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Southwest Power Pool 

MARKET WORKING GROUP MEETING 
December 13-14, 2011 

AEP Office – Dallas, TX 

 
• Summary of Motions • 

 

Agenda Item 3 – PRR 240—Non-Dispatchable Resources Curtailment—Jessica Collins (Xcel) 
motioned and Shah Hossain (Westar) seconded to approve amendments and tariff language associated 
with PRR 240.  The motion passed with no opposition and one abstention from Ann Scott (Tenaska). 

Agenda Item 8 – MPRR 40—Clarification of Jointly Owned Units—Shah Hossain (Westar) motioned 
and Patty Denny (KCPL) seconded to approve Ad Hoc Group comments associated MPRR 40 as 
modified in the meeting.  The motion passed with one opposition from Richard Ross (AEP) and one 
abstention Gene Anderson (OMPA). 

Agenda Item 10 – MPRR 42—Remove Export Interchange Transaction Bids for Supplemental 
Reserves—Will Amos (OGE) motioned and Shah Hossain (Westar) seconded to approve MPRR 42.  The 
motion passed with four oppositions from Matt Moore (Golden Spread), Ann Scott (Tenaska), Rick 
Yanovich (OPPD), Jessica Collins (Xcel) and one abstention from Richard Ross (AEP). 

Agenda Item 14 – MPRR 44—Operating Reserve Offer Mitigation—Shah Hossain (Westar) motioned 
and Rick McCord (EDE) seconded to expedite MPRRs 44 and 45.  The motion passed with one 
opposition from Randy Gillespie (Kelson) and four abstentions from Richard Ross (AEP), Will Amos 
(OGE), Rick Yanovich (OPPD), and Ann Scott (Tenaska).  
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Southwest Power Pool 

MARKET WORKING GROUP MEETING 
December 13-14, 2011 

AEP Office – Dallas, TX 

 
•  M I N U T E S  •  

 

Agenda Item 1 – Call to Order, Proxies, Agenda Discussion 
Chair Richard Ross (AEP) called the meeting to order at 1:00 p.m.  The attendance was recorded and 
proxies were announced (Attachment 1—MWG Attendance December 13-14 2011).  The following 
members were represented by proxy: 

Will Amos (OGE) for Darrell Wilson (OGE) 
 

The group reviewed the agenda (Attachment 2—MWG Agenda December 13-14 2011) and made no 
changes. 

Agenda Item 2 – Minutes Approval (November 15-16) 
Richard Ross (AEP) asked for feedback on the minutes for the November 15-16 meeting.  No changes 
were made so Richard Ross (AEP) deemed the minutes approved as posted. 

Agenda Item 3 – PRR 240—Non-Dispatchable Resources Curtailment 
The MWG members were in agreement that the actions listed in the table should address the issues with 
PRR 211 (Attachment 3 — Summary of PRR 240 Issues to be Addressed). Richard Dillon (SPP) 
discussed concerns by SPP staff regarding the MWG support of curtailing Qualifying Facilities selling to 
host facilities at a TLR 3 instead of a TLR 5.  In preparation for filling PRR 240, SPP intends to have a 
pre-filing conference with FERC.   After discussion, MWG continued to support writing tariff language to 
support the Protocol language approved at the previous meeting.  Modifications were made to the 
Protocol language and proposed Tariff language to accommodate the MWG’s intent to have unscheduled 
energy from Qualifying Facilities selling to their host utility curtailed at a TLR 3 or consistent with Non-
Firm Network Transmission (NN6).  Jessica Collins (Xcel) motioned and Shah Hossain (Westar) 
seconded to approve amendments and tariff language associated with PRR 240.  The motion 
passed with no opposition and one abstention from Ann Scott (Tenaska). 
 
Agenda Item 4 – MPRR 8—Time Zone Definition  
Carrie Simpson (SPP) presented (Attachment 4—MPRR_8_SPP_Impact_Assessment) the SPP impact 
assessment on MPRR 8 for the MWG to consider.  SPP staff recommends continuing in CPT for 
Integrated Marketplace due to concerns related to resource constraints, legacy applications impacts, 
member readiness, outstanding operation questions, and training impacts.   The MWG discussed the 
presentation but did not to vote on MPRR 8 again.  The MPRR will now go to the RTWG and MOPC for 
final approval.  

Agenda Item 5 – MPRR 9—Addition of Not Participating Status 
MWG members agreed to submit to the MOPC the original MPRR 9 as approved by MWG even though 
ORWG voted to reject it.  Discussion on the ORWG concerns at previous MWG meetings resulted in the 
MWG affirming its original position on MPRR 9.  MWG will provide an addendum to MOPC report 
explaining the MWG perspective on the issue. 
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Agenda Item 6 – MPRR 43—External Operating Reserve 
SPP staff asked for more time to work out the implementation details of this MPRR.  This item was tabled 
until further notice. 

Agenda Item 7 – MPRR 18—Clarification of Commitment Status for Resources on Outage 
Gary Cate (SPP) presented reasons (Attachment 5—MPRR18 Staff Presentation) on why SPP staff 
support keeping the outage scheduling tool and market system linked.  In addition, the MWG discussed 
whether to accept the ORWG’s suggestion to add recallable outage logic to the market system.   After 
discussion, the MWG members supported sending MPRR 18 as approved by the MWG and suggest 
ORWG propose an additional MPRR to address the recallable outage logic.  The members agreed MPRR 
18 address a necessary a Protocol clarification for the outage scheduler and the ORWG proposal could 
be an enhancement to consider at a later time.   

Agenda Item 8 – MPRR 40—Clarification of Jointly Owned Units 

Shah Hossain (Westar) introduced language put together by several members of the MWG and SPP staff 
(“Ad Hoc Group”) intended to address ORWG concerns related to JOU Setpoint instructions on MPRR 
40. (Attachment 6- MPRR 40 Ad Hoc Group Comments) After discussion, Shah Hossain (Westar) 
motioned and Patty Denny (KCPL) seconded to approve Ad Hoc Group comments associated 
MPRR 40 as modified in the meeting.  The motion passed with one opposition from Richard Ross 
(AEP) and one abstention Gene Anderson (OMPA). 

