically synchronized to the transmission system.  
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Scheduling Reserves Requirement,2 which is a requirement for 30-minute reserves to 
ensure that sufficient reserves are scheduled to meet the real-time reserve requirements.3  
PJM also maintains a Primary Reserve Requirement4 in real-time that must be met with 
Synchronized Reserve based on the system’s largest single contingency.  PJM uses the 
reserves it has procured in the Day-Ahead Scheduling Reserves market to meet the 
Primary Reserve Requirement.  The remainder of the megawatts from the Day-Ahead 
Scheduling Reserves Requirement is procured as Secondary Reserve, which are available 
within 30 minutes after being dispatched by PJM.5 

4. PJM explains that on days when load is expected to approach peak levels, PJM 
may schedule reserves in excess of the normal reserves typically procured in either the 
day-ahead or real-time energy market.  PJM explains that the additional reserves are 
procured based on risks that could reasonably materialize and for which PJM’s normal 
reserve procurement processes would not otherwise account, such as above average rates 
of generator trips or failures to start and the uncertainty of load and interchange forecasts.  
PJM states that if these risks do not occur in real-time, some of the capacity procured 
may not be economic, resulting in these additional reserves not being accurately reflected 
in pricing, thus suppressing market prices and creating out-of-market uplift payments.6 

                                              
2 See PJM Tariff, Attachment K-Appendix, section 1.3.1D.02. PJM Manual 13, 

section 2.2.  The Day-Ahead Scheduling Reserve Requirement is calculated on an annual 
basis.  It consists of two components: the load forecast error which is based on the       
80th percentile of a rolling three-year average of the under-forecasted load error plus the 
forced outage rate from 18:00 on the Scheduling Day through 20:00 on the Operating 
Day based on a three-year average.  Effective January 1, 2015, the load forecast error is 
2.154 percent and the forced outage rate is 3.78 percent, bringing the total Day-Ahead 
Scheduling Reserve Requirement to 5.93 percent for the ReliabilityFirst and East 
Kentucky Power Cooperative system (EKPC) regions of PJM. 

3 See PJM Manual 13, section 2.2. PJM has a separate RTO requirement for both 
the ReliabilityFirst and SERC Reliability Corporation regions. 

4 Id.  PJM has a current Primary Reserve Requirement of 150 percent of the largest 
single contingency for the RTO and 1700 MW for the Mid-Atlantic & Dominion sub-
region.  As part of this requirement, PJM includes a Synchronized Reserve Requirement 
that must be met with Synchronized Reserve, which is currently equal to the largest 
single contingency for both the RTO and the Mid-Atlantic & Dominion sub-region. 

5 PJM Transmittal at 2-3. 

6 Id. at 3-4. 
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II. December 17, 2014 Filing 

5. PJM proposes changes to its real-time energy reserve and pricing rules that govern 
in the event that PJM procures additional reserves, to ensure that additional reserves 
already scheduled by PJM are included in the updated reserve requirement used by 
market clearing engines.7  PJM explains that, currently, it uses an operating reserve 
demand curve when clearing the real-time market for Primary Reserve and Synchronized 
Reserve, i.e., a single-step function with a Reserve Penalty Factor, which sets the price 
for not being able to meet the reserve requirement, and establishes a maximum 
willingness to pay for the reserve product.  When the reserve requirement is not met, the 
operating reserve demand curve is used to value the reserve shortage based on Reserve 
Penalty Factors, which is typically referred to as shortage pricing.   

6. PJM notes that there is a separate operating reserve demand curve for each of the 
Primary Reserve and Synchronized Reserve products, which acts as a price cap; both 
Primary Reserve and Synchronized Reserve currently have the same Reserve Penalty 
Factor of $550/MWh.8  PJM explains that in January 2014, it procured real-time reserves 
in excess of its normal reserve requirements, but since these additional reserves were not 
included in the modeling, they were valued at $0/MWh, despite having actually provided 
value.  PJM states that this contributed to the suppression of real-time reserve prices and 
average LMPs.9 

7. PJM proposes to add a second step to the current operating reserve demand curve 
for both Primary Reserve and Synchronized reserve products that will add a new Reserve 
Penalty Factor for the Extended Reserve Requirement, equal to the normal reserve 
requirement plus the amount of any additional reserves that were scheduled after the 
conclusion of the rebidding period.10  PJM proposes to add the Extended Reserve 
Requirement with a lower penalty factor of $300/MWh, which will only be in place if 
                                              

7 Id. at 8. 

8 Id. at 9.  PJM's Reserve Penalty Factor, for both Primary Reserve and 
Synchronized Reserve, is currently $550/MWh, but will be $850/MWh, effective June 1, 
2015, for the 2015/2016 Delivery Year. 

