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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE  

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
 
      ) 
PJM Interconnection, L.L.C.  )                Docket Nos. ER15-623-000 
      )              
 

 
COMMENTS OF THE ELECTRIC POWER SUPPLY ASSOCIATION 

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

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC” or the “Commission”), 18 C.F.R. 

§ 385.212 (2014), the Electric Power Supply Association (“EPSA”)1  respectfully submits 

these comments regarding the December 12, 2014 filing by PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. 

(“PJM”) in the above-captioned proceeding.  In this proceeding, pursuant to Section 205 

of the Federal Power Act (“FPA”), PJM proposes reforms to the Reliability Pricing Model 

(“RPM”) and related rules in the PJM Open Access Transmission Tariff (“Tariff”) and 

Reliability Assurance Agreement Among Load Serving Entities (“RAA”) to better ensure 

that capacity resources will perform when called upon to meet the needs of the PJM 

Region.2  EPSA submits comments, as detailed below, in general support of the PJM 

Capacity Performance Filing, including the requested effective date of April 1, 2015, to 

allow implementation of these changes for the next Base Residual Auction (“BRA”), 

which is scheduled for May 2015 to procure capacity for the 2018/2019 Delivery Year.     

                                                 
1  EPSA is the national trade association representing leading competitive power suppliers, 
including generators and marketers.  Competitive suppliers, which collectively account for 40 percent of 
the installed generating capacity in the United States, provide reliable and competitively priced electricity 
from environmentally responsible facilities serving power markets.  EPSA seeks to bring the benefits of 
competition to all power customers.  The comments contained in this filing represent the position of EPSA 
as an organization, but not necessarily the views of any particular member with respect to any issue.  
EPSA filed a timely (doc-less) Motion to Intervene in this proceeding on January 7, 2015. 
 
2  PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., Docket No. ER15-623-000 (filed December 12, 2014) (“PJM 
Capacity Performance Filing” or “PJM Filing”) at 1. 
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I. BACKGROUND 

Following last winter’s extreme cold weather events, PJM identified the need for 

certain reforms to be implemented in RPM, among other things.  As noted in the PJM 

Filing, because RPM secures capacity commitments on a three-year forward basis, 

RPM reforms, for the most part, can only take full effect on a three-year forward basis.3  

Accordingly, the PJM Board of Managers determined that PJM should utilize the 

Enhanced Liaison Committee (“ELC”) stakeholder process, given concerns that the 

likely contentious nature of the significant issues to be addressed could not be resolved 

in time for implementation before the next BRA in May 2015 through the normal 

stakeholder process.  The PJM proposal resulting from the ELC process has various 

modifications based on stakeholder feedback and final input from the PJM Board, and is 

patterned on the “pay-for-performance” proposal the Commission accepted for ISO New 

England earlier this year. 

II. COMMENTS 

EPSA generally supports the PJM Capacity Performance (“CP”) proposal in 

concept as a mechanism to improve system reliability and facilitate efficient investment 

in the PJM region.  The CP proposal builds on the success of the RPM forward capacity 

market to date, and recognizes that stronger incentives within the existing capacity 

market structure should be established to encourage investment by both new and 

existing resources.4  At this time of rapid change in the generation mix and other 

                                                 
3  PJM Filing at 20. 
 
4  See Letter from PJM President and CEO Terry Boston to the PJM Members Committee regarding 
PJM Board of Managers Action regarding Capacity Performance, (December 3, 2014) (“PJM President 
Boston Letter to PJM Members”), available here http://www.pjm.com/~/media/committees-
groups/committees/elc/capacity/letter-from-terry-boston-pjm-board-of-managers-action-regarding-
capacity-performance.ashx 

http://www.pjm.com/~/media/committees-groups/committees/elc/capacity/letter-from-terry-boston-pjm-board-of-managers-action-regarding-capacity-performance.ashx
http://www.pjm.com/~/media/committees-groups/committees/elc/capacity/letter-from-terry-boston-pjm-board-of-managers-action-regarding-capacity-performance.ashx
http://www.pjm.com/~/media/committees-groups/committees/elc/capacity/letter-from-terry-boston-pjm-board-of-managers-action-regarding-capacity-performance.ashx
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industry challenges, EPSA supports efforts such as this by PJM to address identified 

market and operational issues in both capacity and energy markets, particularly after 

the extreme cold weather events of January 2014.  EPSA appreciates the efforts by the 

PJM Board, PJM and stakeholders to craft a proposal that balances the costs of 

infrastructure improvements and benefits of reliability.   