Agenda Item 9 – MPRR 41—Addition of “Unavailable Grid Switchable” Status 
This item was tabled at the submitter’s request. 

Agenda Item 10 – MPRR 42—Remove Export Interchange Transaction Bids for Supplemental 
Reserves 

Patty Denny (KCPL) introduced MPRR42 to the group.  The MPRR removes the ability for Market 
Participants to provide supplemental reserve through a curtailable interchange transaction due to 
operational complexity and cost/benefit concerns.  (Attachment 7—MPRR 42 – Remove Export 
Interchange Transaction Bids for Supplemental Reserves)  After discussion, Will Amos (OGE) motioned 
and Shah Hossain (Westar) seconded to approve MPRR 42.  The motion passed with four 
oppositions from Matt Moore (Golden Spread), Ann Scott (Tenaska), Rick Yanovich (OPPD), 
Jessica Collins (Xcel) and one abstention from Richard Ross (AEP). 

Agenda Item 11 – Reserve Zones 
Neil Robertson (SPP) presented the winter 2012 SPP recommendation for the configuration of Reserve 
Zones (Attachment 8—Reserve Zones Winter 2012).  This study was based on historical congestion data.  
Changes in this assessment include removing Zone 6 and also including the north Kansas City area in 
Zone 1.  Richard Ross (AEP) asked if this presentation had been given to the ORWG and CBASC.  Neil 
said that neither group has met since this study was completed but that SPP staff is planning on showing 
the study results to both groups.  Neil also reminded the group that SPP staff was committed to 
reevaluating the potential reserve zones every six months. 

Agenda Item 12 – Regulation—From Procurement to Deployment 
Yasser Bahbaz (SPP) gave a presentation on regulation at the request of AEP (Attachment 9 —
Regulation Allocation and Deployment Process).  The presentation was intended to show how regulation  
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is cleared and deployed in various processes.  The priority methodology will be shared with the members 
but it is currently still being developed.  Dave Erickson (AEP) is concerned that there a design issue that 
needs to be addressed quickly before it impacts the market timeline. Wayne Camp (Accenture) and 
Casey Cathey (SPP) are working on an MPRR to address AEPs concerns.  Also, SPP staff is still looking 
into relaxing the regulation qualification rules in a future MPRR. 

Agenda Item 13 – Registration Overview 
This item was tabled due to time constraints. 

Agenda Item 14 – MPRR 44—Operating Reserve Offer Mitigation 

John Hyatt (SPP MMU) and Catherine Mooney (SPP MMU) introduced MPRRs 44 and 45 to the group 
(Attachment 10—MPRR 44 Operating Reserve Offer Mitigation, Attachment 11—MPRR 45 Revisions to 
the Energy Offer Mitigation).  The MPPRs were submitted requesting expedited review because the 
changes are design impacting and need to be reviewed by MOPC in January.  Shah Hossain (Westar) 
motioned and Rick McCord (EDE) seconded to expedite MPRRs 44 and 45.  The motion passed 
with one opposition from Randy Gillespie (Kelson) and four abstentions from Richard Ross (AEP), 
Will Amos (OGE), Rick Yanovich (OPPD), and Ann Scott (Tenaska). Catherine Mooney presented on 
why the MMU is proposing mitigation changes for Integrated Marketplace. (Attachment 12—MMU 
Presentation on MPRR44&45) The MWG asked questions on the proposal and decided to table 
discussion on the MPRRs to allow more time to discuss internally and for SPP to provide an impact 
assessment.  

Agenda Item 15 – MPRR 45—Revisions to the Energy Offer Mitigation 
See Agenda Item 14. 

Agenda Item 16 – Working Group/Committee Updates 
This item was tabled due to time constraints. 

Agenda Item 17 – MMU EIS Update 
This item was tabled due to time constraints. 

Agenda Item 18 – MWG Action Items Review 
This item was tabled due to time constraints. 

Agenda Item 19 – Review of Motions, Action Items and Future Meetings 
Motions 

Agenda Item 3 – PRR 240—Non-Dispatchable Resources Curtailment 
Jessica Collins (Xcel) motioned and Shah Hossain (Westar) seconded to approve amendments and tariff 
language associated with PRR 240.  The motion passed with no opposition and one abstention from Ann 
Scott (Tenaska). 
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Agenda Item 8 – MPRR 40—Clarification of Jointly Owned Units 

Shah Hossain (Westar) motioned and Patty Denny (KCPL) seconded to approve Ad Hoc Group 
comments associated MPRR 40 as modified in the meeting.  The motion passed with one opposition from 
Richard Ross (AEP) and one abstention Gene Anderson (OMPA). 

Agenda Item 10 – MPRR 42—Remove Export Interchange Transaction Bids for Supplemental 
Reserves 

Will Amos (OGE) motioned and Shah Hossain (Westar) seconded to approve MPRR 42.  The motion 
passed with four oppositions from Matt Moore (Golden Spread), Ann Scott (Tenaska), Rick Yanovich 
(OPPD), Jessica Collins (Xcel) and one abstention from Richard Ross (AEP). 

Agenda Item 14 – MPRR 44—Operating Reserve Offer Mitigation 
Shah Hossain (Westar) motioned and Rick McCord (EDE) seconded to expedite MPRRs 44 and 45.  The 
motion passed with one opposition from Randy Gillespie (Kelson) and four abstentions from Richard 
Ross (AEP), Will Amos (OGE), Rick Yanovich (OPPD), and Ann Scott (Tenaska). 
 
Action Items 

No action items were assigned during this meeting. 

 
Future Meetings 
 
The conference call that was scheduled for the morning of December 16, 2011 has been rescheduled to 
the morning of December 21, 2011.  Jessica Collins (Xcel) raised a concern with the abbreviated meeting 
schedule for next year.  The MWG agreed to move up the start time for the January and February 
meetings to 8:15 a.m. on Tuesday.  The schedule for the remainder of the year will be addressed at a 
later date. 
 