9 Id. at 9-10. 

10 Id. at n. 23.  PJM's rebidding period is from 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM on the day 
before each Operating Day and is used by the Office of the Interconnection to schedule 
and dispatch pool-scheduled resources and to direct that schedules be changed in an 
Emergency (see PJM Tariff, Attachment K-Appendix, section 1.10.9). 
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PJM calls a Cold Weather Alert, a Hot Weather Alert, or when any other escalating 
emergency condition is active and PJM has scheduled additional reserve capability in 
real-time.  PJM asserts that this value is appropriate because, according to PJM, falling 
short of the Extended Reserve Requirement would not cause a potential reliability 
violation and because this value strikes the appropriate balance between the market's 
willingness to pay for additional reserves in order to mitigate system uncertainty and the 
unnecessary holding of capacity for reserves that does not provide any appreciable 
reliability benefit.11 

8. PJM’s proposal also revises how it allocates the cost of reserves that it procures to 
meet needs in excess of the normal Day-Ahead Scheduling Reserves requirement on days 
where a Hot Weather Alert, Cold Weather Alert, or escalating emergency procedures are 
in effect.12  PJM proposes to define the Day-Ahead Scheduling Reserves it normally 
procures as the Base Day Ahead Schedule Reserves Requirement.  PJM also proposes to 
define a new subset of Day-Ahead Scheduling Reserves called Additional-Day-Ahead 
Scheduling Reserves that represents reserves procured in excess of its normal Day-Ahead 
Scheduling Reserves.  The quantity of Additional-Day-Ahead Scheduling Reserves PJM 
procures will be based on an estimate of the amount of load that was not bid into the day-
ahead market (i.e., underbid load).  PJM explains that this proposed revision will move 
the majority of the commitment that currently occurs during the rebidding period into the 
day-ahead energy market by increasing the Day-Ahead Scheduling Reserves 
Requirement.  

9. The cost of procuring the Base Day-Ahead Scheduling Reserves will continue to 
be allocated to real-time load but PJM proposes to allocate the costs of the Additional-
Day-Ahead Scheduling Reserves differently.  PJM proposes to allocate the costs of the 
Additional-Day-Ahead Scheduling Reserves only to those market participants whose 
day-ahead demand is less than their real-time load based on differences between a Market 
Participant’s day-ahead demand and real-time load.13  PJM explains that it is appropriate 
to allocate the costs of the Additional Day-Ahead Scheduling Reserves based on the 
difference between day-ahead and real-time load because the underlying need to schedule 
the Additional Day-Ahead Scheduling Reserves is driven by underbid load in the day-
ahead market.14  

                                              
 11 Id. at 9-13. 

12 Id. at 21. 

13 Id. at 22. 

14 Id.  
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III. Notice of Filings and Responsive Pleadings 

10. Notice of PJM’s December 17, 2014 filing was published in the Federal Register, 
79 Fed. Reg. 77,469 (2014), with interventions and protests due on or before January 7, 
2015.  Timely-filed motions to intervene were submitted by American Electric Power 
Service Corporation; American Municipal Power, Inc.; The Dayton Power and Light 
Company; Delaware Division of the Public Advocate; Dominion Resource Services, Inc.; 
Electric Power Supply Association; Exelon Corporation (Exelon); North Carolina 
Electric Membership Corporations; NRG Companies; and PJM Power Providers Group 
(P3).  In addition, motions to intervene out-of-time were filed by Old Dominion Electric 
Cooperative (ODEC) and PSEG Companies (PSEG).  Exelon and P3 filed comments.  
PSEG filed a limited protest. 

11. In its comments, P3 states that PJM’s proposal is appropriate because it will 
reduce uplift, decrease price suppression, and allow for reserves to be priced consistent 
with market conditions.  P3 and Exelon further assert that PJM’s filing will allow for 
accurate market price signals while allowing PJM to maintain system reliability.  P3 adds 
that incorporating previously out-of-market commitments into the market is consistent 
with sound market design principles, and that incorporating operator actions into PJM’s 
clearing price calculations will send the appropriate signal required to make investment 
and retirement decisions.  P3 and Exelon both support the proposal’s cost allocation 
methodology to procure additional day ahead scheduling reserves when load underbids in 
the day-ahead market. 

