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I. Introduction 

Drawing on research and editorial input from researchers affiliated with the RTO 
Governance Research Network, I am pleased to submit these comments addressing a 
number of the Commission’s Questions posed under Docket AD26-7 related to 

 
1 The RTOGov researchers who contributed to these comments and/or are cited within include: Dr. Seth 
Blumsack, Professor of Energy Policy and Economics and Co-Director of the Penn State Center for Energy 
Law and Policy, Pennsylvania State University; Michael H. Dworkin, JD., Professor Emeritus, Vermont 
Law School; Lara Fowler, Teaching Professor, Penn State Dickinson Law School, Pennsylvania State 
University; Dalten Fox, who performed research while a Graduate Student at Boise State University; 
Michael Helbing, Executive Director, Penn State University Center for Energy Law and Policy; Dr. 
Nicholas Johnson, Associate Professor, Principia College; Kevin Jones, Institute for Energy and 
Environment, Vermont Law School; Dr. Lynne Kiesling, Director of the Institute for Regulatory Law and 
Economics, Northwestern University; Dr. Andrew Kleit, Professor Emeritus of Energy Economics, 
Pennsylvania State University, Dr. Stephanie Lenhart, Associate Professor, School of Public Service, Boise 
State University; Joshua Macey, Associate Professor, Yale Law School; Ari Peskoe, Director, Electricity 
Law Initiative, Harvard Law School; Abe Silverman, Research Scholar, Johns Hopkins University; 
Christina Simeone, who performed research while a Senior Fellow, Kleinman Center for Energy Policy, 
University of Pennsylvania; Zachary F. Teti, who performed research while a Graduate Student, 
Pennsylvania State University; Daniel Walters, Associate Professor, Texas A&M Law School; Shelley 
Welton, Professor, Carey School of Law, University of Pennsylvania; Hannah Wiseman, Professor and 
Co-Director of the Penn State Center for Energy Law and Policy, Penn State Dickinson Law School, 
Pennsylvania State University; Dr. Kyungjin Yoo, who performed research while a Graduate Student, 
Pennsylvania State University. 
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governance of the PJM Interconnection. These comments are being filed in advance of 
the Commission’s technical conference on July 23, 2026. 

Figure 1: The RTO Governance Network 

The RTO Governance Research Network (“RTOGov”) is an interdisciplinary network of 
academic researchers and practitioners with interests in the governance of regional 
organizations that plan, manage, and ensure reliable operation of interconnected bulk 
power systems. The RTOGov network is currently administered by the Center for 
Energy Law and Policy at Penn State University, and engages affiliated researchers at 
dozens of academic institutions and interested non-academic organizations (Figure 1). 
RTOGov operates as an affiliation of independent researchers and organizations that 
develop research concepts to pursue under the RTOGov banner. Governance of PJM 
has been studied by several researchers affiliated with RTOGov, and the purpose of this 
comment is to collect and synthesize those research findings as they relate to the 
specific issues identified by the Commission under the present Docket. Since this 
comment synthesizes a number of research findings, it should not be taken to represent 
the views of the network as a whole. 

The RTOGov network was launched in 2019, and has received ongoing financial 
support from the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation, the Heising Simons Foundation, the 
Nicholas Institute for Energy, Environment and Sustainability at Duke University and 
the Center for Energy Law and Policy at Penn State University. Research papers, 
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presentations and other written pieces forming the basis for these comments are freely 
available at RTOGov’s web site, https://rtogov.org. 

II. The Evolving Role of RTOs and Governance 

Before addressing the Commission’s specific Questions related to PJM’s overall 
governance structure, it is useful to put this structure into some context. 