December 21, 2011 (9 a.m. – 12 p.m.) 
Location: Net Conference 
 
January 24, 2012 (8:15 a.m. – 6 p.m.) 
January 25, 2012 (8:15 a.m. – 12 p.m.) 
Location: AEP Office 
Room: 8th Floor 
 
February 14, 2012 (8:15 a.m. – 6 p.m.) 
February 15, 2012 (8:15 a.m. – 12 p.m.) 
Location: AEP Office 
Room: 8th Floor 

Agenda Item 20 – Adjournment 
Richard Ross (AEP) thanked the group and adjourned the meeting at 12:00 p.m. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
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Debbie James 
Secretary 
 
 
Attachment 1—MWG Attendance December 13-14 2011 
Attachment 2—MWG Agenda December 13-14 2011 
Attachment 3 — Summary of PRR 240 Issues to be Addressed 
Attachment 4—MPRR_8_SPP_Impact_Assessment 
Attachment 5—MPRR18 Staff Presentation 
Attachment 6- MPRR 40 Ad Hoc Group Comments 
Attachment 7—MPRR 42 – Remove Export Interchange Transaction Bids for Supplemental Reserves 
Attachment 8—Reserve Zones Winter 2012 
Attachment 9 —Regulation Allocation and Deployment Process 
Attachment 10—MPRR 44 Operating Reserve Offer Mitigation 
Attachment 11—MPRR 45 Revisions to the Energy Offer Mitigation 
Attachment 12—MMU Presentation on MPRR44&45 



     X  = In Person
 ℡  = By Phone
      *  = By Proxy

Attend Attend Full Name Company E-mail Business Phone Other Phone
Day 1 Day 2

       X        X Richard Ross (Chair) AEP rross@aep.com (918) 382-9285 (918) 284-8702
Keith Sugg (V-Chair) AECC ksugg@aecc.com (501) 570-2413

       X        X Debbie James (Sec.) SPP djames@spp.org (501) 614-3577
 ℡  ℡ Aaron Rome Midwest Energy (785) 625-1431
       X        X Ann Scott Tenaska ascott@tnsk.com (817) 462-1514
      *       * Darrell Wilson OGE wilsondw@oge.com (405) 553-2773
       X        X Gene Anderson OMPA geneaengr@aol.com (405) 645-2280
       X        X Joshua Kirby WFEC j_kirby@wfec.com (405) 247-4403 (405) 317-3790
       X        X Jessica Collins Xcel Energy jessica.l.collins@xcelenergy.com (303) 571-7740 (303) 910-7960
 ℡  ℡ Lee Anderson LES landerson@les.com (402) 467-7591
 ℡  ℡ Matt Moore Golden Spread Electric Coop mmoore@gsec.coop (806) 367-8687
       X        X Patty Denny KCPL patricia.denny@kcpl.com (816) 654-1702
       X        X Randy Gillespie Kelson Energy randy.gillespie@kelsonenergy.com (443) 542-5137
       X        X Rick McCord EDE rmccord@empiredistrict.com (417) 625-5129
 ℡  ℡ Rick Yanovich OPPD (402) 514-1031
       X        X Shah Hossain Westar Shah_Hossain@wr.com (785) 575-6453

Aaron Ralls SPP aralls@spp.org
 ℡  ℡ Aaron Shipley SPP ashipley@spp.org

Allen Phelps OATI allen.phelps@oati.net (651) 373-3874
Barry Spector Wright Talisman

 ℡  ℡ Bart Tsala PCI btsala@powercosts.com (405) 447-6933
Bill Nolte SECI bdnolte@sunflower.net (420) 272-5458
Bill Olson Xcel Energy bill.olson@xcelenergy.com
Bill Thompson AEP

 ℡  ℡ Ben Stander OATI ben.stander@oati.net
Brandon Whittle Exelon brandon.whittle@gmail.com (512) 422-9063

       X        X Brenda Harris Oxy brenda_harris@oxy.com (713) 215-7656
Brenda Lee The Structure Group brenda.lee@thestructuregroup.com
Brent Hebert Horizon Wind brent.hebert@horizonwind.com (713) 265-0365
Brett Kruse Calpine
Brian Gedrich NextEra brian.gedrich@nexteraenergy.com
Brian Holmes Structure brian.holmes@thestructuregroup.com
Bruce Walkup AECC bwalkup@aecc.com (501) 570-2639
Bryn Wilson OGE wilsonwb@oge.com
Carol White FERC carol.white@ferc.gov

 ℡ Carrie Bumgarner Wright Talisman bumgarner@wrightlaw.com
Carrie Cooper ETEC carrie.cooper@gdsassociates (770) 715-7189

       X        X Carrie Simpson SPP csimpson@spp.org (501) 688-1757
 ℡ Casey Cathey SPP ccathey@spp.org (501) 614-3267

       X        X Catherine Mooney SPP cmooney@spp.org
CJ Brown SPP cbrown@spp.org
Charles Waso cwaso@aol.com
Chris Casale Iberdrola chris.casale@iberdrolausa.com
Chris Jones Duke Energy chris.jones@duke-energy.com
Chris Werner AEP cmwerner@aep.com
Cliff Franklin Westar clifford.franklin@westarenergy.com (785) 213-9722

 ℡ Cody Parker SPP cparker@spp.org
Dana Boyer SPP dboyer@spp.org
Danielle Strain AECI dstrain@aeci.org
Darrell Dorsey KCBPU ddorsey@bpu.com (913) 573-6801
Darryl Boggess WFEC d_boggess@wfec.com (405) 247-4518
Dave Almsted MCG Energy
Dave Savage RES-Americas david.savage@res-americas.com
David Charles Basin Electric Power Co. dcharles@bepc.com (701) 557-5631
David Daniels SPP ddaniels@spp.org

       X        X David Erickson AEP derickson@aep.com (614) 583-7405
David Hackett KEMA dhackett@us.kema.com (321) 600-1228
Derek Mosolf MCG Energy dmosolf@mcgenergy.com
Dirk Dietz NPPD drdietz@nppd.com
Doug Clark AEP dclark@aep.com
Ed Hammons GRDA ehammons@grda.com
Eddie Watson SPP ewatson@spp.org

       X        X Eric Alexander GRDA ealexander@grda.com (918) 824-7245
 ℡ Eric Barreveld ENEL eric.barreveld@enel.com