12. In its protest, PSEG objects to PJM’s proposed cost-allocation methodology.  
PSEG asserts that PJM’s methodology does not apply to all additional reserves procured 
by PJM during the rebidding period when load underbids.  Accordingly, PSEG requests 
that PJM be required to remove its $300/MWh cap on Extended Reserves and, instead, 
price them at the higher of $300/MWh or the marginal price of primary reserves procured 
in that hour.  PSEG claims that PJM has failed to explain why these Extended Reserves 
should not be valued as much as the Primary Reserve, based on the standards developed 
by the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC), currently are valued, or 
why regular reserves are considered almost three times as reliable as Extended 
Reserves.15   

13. PSEG also expresses concern that PJM’s process to determine when the Base Day-
Ahead Scheduling Reserves and the Additional-Day-Ahead Scheduling Reserves are 
                                              

15 See PSEG protest at 6 (referencing the Primary Reserve and Synchronized 
Reserve Penalty Factors with a $850/MWh value compared to the Extended Reserve 
Penalty Factor with a $300/MWh value). 
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needed is overly discretionary and non-transparent, making it difficult for market 
participants to identify when PJM will commit additional reserves.  PSEG asserts that 
PJM’s proposed Tariff provisions provide virtually no guidance to market participants as 
to when or to what extent PJM operators might commit additional reserves and would 
impede the ability to hedge costs during times of system stress.  PSEG argues that PJM 
should be required to develop a bright line test for determining when it will commit 
Extended Reserves or, at a minimum, identify the factors that it will consider in 
committing Extended Reserves.   

14. PSEG argues that PJM should provide regular reports to its stakeholders 
explaining why it did, or did not, commit Extended Reserves during a declared alert and 
should advise market participants in cases in which it decides to procure Extended 
Reserves as soon as that decision is made.  PSEG argues that PJM’s procedure for 
procuring and determining the precise amount of reserves needed should be on file with 
the Commission, not relegated to PJM’s manuals.  Finally, PSEG suggests that PJM 
begin working towards the implementation of the five-minute settlement mechanism as a 
best practice that was identified during the price formation workshops.16 

15. On February 11, 2015, PJM submitted an answer to PSEG’s protest, noting that 
several of the arguments raised by PSEG were addressed by PJM’s response to the 
Commission Staff’s deficiency letter (discussed below).   

IV. Deficiency Letter 

16. On January 27, 2015, Commission Staff issued a letter to PJM notifying PJM that 
its filing was deficient, and requesting that PJM provide additional information regarding 
the process by which its additional day-ahead scheduling reserves would be calculated, 
how this information would be conveyed to market participants, how the Extended 
Reserve Penalty Factors were chosen, and whether other alternative values for the penalty 
factors were considered.17  PJM filed its response to the deficiency letter on February 11, 
2015. 

                                              
16 See Price Formation in Energy and Ancillary Services Markets Operated by 

Regional Transmission Organizations and Independent System Operators, Notice 
Inviting Post-Technical Workshop Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000 (January 16, 
2015). 

17 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., Docket No. ER15-643-000, Deficiency Letter 
(Jan. 27, 2015). 
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A. PJM’s February 11, 2015 Filing 

17. In its February 11, 2015 filing, PJM explains how it plans to calculate the 
Additional-Day-Ahead Scheduling Reserves and Extended Reserve Requirements, why 
these calculations were included in the manuals rather than the Tariff, an estimated range 
of additional reserves that might be expected, how PJM determined the value of the 
Extended Reserve Requirement to be $300/MWh, how PJM would notify and report to 
market participants, why the cost allocation for the Additional Day-Ahead Scheduling 
Reserves was appropriate, and further elaborated on some of the alternatives for 
procuring reserves. 

18. PJM explains that the Additional-Day-Ahead Scheduling Reserves is calculated as 
a function of a seasonal conditional demand factor to adjust the fixed demand and this 
amount is subtracted from real-time load to determine that Additional-Day-Ahead 
Scheduling Reserves.  PJM explains that the calculations for the Additional-Day-Ahead 
Scheduling Reserves were included in the manuals rather than the Tariff because PJM is 
allowed to include the computation methodology in the manuals by virtue of its technical 
nature and the fact that it does not significantly affect rates, terms, or conditions.  PJM 
further notes that the Commission will determine on a case-by-case basis if provisions 
need to be included in the Tariff.   