As part of the overall assessment process, PJM and the PJM Independent 

Market Monitor (“IMM”) issued a joint CP Cost/Benefit Analysis which determined 

“PJM’s CP proposal will provide benefits by establishing a clear definition for the 

obligations of capacity resources and establishing clear performance criteria.  This 

proposal will provide enhanced reliability at the lowest feasible cost.”5  Of note, in 

estimating the cost impact and offsetting benefits the joint CP Cost/Benefit Analysis 

further determined, 

PJM’s Capacity Performance initiative will require generators to make 
significant investments in plant equipment, weatherization measures, better 
fuel procurement arrangements, expanded fuel supply infrastructure, dual fuel 
capability and other improvements. To encourage this investment, generators 
must be fairly compensated, resulting in increased capacity costs, which 
comprised about fifteen percent of consumers’ total power bills in 2013 when 
compared to energy costs which were about 70 percent. The increased capacity 
costs are expected to be substantially offset by lower energy costs and lower 
uplift costs, which would result from more efficient use and availability of the 
generating fleet. In addition, it is important to consider that the overarching 
purpose of capacity performance—keeping electricity reliable—cannot be 
considered optional. The Polar Vortex taught us that generators of all types can 
be vulnerable to arctic temperatures. It is important to balance the value of 
greater power system reliability against the cost of power interruptions, which can 
reach tens of billions of dollars and—especially during weather extremes—
endanger human life.6  [Emphasis added.] 

                                                 
5  Capacity Performance Initiative, Andy Ott, Executive Vice President – Markets, PJM 
Interconnection and Joseph Bowring, President, Monitoring Analytics, October 23, 2014, at 1 (“CP 
Cost/Benefit Analysis”) available at  http://www.pjm.com/~/media/committees-
groups/committees/elc/postings/capacity-performance-cost-benefit-analysis.ashx. 
 
6  Id. at 2. 
 

http://www.pjm.com/~/media/committees-groups/committees/elc/postings/capacity-performance-cost-benefit-analysis.ashx
http://www.pjm.com/~/media/committees-groups/committees/elc/postings/capacity-performance-cost-benefit-analysis.ashx
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 EPSA recognizes that market participants will be submitting comments that 

reflect a range of views on the particular elements of the proposal, but urges the 

Commission to act on the PJM Filing no later than April 1, 2015, as requested by PJM 

to ensure the changes are in place for the next BRA scheduled for May 2015.  EPSA 

offers input on several significant elements of the CP proposal as discussed below. 

A. The New Capacity Resource Product With More Stringent Resource 
Requirements Is Appropriate 
 

The foundation of PJM’s CP proposal is to establish a new capacity product, the 

Capacity Performance Resource (“CPR”), which is expected to provide energy and 

reserves when called upon by PJM during emergencies with “no excuses” for non-

performance, with limited exceptions.  Overall, EPSA supports the establishment of 

CPR with more stringent performance requirements, to the extent this new product is 

combined with a meaningful opportunity to reflect the increased costs and risks 

associated with offering a resource into the market with higher obligations and greater 

penalty risk.  Further, EPSA supports the proposal to establish CPR as the sole 

capacity product beginning June 1, 2020, while allowing until May 31, 2020, a separate 

capacity product – Base Capacity Resources – that may not satisfy the higher 

requirements and performance expectations of CPR during that time in which 

generators may invest in the upgrades needed to meet CPR obligations.   

B. Establishing A Market Seller Offer Cap of Net CONE Is Just And 
Reasonable And Is Necessary For The CP Initiative To Achieve Its 
Intended Goals 
 

As noted, for the CP initiative to achieve its intended goals, generators must be 

able to reflect investment costs and increased operating costs required by CP and the 
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enhanced risks created by CP in their offer prices.  Under CP, generators will face many 

increased costs, including costs of securing more firm fuel supplies, investment costs to 

meet the start-up and notification requirements and additional maintenance costs.  CP 

resources will be subject to severe non-performance charges, intended to maximize 

incentives to invest in fuel security and maintenance.  With proposed non-performance 

charges as high as 1.5 times Net Cost of New Entry (“Net CONE”), generators who 

assume CP obligations will assume substantial risk of potentially being subject to 

penalties that can be twice their annual capacity payments.   