Eric Jensen AREVA dalmsted@mcgenergy.com (612) 240-9733
       X        X Farrokh Rahimi OATI farrokh.rahimi@oati.net (612) 360-1654
 ℡ Frank Bristol Acciona fbristol@acciona-na.com
 ℡  ℡ Gary Cate SPP gcate@spp.org

Gary Rosenwald The Glarus Group gary.rosenwald@theglarusgroup.com
George Fee AEP
George Kelly Accenture
Ginny Watson SPP gwatson@spp.org
Gordon Scott EPIC Merchant Energy (281) 760-4562
Harshikesh Panchal Constellation Energy harshikesh.panchal@constellation.com
Heather Starnes SPP hstarnes@spp.org

       X        X Holly Black TEA hblack@teainc.org (904) 360-1460
Jaime McAlipine Chermac Energy mcalpinekl@chermacenergy.com 405-340-9326
Jake Langthom OGE langthjs@oge.com

       X James Fife PSI/EPV jfife1@entergy.com (281) 297-5406
James Sanderson KCC j.sanderson@kcc.ks.gov (785) 271-3159

 ℡ Jarrett Friddle Utilicast jfriddle@spp.org
Jason Bailey OGE baileyjd@oge.com
Jason Smith SPP jsmith@spp.org
Jeff Anderson OATI jeff.anderson@oati.net
Jerry Ohmes KCBPU johmes@bpu.com (913) 573-6816
Jessica Zahnow Argus Media jessica.zahnow@argusmedia.com 503-227-5481

 ℡  ℡ Jim Flucke KCPL jim.flucke@kcpl.com
Jim Guidroz Supervisor of Tariff Administration jguidroz@spp.org (501) 614-3900

 ℡  ℡ Jim Krajecki Customized Energy Solutions jkrajecki@ces-ltd.com
Jim Stevens PSI/EPV jim@psisoft.net (713) 253-9396
JJ Guo AEP jguo@aep.com

 ℡ Jodi Woods SPP jwoods@spp.org
Joe Taylor Xcel Energy josepth.c.taylor@excelenergy.com (303) 571-7462
John Baum Novis
John Harvey John Deere Renewables harveyjohna@johndeere.com (515) 267-3532 (515) 473-5680
John Holloway AEP jpholloway@aep.com

       X John Hyatt SPP jhyatt@spp.org
 ℡  ℡ John Seck KMEA seck@kmea.com

John Stephens City Utilities John.Stephens@cityutilities.net (417) 831-8470
John Sturm Aces Power Marketing (APM) jsturm@acespower.com (317) 696-9031
John Varnell Tenaska jvarnell@tnsk.com (817) 462-1037
Jon Olson MCG Energy jolson@mcgenergy.com (615) 253-8820
Jon Sunneberg NPPD jmsunne@nppd.com
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Josh Phillips SPP jphillips@spp.org
Julie Slone AEP jaslone@aep.com
Kathy Schuerger Xcel Energy kathy.schuerger@xcelenergy.com

 ℡  ℡ Ken Donald Utilicast
Kevin Patten AEP kwpatten@aep.com
Kim Farris SPP kfarris@spp.org

 ℡  ℡ Kim Sullivan WFEC k_sullivan@wfec.com
 ℡  ℡ Kristen Rodriguez Electric Power Engineers/Wind Coalition krodriguez@epeconsulting.com (254) 399-8676
 ℡  ℡ Linda Fellone SPP lfellone@spp.org

Linda Williams lwilliam@ku.edu
Lyman Wilkes Physical Systems Integration lwilkes@psisoft.net (713) 443-4026 (281) 297-5449
Mak Nagle SPP mnagle@spp.org

       X        X Marisa Choate SPP mchoate@spp.org (501) 688-1707
Mark Watson Platts markham_watson@platts.com
Mary Jo Montoya Xcel Energy mary.j.montoya@xcelenergy.com (303) 571-7191
Matt Binette binette@wrightlaw.com
Matt Johnson TEA
Matt Pawlowski NextEra
Matt Wolf Entergy EMO
Mark Lawlor Right of Wind
Mehdi Assadian OATI mehdi.assadian@oati.net (925) 202-5017
Mike Hood AECC mike.hood@aecc.com
Mike Moltane mmoltane@itctransco.com (248) 946-3093

 ℡  ℡ Mike Mushrush OMPA mmushrush@ompa.com
Mike Oliver LES moliver@les.com
Mike Swearingen Tri-County Electric Coop mikeswearingen@tri-countyelectric.coop (580) 652-2418

 ℡  ℡ Mitch Williams WFEC m_williams@wfec.com
       X        X Neal Daney KMEA daney@kmea.com (913) 660-0242

Neil Robertson SPP nrobertson@spp.org
Nick Parker SPP

 ℡ Patti Kelly SPP pkelly@spp.org (501) 614-3381
Patty Harrell DC Energy harrell@dc-energy.com
Pat McGarry TEA pmcgarry@tea.inc (904) 993-9511
Paul Dietz Westar paul.a.dietz@ westarenergy.com
Pete Kinney WAPA kinney@wapa.gov (605) 882-7560 (605) 228-6758
Phillip Bruich SPP pbruich@spp.org

 ℡ Randy Root GRDA rroot@grda.com
 ℡ Rebecca Sanders SPP rsanders@spp.org
       X Richard Dillon SPP rdillon@spp.org (501) 614-3228
 ℡ Robert Safuto Customized Energy Solutions rsafuto@ces-ltd.com (917) 446-2579
       X        X Ron Thompson NPPD rfthomp@nppd.com (402) 845-5202

Roy Klusmeyer WFEC
       X        X Roy True Aces Power Marketing (APM) royt@acespower.com (317) 695-4146 (317) 695-4146

Sam Ellis SPP sellis@spp.org
Shalini Gupta SPP sgupta@spp.org

 ℡ Sherry Hamilton SPP shamilton@spp.org
       X        X Stephanie Toups Tenaska stoups@tnsk.com (817) 803-1878