19. When asked about the estimated range for the additional reserves that PJM would 
possibly procure, PJM estimates that, had the additional reserves been in place for 2014, 
the top 10 peak days would have seen an Additional-Day-Ahead Scheduling Reserves 
Requirement between 0 MW and 9,000 MW.18  PJM typically would not expect that the 
amounts would be more than 2,000 or 3,000 MW and states that the reserve requirements 
would typically increase by 1,000 MW or less but can vary.  PJM explains that the 
penalty factors for the Extended Reserve Requirement were based on an internal staff 
analysis that determined that PJM had 85 percent of available megawatts at the amount of 
$300/MWh or lower and that PJM had initiated a stakeholder process that agreed with 
this valuation.  PJM further explains that it will continue to use its eSuite application to 
notify market participants when an alert is called, but would not be able to give any 
specific amounts on the additional reserves until after the day-ahead market had closed.  
PJM explains that the cost allocation portion of its proposal is sufficient since it plans to 
only allocate costs to load that underbid specifically for the Additional-Day-Ahead 
                                              

18 PJM states that for 2014, the Additional-Day-Ahead Scheduling Reserves 
Requirement for the top ten peak days of winter would have been between 0 MW and 
7,000 MW, with an average of 1,750 MW; the Additional-Day-Ahead Scheduling 
Reserves Requirement for the top ten peak days of summer would have been between 
450 MW and 9,500 MW, with an average of 4,500 MW. 
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Scheduling Reserves.  Lastly, PJM states that issues relating to market uplift are beyond 
the scope of the filing. 

20. PJM also filed an answer which further addresses some of the other concerns 
raised in PSEG’s protest.  Specifically, PJM states that a bright line test for determining 
when it will commit Extended Reserves would threaten reliability because operators 
cannot predict every unforeseen circumstance when they may need to dispatch additional 
reserves.  PJM also states that requiring the submission of regular reports to stakeholders 
for declared alerts would be redundant since PJM routinely submits reports to 
stakeholders after significant operational events.  Lastly, PJM states that PSEG raises 
valid concerns regarding five-minute settlement, but that these issues are outside the 
scope of this proceeding and may be addressed by submitting a problem statement to 
PJM stakeholders. 

B. Responsive Pleadings 

21. Notice of PJM’s February 11, 2015 filing was published in the Federal Register, 
80 Fed. Reg. 8,635 (2015), with interventions and protests due on or before March 4, 
2015.  None was filed. 

V. Procedural Matters 

22. Pursuant to Rule 214 of the Commission’s Rule of Practice and Procedure,          
18 C.F.R. § 385.214 (2014), the timely-filed, unopposed motions to intervene serve to 
make the entities that filed them parties to this proceeding.  In addition, given their 
interest in this proceeding, the early stage of this proceeding and the absence of undue 
prejudice or delay, we grant the unopposed, late-filed interventions submitted by ODEC 
and PSEG. 

23. Rule 213(a)(2) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R.    
§ 385.213 (2014), prohibits an answer to a protest unless otherwise ordered by the 
decisional authority.  We accept the answer submitted by PJM, because it has provided 
information that has assisted us in our decision-making process. 

VI. Discussion 

24. For the reasons discussed below, we accept PJM’s proposed tariff revisions, to 
become effective March 1, 2015, as requested.  We agree with PJM that its proposal will 
better incorporate operator action into market clearing prices when there is an increased 
level of uncertainty as the grid operator is working to maintain reliability. 

25. PSEG argues that PJM’s proposed cost allocation for additional day-ahead 
reserves fails to apply to all additional reserves procured by PJM during the rebidding 
period when load underbids.  However, as PJM points out in its February 11, 2015 filing, 
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these additional megawatts are related to energy uplift allocation and therefore PJM’s use 
of a different allocation methodology is reasonable.  As PJM explains, after the reserve 
adequacy run occurs at 6:00 PM, PJM uses resources scheduled in the day-ahead market 
to meet the difference between the day-ahead cleared demand and forecasted load.  PJM 
further explains that it will deplete the Day-Ahead Scheduling Reserves when real-time 
load is higher than the day-ahead cleared demand, which might cause PJM to no longer 
cover its reserve requirements, causing PJM to commit more units to cover both energy 
and reserve requirements.  PJM states that, in this instance, it commits an overwhelming 
majority of resources as energy, not as Day-Ahead Scheduling Reserves, thus the costs 
are allocated to the real-time market and not the day-ahead market, which PJM claims is 
the reason for the different cost allocation methods.  We agree with PJM that it would be 
inappropriate to allocate the cost associated with procuring Additional-Day-Ahead 
Scheduling Reserves to all market participants in the same manner that Day-Ahead 
Scheduling Reserves costs are allocated.  In addition, PSEG’s concern relates to an 
unchanged provision of PJM’s Tariff, and hence is beyond the scope of this proceeding.   