 Given these significant risks combined with the increased investment and 

operational costs of CP, the PJM proposal to increase the Market Seller Offer Cap to 

allow unmitigated bids up to Net Cost of New Entry (“Net CONE”) for the Delivery Year 

and Locational Deliverability Area for which the CPR is offered is necessary and 

reasonable.7  The ability of CP resources to submit offers that recover the costs, 

investments, and expenses is a vital component of PJM’s CP proposal and is needed to 

ensure that resources can perform during emergencies occurring at any time of year.  

Thus, EPSA supports the establishment of this CP “safe harbor” offer level and urges 

the Commission to approve this integral component of the CP proposal.   

Importantly, the PJM IMM offered this element (the Net CONE offer level) during 

the stakeholder process and stated, “[t]he IMM recognizes that this would be a 

substantial departure from the current price formation process but it is a change that is 

required if the capacity market is to function as intended.”8  The basic principle behind 

                                                 
7  PJM Capacity Performance Filing at 54-60. 
 
8  Proposal of the Independent Market Monitor re PJM’s Capacity Performance Proposal at 7-8, The 
Independent Market Monitor for PJM, October 28, 2014, (“IMM Proposal”).  Available at  
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the design of RPM is that the capacity clearing price should over time equal Net 

CONE,9 therefore Net CONE should be deemed a competitive offer for the CP product.  

It is critical, however, to ensure this provision achieves its intended goals; to that end, 

additional “safe harbor” tariff language is required to ensure that bids up to Net CONE 

will not be subject to allegations of economic withholding or any other type of market 

manipulation simply because they reach the level of Net CONE.  To provide the 

necessary assurances for market participants in light of increased costs and risks, 

EPSA asks the Commission to require PJM to submit a compliance tariff filing with the 

following or similar tariff language: 

Resources making Capacity Performance offers up to Net CONE shall be 
considered to be bidding lawfully and fully consistent with the design of RPM; the 
submission of Capacity Performance offers up to Net CONE shall be a defense 
against any allegations of economic withholding or any other type of market 
manipulation, unless there is evidence, separate from the offers themselves, of 
collusion or actual manipulative conduct. 

 
 

C. EPSA Supports the Proposal to Distribute Non-Performance Charges to 
Over Performing Resources 

 
EPSA supports PJM’s proposal to distribute penalty revenues to over-performing 

resources.  Under the CP proposal, PJM will allocate penalty revenues collected from 

under-performing CP resources to resources that perform above expectation, including 

resources that are not CP resources.  Crediting the penalty revenues to over-performing 

resources will incent overall performance and provide an avenue for non-CP resources 

to receive compensation for performing during periods of crucial need.   

                                                 
http://www.pjm.com/~/media/committees-groups/committees/elc/coalition-briefing-papers/additional-
comments-pjm-independant-market-monitor-proposal.ashx 
 
9  Id. at 8. 
 

http://www.pjm.com/~/media/committees-groups/committees/elc/coalition-briefing-papers/additional-comments-pjm-independant-market-monitor-proposal.ashx
http://www.pjm.com/~/media/committees-groups/committees/elc/coalition-briefing-papers/additional-comments-pjm-independant-market-monitor-proposal.ashx
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D. EPSA Supports Elimination Of The Short-Term Resource Procurement 
Target, or 2.5% Holdback Provision 

 
EPSA supports PJM’s proposal to eliminate the short-term resource procurement 

target, which reduces the Reserve Requirement (i.e., the amount of capacity to meet 

the PJM region’s reliability needs) by 2.5 %, and then spreads procurement of that 2.5% 

across the three scheduled Incremental Auctions (“IAs”).  EPSA has consistently 

supported elimination of the so-called 2.5% holdback.10  The intent of the 2.5% 

holdback was to ensure RPM participation for short-lead time resources that can better 

commit one or two years in advance of the Delivery Year, rather than the three years 

needed for BRA participation.  PJM states that the 2.5% holdback is no longer needed 

given the level of participation from various types of resources and, importantly, should 

be eliminated for policy reasons as it suppresses BRA clearing prices by artificially 

withholding demand.  PJM refers to the IMM finding in both comments and State of the 