Steve McDonald Aces Power Marketing (APM) smcdonald@acespower.com (317) 344-7113
Stuart Rein Boston Pacific srein@bostonpacific.com
Terry Gates AEP tlgates@aep.com (614) 583-6574
Tom Burke Aces Power Marketing (APM) tburke@acespower.com (512) 788-4901
Tom Fritsche SPP tfritsche@spp.org
Tom Kleckner SPP tkleckner@spp.org

 ℡ Tony Alexander SPP talexander@spp.org
       X        X Tony Delacluyse PCI tony@powercost.com (405) 326-1496

Trent Carlson JP Morgan trent.a.carlson@jpmorgan.com
Trey Fleming SAIC trey.s.fleming@saic.com (713) 345-0753
Ty Mitchell SPP tmitchell@spp.org
Tyler Wolford TEA twolford@teainc.org (904) 360-1460
Vincent Musco Boston Pacific vmusco@bostonpacific.com

 ℡  ℡ Virat Kapur Electric Power Engineers/Wind Coalition vkapur@epeconsulting.com (512) 382-6700
Walt Cecil MOPSC walter.cecil@psc.mo.gov

       X        X Walt Shumate Shumate & Associates waltshumate@sbcglobal.net (512) 496-7704
Walt Yeager Duke Energy walt.yeager@duke-energy.com

       X        X Wayne Camp Accenture wayne.camp@accenture.com (856) 204-0298
Wendell Drost Alstom wendell.drost@areva-td.com (318)348-0014
Wenchun Zhu Wind Capital Group zxhu@windcapitalgroup.com

       X        X Will Amos OGE amoswr@oge.com (405) 553-2081
 ℡ Yassar Bahbaz SPP ybahbaz@spp.org

Zachary Sharp SPP zsharp@spp.org
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
MARKET WORKING GROUP MEETING 

December 13-14, 2011 
AEP Offices – Dallas, TX 

 
•  A G E N D A  •  

 
Day 1 – 1:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m.  

1. Call to Order, Proxies, Agenda Discussion ......................................................................................Chair 

2. Minutes Approval (November 15-16).................................................................................. Richard Ross 

3. PRR 240—Non-Dispatchable Resources Curtailment ............................................................. Patti Kelly 

4. MPRR 8—Time Zone Definition ................................................................................................ SPP staff 

5. MPRR 9—Addition of Not Participating Status ..................................................................................... All 

6. MPRR 43—External Operating Reserve ........................................................................... Debbie James 

7. MPRR 18—Clarification of Commitment Status for Resources on Outage ......................................... All  

8. MPRR 40—Clarification of Jointly Owned Units (ORWG comments) .................................................. All  

9. MPRR 41—Addition of “Unavailable Grid Switchable” Status ............................................... Matt Moore 

10. MPRR 42—Remove Export Interchange Transaction Bids for Supplemental Reserves ..... Patty Denny 

Day 2 – 8:15 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. 

11. Reserve Zones .................................................................................................................. Casey Cathey 

12. Regulation—From Procurement to Deployment ............................................................... Casey Cathey 

13. Registration Review ........................................................................................................... Ginny Watson 

14. MPRR 44—Operating Reserve Offer Mitigation ...................................................................... John Hyatt 

15. MPRR 45—Revisions to the Energy Offer Mitigation .............................................................. John Hyatt 

16. Working Group/Committee Updates................................................................................... Richard Ross 

17. MMU EIS Update ..................................................................................................................... John Hyatt 

18. MWG Action Items Review ................................................................................................ Debbie James 

19. Review of Motions, Action Items and Future Meetings  .................................................... Debbie James 
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20. Adjournment ....................................................................................................................... Richard Ross 



Issues to be Addressed (PRR 211/240) 

SPP did not file testimony or supporting exhibits to provide an
explanation of how the proposed Tariff solution remedies the stated
problem

SPP does not explain what non‐dispatchable resources can do to avoid 
the uninstructed deviation charge or whether such resources can 
become dispatchable.  

SPP has not identified the additional telemetry equipment and other 
requirements it seeks to impose on non‐dispatchable resources or 
whether non‐dispatchable resources are capable of meeting any such 
requirements. 
SPP has not provided sufficient detail with respect to which resources 
will be curtailed.  Without offering any explanation or support, SPP 
appears to propose to curtail non‐dispatchable resources immediately 
when congestion occurs, rather than first economically redispatching 
available resources.  
SPP filed limited Tariff revisions and reserves the details of the 
proposal for the market protocols, even though the proposal appears 
to significantly affect transmission priorities as well as the operation of 
SPP’s EIS market. 

Change will be applicable to existing and future Resources

Transition period was too short for compliance

 SPP does not explain whether the curtailment priority that applies to QFs 
(level 3) would apply to non‐QFs and the effect of the proposal on any other 
transmission service priorities.  In other words, SPP has not provided 
sufficient detail with respect to which resources will be curtailed.  
Additionally, without offering any explanation or support, SPP appears to 
propose to curtail non‐dispatchable resources immediately when congestion 
occurs, rather than first economically redispatching available resources. 



SPP Plan
Use testimony and supporting exhibits to 1) explain current problem, 2) 
explain proposed changes, 3) explain why the changes solve the 
problem, 4) why the problem needs addressed before the 
implementation of the Integrated Marketplace, and 5) why the changes 
make treatment of dispatchable and non‐dispatchable Resources more 
equivalent.
Use testimony and supporting exhibits to 1) explain uninstructed 
deviation charges and why non‐dispatchable resources should be 
charged them, and how they can avoid them 2) explain how non‐
dispatchable resources can become dispatchable, or if they cannot, 
explain why that is justifiable.

Use testminony and support exhibits to 1) explain what telemetry 
equipment or other requirements would be necessary for non‐
dispatchable resources to meet requirements 2) why additional 
equipment is needed and if possible, estimated costs, 3) will faciliaties 
be able to meet requirements without additional equipment?

Use testimony and exhibits to address why curtailment is necessary 
rather than dispatch

Incorporate more of the Protocol language in the Tariff revisions.

Use testimony and exhibits to 1) explain the necessisty for applying the 
changes to existing resources and 2) why costs to existing units is 
reasonable because of the problem being solved

Use testimony and exhibits to justify the effective date  and why non‐
dispatchable resources will have enough time to comply.

