Modeling the PJM proposed
performance scoring algorithm



Proposed score Is not
proportional to performance
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PJM score exhibits a huge discontinuity that does not
reflect similar drop in value to the grid

Current score over-values contribution, awarding high scores low values

Precision-only score awards lower scores for lower value, but in a linear way
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Score severely penalizes
existing resources
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Current Algorithm
100-hr Average 88%
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New Algorithm
100-hr Average 61%

Current average of 88-90% required to surpass 75% in new algorithm

Very difficult to score less than 84-88%, without dropping to 25%



Model Extract

Model based on slowly
decaying delay

Faster decay of correlation

Based on Mosaic modeling
of diverse resource types

Different resources will
be differently impacted
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