26. PSEG also argues that PJM’s proposed $300/MWh cap on Extended Reserves 
should be rejected in favor of a price equal to the higher of $300/MWh or the marginal 
price of reserves in that hour.  Because these reserves are above the normal reserve 
requirements prescribed by NERC, and are procured manually by PJM, in response to 
perceived emergencies, we will accept the $300/MWh cap as a measure of market 
participants’ maximum willingness to pay for reserves beyond PJM’s NERC 
requirements during certain periods.19  As PJM also points out in its deficiency letter 
response, “it is not possible to set a Reserve Penalty Factor at a given level and then 
adjust it after the fact to allow a higher cost to be captured within the Reserve Penalty 
Factor.”20  Accepting the $300/MWh cap at this time will permit PJM, market 
participants, and the Commission to see how PJM’s market performs with the cap in 
place.  Moreover, this issue currently is under consideration as part of the Commission’s 
price formation inquiry and may be subject to change based on information developed in 
that proceeding.21   

                                              
19 PJM Transmittal at 4-5. 

20 PJM Deficiency Letter Response at 8. 

21 See Price Formation in Energy and Ancillary Services Markets Operated by 
Regional Transmission Organizations and Independent System Operators, Notice 
Inviting Post-Technical Workshop Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000 (January 16, 
2015). 
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27. PJM represents that the $300/MWh Extended Reserve Penalty Factor represents a 
maximum willingness to pay for reserves.  If, however, PJM finds the $300/MWh penalty 
factor does not permit it to procure the appropriate amount of reserves within the market 
clearing engine, PJM has the ability to file changes with the Commission. 

28.  With regard to the transparency concerns PSEG raises regarding PJM’s proposal, 
we find that PJM’s February 11, 2015 filing sufficiently explains how PJM will 
determine its Additional-Day-Ahead Scheduling Reserve requirements and the historical 
and relevant information it will use in calculating these amounts.  We also find that 
PJM’s proposal to notify market participants of these additional reserves after the Day-
Ahead Scheduling Reserves market clears is appropriate, given that the cleared day-ahead 
demand they are based on will not be known until after the day-ahead market clears.  
Moreover, PJM stated in its filing that it will notify market participants whenever there is 
a Hot or Cold Weather Alert via PJM’s eSuite application, which will be used to trigger 
any additional procured quantity of the Additional-Day-Ahead Scheduling Reserves.  We 
expect PJM to abide by its commitment in that regard. 

29. PSEG also requests that PJM  provide regular reports to its stakeholders describing 
any instance in which it extended either the day-ahead or real-time reserve requirements.  
We agree with PSEG that regular reporting would benefit market participants.  We 
acknowledge that PJM already provides reports to stakeholders after significant events 
take place, but we find that these reports do not sufficiently account for information about 
the actions PJM will take under the instant filing.  Additionally, aggregating this 
information in a comprehensive report will be of greater benefit to market participants.  
Accordingly, we accept PJM’s proposed revisions; however, to increase transparency 
regarding PJM’s implementation of its reserve requirement provisions, we require that 
PJM file an annual report with the Commission for the first two Delivery Years, filed no 
later than 30 days after the end of the 2015-2016 Delivery Year and 2016-2017 Delivery 
Years, respectively.22   Each report,  should include the following information for its 
respective Delivery Year:  

(i) A list of the dates on which PJM issued a Hot Weather Alert, a Cold Weather 
Alert, or when any other escalating emergency condition is active and PJM has 
scheduled additional reserves; 

(ii) A list of dates on which PJM increased the Day-Ahead Scheduling Reserves 
Requirement beyond the Base-Day-Ahead Scheduling Reserve, including the 
amount of and a reason for the increase for each instance; 

                                              
22 The report is for informational purposes only and will not be noticed for 

comment or subject to Commission action. 
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(iii) A list of the dates and times during which PJM increased its real-time reserve 
requirement by purchasing Extended Reserves, including the amount of Extended 
Reserves procured, the cost and amount of Extended Reserves procured above the 
$300/MWh cap, a reason for the procurement, and the clearing price for each 
instance; and 

(iv) Any other relevant information that PJM determines to be appropriate to 
include to help market participants understand PJM’s reasoning in procuring these 
extended reserves. 