Use testimony and supporting exhibits to explain that curtailment 
priorities of non‐QFs are not changing (or if they are why appropriate) 
and to explain why it is appropriate to curtail non‐dispatchable 
resources prior to redispatching available resources or why the 
Commission's statement is wrong.  In addition explain exactly what 
resources will be curtailed.
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MPRR 8
SPP Impact 
Assessment

December 13, 2011
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Agenda

• Assessment Approach

• Workstream & Vendor Assessments

• Outstanding  Impact Questions

• SPP Recommendation

3

Assessment Approach
• Marketplace Program reached out to all workstreams

and vendors to assess the impact of MPRR 8

Vendor(s) reporting impact:– Vendor(s) reporting impact:
Alstom

– Workstream(s) reporting impact:
IT Applications

Testing

Market (Alstom systems)Market (Alstom systems)

Operations Training

Participant Training

Settlements (Alstom systems)

4
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Example Timing Impacts of Change

Timelines for Marketplace
Clock Time

~ Nov 16‐March 14
Clock Time

~March 15‐Nov 15Timelines for Marketplace
if Market is always CST

 Nov 16‐March 14
CST

March 15‐Nov 15
CDT

Day‐Ahead Market Close  1100 1200
Day‐Ahead Market Posting 1600 1700
DA RUC Offer Period Close 1700 1800
DA RUC Posting 2000 2100
DA Forecast/OR obligation posting 0700 0800
 Onpeak HE7‐22 HE6‐21
Off k HE1 6 HE23 24 HE24 5 HE22 23

5

 Offpeak HE1‐6, HE23‐24 HE24‐5, HE22‐23

Business hours and submission timelines WILL BE different during the months of 
March 15‐Nov15 (CDT).

NOTE: Transmission service is sold in CPT

Vendor Impact

• Alstom (Market, Settlements & EMS)
Alstom Impact (Savings)/Costp ( g )
Market & Settlements
(Testing and MUI labor savings)

($93K)

Transmission Settlements $38K

EMS $19K

Overall ($36K)

• OATI (Scheduling)

– No impact

6



12/21/2011

4

Vendor Impact

• Nexant (TCR)

– No impactp

• Structure (Credit System) 

– No impact

• Energy Meteo (Wind Forecasting)

– No impact

• Equinox/SPP IT (Outage Scheduler/CROW)

– Minimal impact

7

SPP IT Applications Impact 

• Estimated cost of impact

– $322,000,

Bulk of hours associated with Legacy Applications 
required changes to accommodate CST

• Resources are limited to support the hours required to 
complete the project

– Contractors will most likely have to be usedContractors will most likely have to be used

8
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Testing Impact 

• CST requires a different approach to testing compared 
to existing methods of DST testing

– “Human Impact” is significant for Test Prep and 
Execution

Staff working on Test Cases will require further analysis to 
determine how to set up specific CPT vs. CST tests

Staff will be required to perform additional analysis to 
determine if systems performed as expected

– 3% impact to overall testing effort
10,000 hours  additional

– No monetary figure has been estimated

9

Testing for CST vs. CPT

Clock = CST
System = CST

DST Short (23 hours) DST Long (25 hours) Clock = CPT
System = CST

CPT X X X

CST X X  X (‐ ) X

• If SPP adopts CST only:

• Testing will still be required for DST short and long days 

DST long testing will be reduced

10

DST long testing will be reduced

• Additional testing will be required to evaluate systems operating in 
CST when the clock is recognizing CPT

• Differences between CPT vs. CST testing is expected to be 
negligible when assessing the in Test Cases, Expected Results, and 
Test Data Prep
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Market Operations Applications Impact

• Operations Support Applications

– Implementing CST or CPT should be a non‐issue.p g

Plans already exist to replace or overhaul many of 
the existing applications used within the Operations 
Center to support the Marketplace program.

11

Operations Training Impact

• Communications between Operators, Market 
Participants, and neighboring Balancing p g g g
Authorities will change
– All Operators will need training to account for 

switch to CST
Training requirements may vary  significantly 
depending on whether the entire RTO moves to CSTdepending on whether the entire RTO moves to CST

– Training materials, desk procedures, 
documentation will need updating

12
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Participant Training Impact

• Awareness training will be required to ensure 
impacts are understoodp

Training impact could vary significantly depending 
on whether entire RTO moves to CST

Market timelines will be different than the clock 
time during CDT 

• Regional training curriculum andRegional training curriculum and 
documentation will need updating to account 
for CST

13

Settlement Impact

• Alstom impacts to settlements documented in the 
IT Applications assessment

– Main impact is the change in how to define an 
operating day within Settlements.

• Updates to requirements documents will be 
necessary account for the changes

E i f 40 h– Estimate of 40 hours

14
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Outstanding Impact Questions

• Do the members want CST to be observed for the 
entire SPP RTO?  Or Market Footprint only?

– Separating time zone between SPP Reliability footprint 
versus Market footprint could create additional training 
and performance support needs

Reserve Sharing Group (like AECI) would be on 
different time zone than Market

ld b diff i hRC would be on different time zone than RUC 
operators

– Introduces another communications variable and 
complexities

15

Outstanding Impact Questions

• How will this impact the on‐peak and off‐peak hours?

– Currently  on‐peak is HE7‐22 CPT , will a move to CST y p ,
change when the On‐Peak/Off‐Peak is observed?

Non‐Firm transmission is sold in On‐Peak/Off‐Peak 
CPT

Approved TRR 43 requires all Transmission service 
to be sold in CPT

– NERC and NAESBE define on‐peak/off‐peak in 
prevailing time

– Further analysis is required to understand the 
full ramifications on Tariff administration with a 
move to CST 16
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Outstanding Impact Questions

• How will this change impact member systems and 
readiness for Marketplace?