Lenhart and Fox (2022) provide a useful overview of the governance structures of 
existing U.S. ISOs and RTOs (including ERCOT, which is not FERC-jurisdictional). 
FERC-jurisdictional ISOs and RTOs have, for many years, needed to reconcile two 
broad governance goals as laid out by the Commission (Lenart and Fox, 2022; Helbing, 
2023). RTOs needed to demonstrate independence from the commercial interests of 
their Membership (Order 888 and Order 2000) and also needed to demonstrate 
responsiveness to their Members (Order 719). While there are differences among RTOs 
in how they have responded to these principles of independence and responsiveness, 
there are some common features including independent Boards, roles for Member and 
Non-Member stakeholders and establishment of committees to represent interests of the 
states. (As we will discuss later in this Comment, the state committee in PJM has 
perhaps the least formal role of any ISO/RTO.) 

Tension in PJM’s governance process is not new. Johnson, et al. (2023) have 
documented the emergence of tensions in PJM’s governance process beginning well 
over a decade ago. As with the current situation in which PJM finds itself, the source of 
the tensions described in Johnson, et al. (2023) can be traced in part to an evolution in 
the roles that the RTO has needed to assume, without substantial corresponding 
evolution or adaptation in the RTO’s governance model. 

One important aspect of PJM’s evolution is an incremental and ongoing expansion of 
the organization’s activities in response to federal policy and legislation. PJM’s original 
mandate was narrowly defined in terms of reliability and open-access transmission 
(Welton, 2021). The Energy Policy Act of 2005 gave PJM and other RTOs new 
responsibilities for reliability coordination and compliance. Introduction of the 
Reliability Pricing Model capacity market shifted responsibility for resource adequacy 
procurement to PJM. Transmission planning also created higher stakes for transmission 
owners and other Members following the issuance of Order 1000. 

A second important aspect of PJM’s evolution is the RTO as a focal point for 
implementation of state policy, especially state preferences over power generation 
technologies.  
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PJM’s governance model was built for an organization that was to be largely 
technocratic and administrative. That organization, however, has evolved into one that 
has substantial market responsibilities. As Silverman (2026) has noted, RTOs describe 
themselves as “policy-takers.” While this is true in one respect, the expanded role of 
RTOs (relative to their original conception) means that their rules and actions in 
planning and markets have policy implications for consumers in the states that they 
serve (Welton, 2021). 

 

III. Comments on PJM’s Governance Structure 

This section provides some responses to the first set of Questions posed by the 
Commission, focused on PJM’s governance structure and the roles of different actors in 
PJM governance. 

Question: What governance reforms would best improve accountability and responsiveness? 

Research into structural governance reforms in PJM and other RTOs highlights 
overlapping categories of structural governance reform that would be helpful. The 
discussion here draws liberally from a few articles in particular - Yoo and Blumsack 
(2018a, 2018b), Welton (2021), Peskoe (2021 and 2023) and a forthcoming piece on filing 
rights from Macey (2027). A first set of reforms could make PJM a more efficient and 
decisive institution. A second set of reforms would reduce the ability of incumbents to 
block adaptation and change. A third set of reforms would scale back PJM’s 
responsibilities to return it closer to its origin as a technical organization with reliability 
continuing to be its primary mission. We will discuss each of these in turn. 

First, PJM needs to be able to act quickly and independently. To that end, the RTO and 
the public interest would be helped if the Board were to have (at least shared) filing 
rights over all major aspects of PJM’s functions – including regional transmission 
planning and resource adequacy compliance. One aspect which makes PJM’s 
governance particularly complex is the number of separate governing documents with 
different (unilateral) filing rights assigned. Consolidation of these governing documents 
into the Open Access Transmission Tariff would give PJM a more streamlined 
governance structure. 