Market reports that the 2.5% holdback “unreasonably and unjustly suppresses prices in 

the Base Residual Auctions.”11  There is no other ISO or RTO that utilizes such a 

provision to “hold-back” a percentage of the necessary resource adequacy requirement 

amount, such as currently utilized by PJM, from the base requirement auctions for 

acquisition in later incremental auctions held closer to the delivery date.  Nor has the 

Commission explicitly required implementation of the holdback.  Further, the PJM IMM 

                                                 
10  See, e.g., Centralized Capacity Markets in Regional Transmission Organizations and 
Independent System Operators, Comments of the Electric Power Supply Association at 27-28, Docket 
No. AD13-7-000 (filed January 14, 2014), available at www.epsa.org. 
 
11  PJM Capacity Performance Filing at 76. 
 

http://www.epsa.org/
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has repeatedly called for elimination of the 2.5% holdback, and during stakeholder 

review, reiterated support for elimination as part of the CP proposal.12 

PJM’s stated purpose of the CP proposal is for CP to ensure that RPM creates 

the necessary incentives to improve generator performance and enhance reliability.  As 

noted, the 2.5% holdback acts to artificially suppress BRA clearing prices, which will act 

counter to the goals of CP.  Thus, for CP to have its intended impact, it is vital that the 

Commission accept PJM’s proposal to eliminate the 2.5% holdback.  

 
E.  Concerns Regarding the Treatment Of DR Under The CP Proposal 

  
PJM proposes that Demand Resources (“DR”) be either a CPR or Base Capacity 

Resource, and outlines various aspects regarding DR participation as a supply-side 

resource in RPM under the CP proposal.13  EPSA submits the inclusion of DR as part of 

the CP proposal raises serious concerns both legally and operationally that require 

changes to how PJM proposes to treat DR under the CP proposal.   

EPSA recognizes that PJM is addressing the legal issues related to DR 

participation in RPM, most notably those arising out of last year’s decision in Electric 

Power Supply v. FERC,14 through separate filings that will present the Commission with 

options.15  Specifically, PJM states that the instant filing, “preserves the current 

approach of permitting end-user offers on the supply-side for load reductions, but 

strengthens the requirements for resource performance, consistent with the capacity 

                                                 
12  IMM Proposal at 9. 
 
13  PJM Capacity Performance Filing at 34-37. 

 
14  753 F.3d 216 (D.C. Cir. 2014) (“EPSA” or “EPSA v FERC”). 

 
15  PJM Capacity Performance Proposal at 4-6. 
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performance changes proposed for other types of resources.”16  While not opposed to 

PJM’s procedural approach of addressing those legal issues in other proceedings, 

EPSA submits that it remains vital to ensure that at a minimum, any inclusion of DR in 

the final CP order is contingent on its removal should the Supreme Court deny certiorari 

with respect to EPSA v FERC prior to the May 2015 BRA.    

 As has been addressed in several recent proceedings before the Commission, 

the EPSA v FERC decision vacates Order No. 745,17 a rule that had required 

independent system operators and regional transmission organizations to pay demand 

response providers for energy at the full locational marginal price (“LMP”), with no offset 

for the avoided cost of the retail energy purchase.  Based on the reasoning of the U.S. 

Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit in the EPSA v FERC decision,18 FirstEnergy 

Service Company filed a complaint with the Commission arguing that the decision 

applies with equal force to RPM and other capacity markets as it does to energy 

markets.19  EPSA agrees that the legal rationale for the finding that the Commission 

                                                 
16  PJM Capacity Resource Filing at 6. 
 
17  Demand Response Compensation in Organized Wholesale Energy Mkts., Order No. 745, FERC 
Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,322 (“Order No. 745”), on reh’g, Order No. 745-A, 137 FERC ¶ 61,215 (2011), reh’g 
denied, Order No. 745-B, 138 FERC ¶ 61,148 (2012). 
 