– Members need to evaluate impact to systems

– Questions remain related to:
Synchronizing time stamps of SPP market with non‐market 
activity (e.g. Fuel and energy contracts, meter submission, 
demand reports)

Time stamp reconciliation for FERC reports (Electric QuarterlyTime stamp reconciliation for FERC reports (Electric Quarterly 
Report) and audit purposes

17

SPP Recommendation
• Staff recommends SPP RTO and Marketplace 

should continue with CPT

– Risk to Marketplace implementation timeline
Change to CST will not save time on testing or cost 
to Marketplace implementation

Limited resources to focus on project

– Risk to communications in Operations in theRisk to communications in Operations in the 
short term

Transition from CPT to CST will require training, 
additional situational awareness, and potentially 
new procedures

18



12/21/2011

10

SPP Recommendation
– Risk to Market Participant vendor/systems and 

readiness for Marketplace
How will each member be impacted by move to 
CST?

– Assessment needs to occur at each organization

19
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MPRR 18

November 10, 2011

Importance of Outage Statuses

• Outages are integral to success of Marketplace and the 
Reliability of the Bulk Electric System.

• Future topology fully dependent upon having correct 
outage status.

• DA processes fully dependent upon having correct 
outage status.

2
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Options

• What MPs want
– Submit Transmission Outage to CROWg
– Submit Generation Outages in Market Status or in CROW , but not 

both.

• What SPP wants
– Submit Transmission Outage to CROW
– Submit Generation Outage to CROWSubmit Generation Outage to CROW
– Submit Generation Outages in Resource Offer

Why does SPP want them in both places?

• Mutually Assured Outage Statuses
– With one source system, there is no way to be sure thatWith one source system, there is no way to be sure that 
the status is correct.  We are at the mercy of the data in a 
single source system.

– With dual source systems, we will build a robust cross 
checking mechanism to both alert SPP and MPs that 
there is an issue.

• Each hour notifications will be sent to both the MPs and SPP 
indicating differences between the Resource Offer and CROWindicating differences between the Resource Offer and CROW 
Status.

• For hours close to a study window, SPP will follow up with MPs to 
verify which status is correct. MPs will then correct whichever 
system needs to be updated.
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Why does SPP want them in both places? (cont)

• CROW is final say for outages
Possible that CROW is wrong– Possible that CROW is wrong

– Possible that Resource Offer is wrong.
– System should never have to actually make this decision.
– Because of dual source system and cross validation, all 
outage discrepancies are verified and corrected before 
operating horizon is ran.

– This is not possible without dual source systems.
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PRR Comments 

 
 
PRR 
No. Marketplace-PRR40 PRR 

Title Clarification for Jointly Owned Units 

  

Date 12/6/2011 
  

Submitter 

Name 

Shah Hossain on behalf of ad hoc team 
Wayne Camp 
Carrie Simpson 
Keith Sugg 
Patty Denny 
Roy True 

E-mail Address shah.hossain@westarenergy.com 

Company 

Westar Energy, Inc. 
Accenture 
Southwest Power Pool 
AECC 
KCP&L 
Aces Power Marketing 

Phone Number 785.575.6453 
 

Comments 

In the November 15-16, 2011 MWG meeting, an ad hoc team agreed to revise §4.2.2.5.4(5)(c) to complete the 
discussions on MPRR 40.  This ad hoc team has met twice: on November 22, 2011 and on December 5, 2011.  
The November 22 session participants were: Wayne Camp, Carrie Simpson, Keith Sugg, and Shah Hossain.  The 
December 5 session participants were: Wayne Camp, Patty Denny, Keith Sugg, Roy True, and Shah Hossain.  
The redline below is the ad hoc team’s recommendation for §4.2.2.5.4(5) relative to existing language in Protocol 
version 5.1 

Revised Proposed Protocol Language Revision 

4.2.2.5.4 Jointly Owned Unit 
 

(5) If committed, each JOU Share Resource will be considered separately for the purposes of 
dispatch, Operating Reserve clearing and settlement and the Physical JOU Resource will receive 
an aggregate Setpoint Instruction for the purposes of Energy and Operating Reserve deployment; 

(a) If a JOU Share Resource is committed by SPP in the DA Market, that JOU Share 
Resource is cleared for Energy based on the submitted Energy Offer Curve and Ramp 
Rate and is cleared for Operating Reserve based on the submitted Operating Reserve 
Offers and Ramp Rate; 

(b) Each JOU Share Resource committed by SPP in the DA Market is eligible to receive a 
DA Market make-whole payment under the same eligibility rules as any other Resource 
as described under Section Error! Reference source not found.; 

  EIS Market 
 

  Integrated Marketplace
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(c) In the RTBM, each JOU Share Resource is dispatched for Energy based on the submitted 
Energy Offer Curve, Ramp-Rate-Up and Ramp-Rate-Down and is cleared for Operating 
Reserve based on the submitted Operating Reserve Offers, Ramp-Rate-Up and Ramp-
Rate-Down.   

SPP sends to each Asset Owner its an independent Dispatch Instruction, Setpoint 
Instruction, and cleared amount(s) of Operating Reserve to eachfor its individual JOU 
Share Resource. Asset Owner and a combined Dispatch Instruction and total cleared 
amounts of Operating Reserve to the Physical JOU Resource operating owner for 
information purposes.   

SPP then creates a Physicalsends to the JOU Operating Owner each Asset Owner’s 
independent Dispatch Instructions and the sum of these independent Dispatch 
Instructions, and each Asset Owner’s independent Resource Setpoint Instructions and the 
sum of the Asset Owner’s independent Setpoint InstructionsPhysical JOU Resource 
operating owner uses this combined Setpoint Instruction for Energy and Operating 
Reserve deployment purposes.   

The SPP provided also calculates Setpoint Instruction(s) for each JOU Share and the 
actual output submitted for each JOU Asset Owner(s) as submitted by respective Meter 
Agent(s) shall be used for monitoring according to (ii) below, and for settlements 
respectively.  and communicates these instructions to each individual JOU Share 
Resource Asset Owner for information and compliance purposes. 

(i) If a JOU Share Resource is committed by SPP in any RUC process, that individual 
JOU Share Resource is eligible to receive a RUC make-whole payment under the 
same eligibility rules as any other Resource as described under Section Error! 
Reference source not found..   