Second, and relatedly, PJM should be independent of its members. That entails not 
simply requiring that board members not have financial entanglements with PJM 
members, but also that the board nominating process include input from states; the 
most straightforward way to accomplish this would be to include state representation 
on the Board nominating committee and also to devise a mechanism for states to hold 
some manner of filing rights as is the practice in both SPP and MISO. True 
independence also means that PJM is able to make decisions independent of its 
membership without ignoring Members’ viewpoints. Accomplishing this would mean a 
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vastly reduced role for the stakeholder process as part of PJM governance, so that 
stakeholder voting would either be eliminated or would become advisory, as the 
stakeholder process is currently structured for MISO. The California ISO also features a 
stakeholder process whose role is purely advisory, but is fundamentally different from 
other ISOs/RTOs in that there is no formal plenary stakeholder committee and no 
voting. 

In the absence of eliminating stakeholder voting altogether, PJM should consider (with 
appropriate structural changes to prevent stalemates, as we discuss in our response to a 
subsequent Question) expanding the use of an advisory stakeholder input mechanism 
similar to what it uses during its Critical Issue Fast Path process. This process provides 
a structured way for stakeholders to provide input to the Board on its preferred options 
while retaining the decision-making authority of the Board itself. PJM could consider 
using this type of process for any issue over which the Board possesses unilateral or 
shared §205 filing rights. 

Third, where possible, empower states–not PJM–to make politically salient decisions 
regarding resource adequacy. Reducing PJM’s role in capacity procurement sounds like 
a market reform (which it would be) but perhaps more importantly it would represent a 
major governance reform by shifting some responsibility for resource adequacy away 
from the RTO. PJM was created to be a technocratic body. It was supposed to do 
transmission planning, dispatch resources in real time, and play some role in resource 
adequacy compliance. Over the past twenty years, PJM has seen a great deal of mission 
creep. Its role in capacity procurement through the Reliability Pricing Model (not just 
compliance a la accreditation and margin requirement calculations) has been the source 
of a great deal of governance tension. One way to ameliorate this tension would be to 
give PJM authority over technocratic aspects of resource adequacy but put states in a 
position to conduct procurements themselves (ideally through mostly long-term 
capacity contracts as happens in some other RTOs but that would be a matter for states 
to oversee). To that end, PJM could continue to establish reserve margins, accredit 
capacity resources (if there is still a capacity market), and impose hedging 
requirements.  

Question: How does the division of Federal Power Act section 205 filing rights among PJM, 
Transmission Owners, and the Members Committee affect PJM’s ability to act effectively and 
quickly, when warranted, to address operational and market needs? 

PJM is nearly unique among ISOs and RTOs in having no concept of shared filing rights 
over any governing document. This structure in and of itself makes aspects of 
governance reform difficult because the Members retain sole filing rights over the 
Operating Agreement, which among other things covers the stakeholder process and 
the election of Board members. 

Any structural governance reform in PJM is challenging because the RTO has been 
boxed in by its own governance structure. Making changes not only to filing rights but 
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also the stakeholder process, regional transmission planning and Board selection would 
require either sufficient support of PJM’s membership or a §206 finding that would 
instigate change. The structural governance reforms to PJM that we have outlined 
previously would mostly fall into this difficult category. We acknowledge the difficulty 
in implementation. 

Question: To what extent do provisions in PJM’s Operating Agreement, Transmission Owner 
Agreement, Open Access Transmission Tariff, Reliability Assurance Agreement, or Manuals 
impede timely decision-making by PJM?   

Three features of PJM’s governing documents      make it difficult for PJM to efficiently 
promote the public interest. First, under the Consolidated Transmission Owners’ 
Agreement, some filing rights – especially cost recovery for local transmission and 
planning – remain with Transmission Owners (TOs). This exacerbates TO’s incentives 
to favor small supplemental projects over more efficient regional solutions (Peskoe 
2021, 2023; Macey, 2027). Second, TOs and retain certain withdrawal rights. The threat 
of withdrawal can make it difficult for PJM to enact important but controversial rules 
(Peskoe 2023; Macey 2027). Third, of the filing rights held by PJM (as opposed to TOs or 
other market participants), a large number reside in the Operating Agreement rather 
than the Tariff. Matters that are governed by the Operating Agreement generally 
require sufficient support in a vote by the Members Committee. This is an onerous and 
time-consuming process, and it gives various coalitions of Members the ability to veto 
or delay important market changes (Yoo and Blumsack 2018a, 2018b; Welton, 2021; 
Johnson et al., 2023; Macey 2027). In an ideal world, the Board would have more filing 
rights and would create other mechanisms to get stakeholder input surrounding tariff 
changes.     .  