18  In relevant part, the decision found that the Commission lacks jurisdiction to regulate “demand 
response.” (EPSA, 753 F.3d at 220)  Noting that the Commission’s regulations set forth just a “single 
definition of ‘demand response’” (Id. citing 18 C.F.R. § 35.28(b)(4) (2012)), the D.C. Circuit rejected the 
notion that reductions in consumption can be considered “wholesale sales” and thus subject to the 
Commission’s jurisdiction (Id. at 220-224). The D.C. Circuit held that “[d]emand response – simply put – is 
part of the retail market.  It involves retail customers, their decision whether to purchase at retail, and the 
levels of retail electricity consumption.” (Id. at 223 (emphasis in original))  While the Commission enjoys 
broad discretion to regulate “practices affecting the wholesale market,” the D.C. Circuit explained, it may 
“not directly regulat[e] a matter subject to state control, such as the retail market.” (Id. at 222.  See also id. 
at 224 (“Because [Order No. 745] entails direct regulation of the retail market – a matter exclusively within 
state control – it exceeds the Commission’s authority.”) 

 
19  See FirstEnergy Service Co. v. PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., Docket No. EL14-55-000, Complaint 
of FirstEnergy Service Company, (May 23, 2014); Amended Complaint of FirstEnergy Service Company, 
(September 22, 2014) (filed in the same proceeding) (“FirstEnergy Complaint”). 
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lacks jurisdiction over compensation for DR in energy markets applies with equal or 

greater weight in capacity markets.20  

In this context, and without presuming or prejudging the outcome of either the 

pending appeals of EPSA v FERC or the disposition of the related FirstEnergy 

Complaint, PJM has acknowledged the “foreseeable” risk21 that DR resources going 

forward will be legally and rightfully barred from participating in wholesale energy and 

capacity markets.  As that outcome is possible if not likely, PJM has developed 

contingency measures and approaches to account for possible or foreseeable changes 

to their DR resource commitments.22  In the separate filing relevant to the May 2015 

BRA, filed on January 14, 2015, PJM has proposed to shift capacity market demand 

response to a wholesale-entity, demand-side model, and the shift is proposed in a 

manner that is intended to be consistent with this capacity performance filing, and in a 

way that assumes no change to performance requirements.23   The details of this 

contingency plan matter greatly and will be assessed by stakeholders and the 

                                                 
20  Comments of the Electric Power Supply Association, FirstEnergy Service Co. v. PJM 
Interconnection, L.L.C, Docket No. EL14-55-000 (filed October 22, 2014), available at www.epsa.org. 
 
21  See PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., Docket No. ER15-738, (filed December 24, 2014) (“PJM Waiver 
Filing”) (PJM Waiver Filing, Affidavit of Mr. Michael J. Kormos, PJM Executive Vice President – 
Operations, at P 10:  “Given where we are today, the potential adverse impacts of EPSA on Demand 
Resources simply falls in the category of foreseeable risk…”). 
 
22  See for example PJM white paper “The Evolution of Demand Response in the PJM Wholesale 
Market,“ issued October 6, 2014, available:  http://www.pjm.com/~/media/documents/reports/20141007-
pjm-whitepaper-on-the-evolution-of-demand-response-in-the-pjm-wholesale-market.ashx. 
 
23  PJM Capacity Resource Filing at 6.  This is the PJM DR “Stop-Gap” Filing to be implemented for 
the May 2015 BRA only in the event the U.S Supreme Court denies the Commission’s (and other parties’) 
petitions for certiorari seeking review of EPSA v. FERC, Docket No. ER15-852-000 (filed January 14, 
2015). 
 

http://www.epsa.org/
http://www.pjm.com/~/media/documents/reports/20141007-pjm-whitepaper-on-the-evolution-of-demand-response-in-the-pjm-wholesale-market.ashx
http://www.pjm.com/~/media/documents/reports/20141007-pjm-whitepaper-on-the-evolution-of-demand-response-in-the-pjm-wholesale-market.ashx
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Commission in a separate proceeding.  First and foremost, such plans must be 

workable and consistent with the economic integrity of competitive wholesale markets. 