30. PSEG argues that the procedures PJM will utilize to procure and determine its 
reserve levels should be set forth in PJM’s Tariff.  We disagree.  These procedures are 
technical in nature and do not significantly affect rates, terms, or conditions of service.    
Including the requirements in PJM’s manuals will enable PJM to make necessary changes 
to reflect software updates and other technical details.23 

31. Finally, PSEG states that PJM should be working towards implementing the    
five-minute settlement mechanism that was discussed in the price formation workshops.  
We agree with PJM that this provision is outside of the scope of this filing.  However, we 
note that PSEG may raise this issue through the PJM stakeholder process.   

The Commission orders: 
 
 (A) PJM’s proposed Tariff revisions are hereby accepted, effective March 1, 2015, 
as discussed in the body of this order. 
 
 (B) PJM is hereby directed to file two annual reports with the Commission, filed 
no later than 30 days after the end of the 2015-2016 and 2016-2017 Delivery Years, 
respectively, as discussed in the body of this order.  In doing so, PJM is required to use 
the following eTariff filing type and code:  150 Data Response/Supplement the record. 
 
By the Commission. 
 
( S E A L ) 
 
 
        

Kimberly D. Bose, 
Secretary. 

                                              
23 See ISO New England Inc., 137 FERC ¶ 61,112, at n.`136 (2012). 
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PJM, Interconnection, L.L.C. 
Intra-PJM Tariffs 

Tariff Records Accepted Effective March 1, 2015 
 

OATT ATT K APPX Sec 1.3, OATT Attachment K Appendix Sec 1.3 Definitions, 
22.0.1  
OATT ATT K APPX Sec 1.10, OATT Attachment K Appendix Sec 1.10 - Scheduling, 
21.0.1  
OATT ATT K APPX Sec 2.2, OATT Attachment K Appendix Sec 2.2 General, 5.0.0 
OATT ATT K APPX Sec 2.5, OATT Attachment K Appendix Sec 2.5 Calculation of 
Real-time, 4.0.0 
OATT ATT K APPX Sec 3.2, OATT Attachment K Appendix Sec 3.2 - Market Buyers, 
27.0.1 
OA Schedule 1 Sec 1.3, OA Schedule 1 Sec 1.3 Definitions, 22.0.1 
OA Schedule 1 Sec 1.10, OA Schedule 1 Sec 1.10 - Scheduling, 21.0.1 
OA Schedule 1 Sec 2.2, OA Schedule 1 Sec 2.2 General., 5.0.0 
OA Schedule 1 Sec 2.5, OA Schedule 1 Sec 2.5 Calculation of Real-time Prices., 4.0.0 
OA Schedule 1 Sec 3.2, OA Schedule 1 Sec 3.2 - Market Buyers, 27.0.1 

http://etariff.ferc.gov/TariffSectionDetails.aspx?tid=1731&sid=172414
http://etariff.ferc.gov/TariffSectionDetails.aspx?tid=1731&sid=172414
http://etariff.ferc.gov/TariffSectionDetails.aspx?tid=1731&sid=172411
http://etariff.ferc.gov/TariffSectionDetails.aspx?tid=1731&sid=172411
http://etariff.ferc.gov/TariffSectionDetails.aspx?tid=1731&sid=172412
http://etariff.ferc.gov/TariffSectionDetails.aspx?tid=1731&sid=172418
http://etariff.ferc.gov/TariffSectionDetails.aspx?tid=1731&sid=172418
http://etariff.ferc.gov/TariffSectionDetails.aspx?tid=1731&sid=172419
http://etariff.ferc.gov/TariffSectionDetails.aspx?tid=1731&sid=172419
http://etariff.ferc.gov/TariffSectionDetails.aspx?tid=1731&sid=172420
http://etariff.ferc.gov/TariffSectionDetails.aspx?tid=1731&sid=172415
http://etariff.ferc.gov/TariffSectionDetails.aspx?tid=1731&sid=172416
http://etariff.ferc.gov/TariffSectionDetails.aspx?tid=1731&sid=172417
http://etariff.ferc.gov/TariffSectionDetails.aspx?tid=1731&sid=172413
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