Question: Recognizing regional differences, are there lessons from other regional transmission 
organization/independent system operator (RTO/ISO) governance structures that PJM could 
reasonably adopt to improve its responsiveness to the region’s operational and market 
challenges? 
 
PJM is unique among RTOs and ISOs in having a governance structure in which states 
have no formal authority. Aside from the New York ISO and California ISO as single-
state entities with clear connections to state legislative and policy preferences, 
governance structures in the three multi-state RTOs (aside from PJM) all feature a state 
organization or committee with a well-defined role. These state committees (the 
Regional States Committee in SPP, Organization of MISO States in MISO and New 
England States Committee On Electricity in ISO New England) differ in the extent of 
their responsibility, and governance structures in SPP and MISO provide a potential 
model for how the RTO may workably share filing rights with the states. 
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IV. Comments on PJM’s Stakeholder Process 

This section includes responses to the second set of Questions posed by the 
Commission, which focus on PJM’s stakeholder process.  

Question: Do sector-weighted voting and existing voting thresholds strike the right balance 
between achieving consensus and taking timely action?   

Based on existing research, the short answer to this Question is that PJM’s sector-
weighted voting process has, at times, been highly challenged either to move 
stakeholders towards consensus or to send clear signals to the Board as to the 
preferences of stakeholders. Designing electricity markets via PJM’s stakeholder 
structure has been fraught when the more contentious aspects of market design are at 
stake. The challenges that arise in PJM’s stakeholder voting stem from a couple of 
structural facts about the stakeholder process. 

● PJM’s sector-weighted voting system makes it relatively easy for a minority of 
Members to block proposals with which they disagree; 

● Differences in voting rules between the lower level committees and the plenary 
Members Committee can lead to situations where proposals may emerge from 
lower level committees highly influenced by one set of Members only to be 
defeated in the Members Committee by another set of Members. 

The remainder of our response expands on these two critical points. 

Like some other RTOs (notably ISO New England and the New York ISO), PJM uses a 
sector-weighted voting procedure in the Members Committee. Under such a voting 
procedure, each voter is assigned to a specific group, and then voting happens within 
those groups. Perhaps the most well-known example of a sector-weighted voting 
system is the Electoral College used in U.S. Presidential elections. Under the Electoral 
College, voters are divided into groups based on the state in which they cast their vote, 
and each state’s voting outcome carries a different weight in the overall election. In 
PJM’s Members Committee, each vote-bearing Member chooses or is assigned to one of 
five sectors based on the primary business area of each Member. Each of the five 
stakeholder sectors is given equal weight in PJM’s system, whereas those weights vary 
by sector in other RTOs (Lenhart and Fox, 2022; Yoo and Blumsack, 2018a).  

The five sectors are very uneven in terms of the total number of Members in each sector. 
Table 1, taken from PJM (2026) shows the membership distribution among the five 
stakeholder sectors. Voting members are permitted to cast votes in the Members and 
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Markets and Reliability Committees. Voting and Affiliate Members are permitted to 
cast votes in the lower level committees. 