PJM’s attempt to develop contingency measures is both prudent and necessary, 

as only just last week (January 15, 2015) the U.S. Solicitor General filed a petition for 

writ of certiorari with the United States Supreme Court asking it to review aspects of the 

EPSA v FERC decision.  Supreme Court review of the case is discretionary and by no 

means assured.  On the expected schedule, the Court is likely to decide whether or not 

to take the case before PJM’s May 2015 BRA proposed to be conducted under the new 

CP paradigm.  Thus, it is entirely possible that the Court could decide before the May 

2015 BRA not to hear the case, in which event the mandate from the D.C. Circuit 

vacating Order No. 745 would issue and the case would be remanded back to the 

Commission prior to the May 2015 BRA.  While the mandate’s issuance has been 

stayed by the D.C. Circuit pending resolution of the matter by the Supreme Court, until 

and unless the Supreme Court grants a petition for certiorari and acts to change the 

D.C. Circuit’s decision, EPSA v FERC as decided in May 2014 is applicable precedent.  

At a minimum, any inclusion of DR in the final CP order should be contingent on its 

removal should the Supreme Court act to reject the petitions for certiorari prior to the 

May BRA.   To do otherwise risks legal challenges and attendant market uncertainties 

on the eve of this important BRA.  (If the Supreme Court grants a petition for certiorari, 

the Court is not expected to hear oral arguments and issue a decision on the merits in 

the case until the last quarter of 2015.) 

EPSA is confident the D.C. Circuit’s jurisdictional reasoning in EPSA v FERC 

precludes DR from participating as a supply side resource in capacity markets.  EPSA 
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appreciates the efforts from PJM to develop these contingency plans for DR 

participation that address possible outcomes from the EPSA litigation.   Accordingly, 

EPSA submits PJM and the Commission should avoid moving forward with any 

proposals that would expand or continue DR participation as supply in the capacity 

markets while contingency plans are carefully scrutinized in the meantime.   

Separate and apart from the legal issues surrounding DR participation as supply, 

there are general operational concerns related to the DR provisions that would argue 

against DR’s inclusion as a supply side resource in the CP proposal even if the courts 

ultimately rule in the Commission’s favor as to jurisdiction.  PJM’s proposal to allow 

coupled or aggregated offers, as well as the continued participation of “more limited 

Demand Resources” under the CP proposal are contrary to the intent of the CP 

proposal to ensure high levels of performance and availability from all committed 

capacity resources.24   Further, propagating the use and participation of limited DR 

resources is at odds with PJM efforts to date in a number of proceedings to require DR 

to participate on an equal or more comparable footing with generation resources.  

Rather than perpetuate reliance on a highly limited product, even if coupled with other 

limited products, PJM should be implementing changes such as Must Offer 

requirements for DR as they already apply to generation and broad availability criteria 

for all capacity resources including DR.  PJM has in fact been working towards this goal 

for some time, which is why the proposed treatment of DR in the CP proposal is 

                                                 
24  The PJM IMM has recommended the elimination of both the Limited and the Extended Summer 
DR Products, among other modifications related to DR performance and obligations in RPM.  See PJM 
2013 State of the Market Report at Section 1, Introduction, pg 24, available at 
www.monitoringanalytics.com. 
 

http://www.monitoringanalytics.com/
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inconsistent with these other efforts.  ISO New England has established requirements 

and parameters to this end, as approved by the Commission,25 that are appropriate for 

resources which assume capacity market obligations and receive payments as capacity 

resources.  PJM should similarly stay on course to strengthen and clarify obligations 

and performance expectations for all resources rather than back track as proposed here 

with the inclusion of limited DR in CP.    

III. CONCLUSION 

 WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, EPSA respectfully requests that the 

Commission consider these comments in developing its Order on the PJM Capacity 

Performance Filing.  

     Respectfully submitted, 

       

        

_________________________________________ 
Nancy Bagot, Vice President of Regulatory Affairs  
Sharon Theodore, Director of Regulatory Affairs 

    Electric Power Supply Association 
    1401 New York Avenue, NW, 12th Floor 
    Washington, DC  20005 
    (202) 628-8200 
    NancyB@epsa.org 
 
 
 
Dated:  January 20, 2015 
 
 
 

 
 

                                                 
25  ISO New England Inc., 142 FERC ¶ 61,027, Order on Proposed Tariff Revisions, (January 14, 
2013) at P 27.   
 

mailto:NancyB@epsa.org
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 
 

 I hereby certify that I have served a copy of the comments via email upon each 

person designated on the official service list compiled by the Secretary in this 

proceeding. 

 Dated at Washington, D.C., January 20, 2015. 

      
      
      

________________________________   
    Nancy Bagot, VP of Regulatory Affairs 
 
 

 