Table 1. PJM Sectoral Stakeholder Membership (screen shot taken from PJM, 2026) 

  

The decision threshold in PJM’s Members Committee is sometimes described as 
requiring a two-thirds supermajority in order for a voting item to be passed. This is 
something of a blunt description which masks how a voting item actually passes or 
fails. When presented with a voting item, votes in the Members Committee are tallied 
within their sectors. For each sector, a “voting score” is calculated which represents the 
fraction of “yes” votes that the voting item has attained within each sector. These voting 
scores are thus between zero and one for each sector. The voting scores across all five 
sectors are then summed, and if the resulting total exceeds 3.335, then the voting item 
passes. The “two thirds supermajority” refers to the fraction of the overall voting score 
that a voting item must achieve in order to pass. It does not refer to the total number of 
votes. Because the number of voting Members in the five sectors are so unequal, a 
voting item can pass even if two-thirds of the voting Members do not support it. 
Similarly, a voting item can fail even if two-thirds of the total number of voting 
Members do support it.  

Because this system was devised by incumbent PJM Members, it is not surprising that 
some research has found that the system benefits those incumbents who helped to 
design it (Welton 2021; Walters and Kleit 2022) and is purposefully slow to adapt in 
ways that make it more difficult for new technologies or market actors to enter (Jones 
2017; Walters and Kleit 2022; Kiesling 2026). This has been interpreted to mean that 
transmission owners can leverage “stagnant” governance structures for their own 
advantage (Peskoe, 2023). It has also been interpreted to imply that suppliers exert 
substantial authority at the Members Committee level at the expense of consumers (this 
perception is reported in the academic literature, for example, by Yoo and Blumsack 
(2018b) and by Johnson, et al. (2023)).  
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At the level of the Members Committee, however, the existing body of research does 
not support the conclusion that one particular constituency or another consistently 
benefits from the existing voting system or exercises political power over the voting 
system. The broader structural problem is that PJM’s sector-weighted voting structure 
creates a broader “culture of ‘no’” when presented with difficult or contentious issues. 
Since PJM’s sector-weighted voting structure has five sectors that are equally weighted, 
any two sectors could vote together to block any voting item that they would prefer not 
move forward. This is not just a theoretical possibility – it has happened repeatedly in 
the PJM stakeholder process, particularly when contentious issues arise.  

Several research papers have examined voting patterns in PJM’s Members Committee, 
including Yoo and Blumsack (2018a, 2018b), Johnson (2021), Teti and Blumsack (2024) 
and Johnson and Blumsack (2026). This work has found two fairly strong coalitions of 
Members that (a) cross multiple defined sectors, and (b) tend to vote together on the 
most contentious issues. One of these coalitions crosses the Generation Owner and 
Transmission Owner sectors and may be seen as a kind of supply side coalition. The 
other crosses the Electric Distributor and End Use Customer sectors and may be seen as 
a kind of demand side coalition. Each of these coalitions has been able to block market 
reforms that they oppose. As illustrated in Yoo and Blumsack (2018a), Johnson (2021) 
and Johnson and Blumsack (2026) focused on capacity market votes, the supply side 
coalition has been able to block reforms that (other things equal) may have lowered 
capacity costs and led to lower installed capacity margins and the demand side 
coalition has done the same for reforms that may have increased capacity costs and 
installed capacity margins. 

Differential voting rules and treatment of affiliates in PJM’s lower-level stakeholder 
committees is another contributing factor to inaction and stalemate. In PJM’s standing 
committees, affiliates of individual Members are given individual votes when voting 
does occur. Based on data published by PJM (2026), this would seem to principally 
benefit Members in the Generation Owner sector (which has more than twice the 
number of affiliates as voting Members) and the Transmission Owner sector (which has 
more than three times the number of affiliates as voting Members). The Other Suppliers 
sector also has a substantial number of affiliates, but also has two-thirds of the total 
voting Membership. 

These differential voting rules for affiliates in the lower-level standing committees can 
confer some agenda-setting political power on certain Membership sectors (Simeone, 
2021). It also creates an additional possibility for stalemate at the Members Committee - 
in which one Member constituency passes a proposal and sends it to the Members 
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Committee only to have it rejected at the Members Committee vote.  

Evaluating the impact of affiliate voting in lower-level committees is not as 
straightforward as in the Members Committee because the lower-level committee 
deliberations are not made public with substantial detail. (This could be addressed by 
PJM as a measure of additional transparency.) One example of this dynamic which 
seems clear, however, involved a price formation proposal sent to the Members 
Committee in February 2019. The proposal sent to the full Members Committee was 
presented by a supply-side Member in the lower-level Committee as a compromise 
measure. According to PJM reports, the proposal enjoyed broad support in that lower-
level Committee (PJM, 2019). Once it reached the Members Committee, however, the 
proposal was defeated by a coalition of End Use Customers and Electric Distributors. 

Question: What transparency reforms would improve the quality of PJM’s stakeholder process 
and increase stakeholder confidence in its decision-making? 

In some ways and at some levels, PJM’s stakeholder process is admirably transparent. 
Most meetings are open to public participation. Detailed voting reports from the 
Members Committee, for example, are made public by PJM. This has enabled 
independent analyses of decision-making activity within the Members Committee. PJM 
does not archive these materials in perpetuity – older voting reports from Members 
Committee meetings are eventually removed from PJM’s public web site. This older 
material has been independently archived by Teti and Blumsack (2021). While these 
voting reports from the Members Committee are not in a format that is easily searchable 
or digestible, the reports are made public and they contain substantial detail regarding 
voting activity at the level of individual Members. 

Other senior and standing committees do not feature this same level of transparency, 
and PJM could consider making detailed meeting information and voting data available 
for those committees. Voting data for the Markets and Reliability Committee, for 
example, does not have the same high level of detail as the Members Committee. Only 
the aggregated sector-weighted voting results are recorded, making it difficult for 
interested parties to see where voting items in that Committee were driven to passage 
or failure. Where voting happens in PJM’s lower-level standing committees, those 
results are not always reported in a detailed way. (Other information from those 
meetings is posted on PJM’s web site for a period of time.)  
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Question: What reforms to the stakeholder process could ensure PJM can meet the region’s 
challenges?  

Earlier in this Comment, we discussed potential reforms to the allocation of §205 filing 
rights over PJM’s governing documents to ensure that the Board has ultimate (or at 
least shared) authority over PJM’s organizational decision-making. We also discuss the 
benefits of making stakeholder voting purely advisory (as is the case with MISO’s 
stakeholder process) or eliminating stakeholder voting altogether and providing an 
alternative mechanism for Members to provide input to the Board (as is the case with 
the California ISO’s governance process). These reforms may themselves address 
existing issues in PJM’s stakeholder process. Our response to this Question focuses on 
the stakeholder process as it exists today. 

Existing research on PJM’s stakeholder process, particularly at the plenary Members 
Committee level, suggests several potentially beneficial reforms. 

● Lowering the passage threshold in PJM’s sector-weighted voting. Reducing the 
threshold to 3.0, for example, would maintain a supermajority while removing 
the ability of some strong cross-sector coalitions to block voting items. Under 
such a threshold, for example, the 2019 price formation proposal would have 
passed the Members Committee. PJM currently has the highest passage 
threshold among RTOs which use sector-weighted voting. The New York ISO 
uses a threshold of 58% for most voting items, while ISO New England uses a 
threshold of 60% for market-related voting items. 

● Expanding the number of sectors would reduce the vote dilution that happens in 
the Other Suppliers sector in particular. Expanded sector definitions could 
represent emerging aligned interests which are distinct but currently lumped 
into a single sector (examples might include financial players, energy storage 
developers and so forth). We note that simply expanding the number of sectors 
will not in and of itself break up the strong voting coalitions that exist within the 
PJM stakeholder process, but in some cases could make it more difficult for 
existing coalitions to block voting items so easily.  

● PJM is unique among RTOs in the sheer size of its membership, in part because it 
opens membership up to a broad array of market participants in ways that some 
other RTOs do not (Lenhart and Fox, 2022). Reducing vote dilution could 
potentially encourage additional participation in the stakeholder process (as Teti 
and Blumsack (2024) write, the majority of PJM voting Members never cast 
votes). Encouraging participation is a good goal, but realistically may also make 
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quick decision-making more difficult. 

● PJM should consider structural changes to its sector-weighted voting process 
that address the stalemate that can happen in the Members Committee. Several 
possible options exist. One is to use rank-choice voting or other tiebreaker 
mechanisms rather than having Members take individual votes on multiple 
competing proposals. Even with no other changes to the stakeholder process, 
such a shift would be appropriate for voting items involving changes to the Open 
Access Transmission Tariff where the Board holds §205 filing rights and the role 
of deliberations at the Members Committee level is to signal a most-favored 
proposal to the Board. A second would be to change the nature of the decision 
threshold to be based on support from a majority of the sectors rather than a 
stakeholder-wide weighted voting calculation. A third option would be to adopt 
an approach similar to that used in the SPP Markets and Operations Policy 
Committee (MOPC), which is SPP’s equivalent to the Members Committee 
(Lenhart and Fox, 2022). SPP’s structure still weights votes, but uses only two 
sectors for voting (based on whether Members are transmission owners or users 
of other Members’ transmission systems). The voting calculation ensures that one 
sector cannot unilaterally defeat a voting item if there is sufficient support from 
the other sector. 

● Eliminate affiliate voting, where voting is used in PJM’s lower level committees 
(below the Members Committee and Markets and Reliability Committee).  

Question: What near-term reforms to stakeholder representation could PJM and its Members 
take to improve speed in decision-making while preserving stakeholder input? 

Effective participation in PJM’s stakeholder process can require substantial resources in 
terms of staff time and technical knowledge. Teti and Blumsack (2024) report that over a 
thirteen-year period approximately 60% of voting-eligible Members did not cast a single 
vote in the Members Committee. More recently, voting results from PJM’s recent 
Critical Issue Fast Path proceeding on large load interconnection suggested that only a 
small percentage of voting-eligible Members in the Other Suppliers sector cast any 
votes (including abstentions).  

Improving the ability of more Members to effectively participate would improve 
stakeholder input without necessarily sacrificing speed when needed. A mechanism to 
broaden the use of proxy participants, along with the resources to support those 
proxies, is one potential mechanism. 
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Question: Should PJM increase the use of fast-path or time-bound review procedures to expedite 
committee action on high-importance topics?  

In a sense, a mechanism like the Critical Issue Fast Path has elements that should be 
embraced more often – for the Members to express collective preferences to RTO 
leadership and the Board before the Board makes a decision on a filing to FERC, rather 
than for the Members to have ultimate authority over decisions that should fall under 
the Tariff. Even without reforms to §205 rights or other reforms to stakeholder voting, 
PJM could explore a process like the CIFP for all issues involving changes to governing 
documents over which the Board possesses §205 rights.  

Such a process, however, should have a mechanism (such as rank-choice voting) which 
will drive Membership to communicate their most-preferred option(s) to the Board.  

Question: Recognizing regional differences, are there lessons from other RTO/ISO stakeholder 
processes that PJM could reasonably adopt to improve speed in voting processes and stakeholder 
representation? 

There are multiple practices used in other ISOs and RTOs that could be considered for 
adoption in PJM. Both MISO and the California ISO have stakeholder processes that are 
more advisory in nature than is the case in PJM. In the New York ISO and ISO New 
England, which use stakeholder-voting systems most closely resembling PJM’s, 
stakeholder voting may be contentious but research does not suggest that it has led to 
the types of stalemates as in PJM. This may be due in part to the lower passage 
threshold used in those RTOs. Finally, both New York ISO and ISO New England 
(along with other RTOs) have some mechanism for sharing filing rights among multiple 
parties. The breadth of unilateral filing rights held by PJM Members, as well as the 
separation of filing rights over a number of different governing documents, is unique 
among RTOs and it itself a potential barrier to reforming PJM’s governance. 
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