(ii) Each JOU Share Resource will be subject to charges associated with Uninstructed 
Resource Deviation that exceeds the JOU Share Resource Operating Tolerance as 
described under Sections Error! Reference source not found. and Error! 
Reference source not found., Regulation deployment failure charges as 
described under Section Error! Reference source not found. and Contingency 
Reserve deployment failure charges as described under Section Error! Reference 
source not found., under the same eligibility rules as any other Resource. 

(6) The Meter Agent(s) assigned to the Physical JOU Resource must account for all physical Energy 
produced and properly reflect this Energy in each individual JOU Share Resource meter data 
submittal.   

Revised Proposed Tariff Language Revision 

N/A 
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Revised Proposed Criteria Language Revision 

N/A 
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Protocols Revision Request 

 
 
PRR 
No. Marketplace-PRR42 PRR 

Title Remove Export Interchange Transaction Bids for Supplemental Reserves 

Protocol Section(s) 
Requiring Revision  

Section No.:  4.2.3.3, 4.4.3.2     
Title:  Export Interchange Transaction Bids, Contingency Reserve Deployment     
Protocol Version:  4.0 

Impact Analysis Required 
  Yes – If yes, estimated cost:                No 

 
SPP Staff will complete this section. 

Requested Resolution  
  Normal         Expedited         Urgent Action        

   
Provide explanation if Expedited and/or Urgent Action is selected:               

Type of Revision 
  Correction/Clean-Up                             Clarification       

  Design Enhancement                           Design Change        

Revision Description This PRR eliminates the current design and related settlements calculations which 
allows an Export Interchange Transaction Bid to supply Supplemental Reserves.     

Reason for Revision 

Propose eliminating this market design for the following reasons: 
1) Option is too complicated and expensive for the benefits of the limited 

number of export transactions that will actually be used to supply 
supplemental reserves. 

2) SPP estimates an additional .5 FTE, at a minimum, to evaluate and 
administer this complex option that will truly only be available to a limited 
number of SPP Market Participants. 

3) Other RTOs do not provide this functionality. Per MISO representative, 
“MISO has no existing practices or mechanisms to monitor and ensure we 
carry our required reserves plus those of other BA’s. MISO has numerous 
neighboring BA Areas and RT Operations does not feel that allowing short 
notice transaction curtailments as a normal course of business would 
provide cost effective reliable service to our stakeholders. MISO does want 
to ensure any neighboring BA that under Emergency conditions, MISO will 
assist to our best ability to support any curtailments and Emergency 
Energy sales to them that are required for reliable operation.” 

4) Market Participants from other RTOs report that the volume of external 
transactions dramatically decreased with the RTO market implementation. 

5) Energy from export transaction may be utilized to fulfill SPP Marketplace 
energy or reserve requirements. 

6) Original goal of market design was to “keep it simple”. 

Tariff Implications or 
Changes  

  Yes – Section No.: (Include a summary of impact and/or specific changes) 

      

  No 

Criteria Implications or 
Changes  

  Yes  - Section No.: (Include a summary of impact and/or specific changes) 

      

  No 

Credit Implications  

 Yes (Include a summary of impact and/or specific changes) 

      

  No 

  EIS Market 
 

 Integrated Marketplace  



Attachment 7 - MPRR 42 Remove Export Interchange Transaction Bids for Supplemental Reserves Page 2 of 4 

Date 11/1/2011 
  

Sponsor 
Name Patty Denny 
E-mail Address Patricia.denny@kcpl.com 
Company KCPL 
Phone Number 816.654.1702 
 
 

Proposed Protocol Language Revision 
 
4.2.3.3 Export Interchange Transaction Bids  
 
Market Participants may submit bids to purchase Energy from the DA Market for sale outside of the 
SPP Balancing Authority Area. A Market Participant must reserve transmission service prior to 
submittal of the Bid in accordance with the procedures specified in the SPP OATT Business Practices. 
The following rules apply to Export Interchange Transaction Bid submittal.  

(1) The MW amount of Export Interchange Transactions will be limited on a Dispatch Interval basis by 
the amount of SPP system ramping capability available. Market Participants must use the SPP ramp 
reservation system as described under Section 4.2.5 to ensure there is sufficient ramp to accommodate 
their transaction;  
 
(2) Export Interchange Transaction Bids will be submitted via NERC E-tag and RTOSS. Additional 
fields will be available through E-tagging to submit price-based information as necessary;  
 
(3) Three types of Export Interchange Transaction Bids will be supported: Fixed, Dispatchable and Up-
To-TUC;  
 

(a) A Fixed Bid is a specified MW that will be cleared regardless of the price at the External 
Interface Settlement Location (Sink LCA specified on NERC E-tag). If the Fixed Export 
Interchange Transaction is submitted for use in the DA Market, it will be cleared in the DA 
Market and automatically roll forward as a fixed schedule for use in RUC and the RTBM. If 
specified for use in the RTBM only, the Fixed Export Interchange Transaction will be considered 
a fixed schedule for the RUC processes and RTBM.  

(b) A Dispatchable Bid specifies both a MW amount and a maximum $/MWh price that the 
Market Participant is willing to pay if the transaction clears the DA Market. Dispatchable Bids 
are only available for use in the DA Market. If the transaction clears the DA Market, it 
automatically rolls forward as a Fixed schedule for use in RUC and the RTBM. Any adjustment 
to the schedule will be settled as a deviation from the DA Market.  
(c) An Up-To-TUC Bid specifies both a MW amount and the maximum amount of congestion 
cost and marginal loss cost, in $/MWh, between the specified NERC E-tag Source and Sink 
Settlement Location the Market Participant is willing to pay if the transaction clears the DA 
Market. Up-To-TUC Bids are only available for use in the DA Market. If the transaction clears 
the DA Market, it automatically rolls forward as a Fixed schedule for use in the RUC and 
RTBM. Any adjustment to the schedule will be settled as a deviation from the DA Market.  

 
(4) Export Interchange Transaction Bids are eligible to supply Supplemental Reserve subject to meeting 
the follow eligibility requirements:  
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(a) The Market Participant must notify SPP as part of their NERC e-Tag of their intent to supply 
Supplemental Reserve with an Export Interchange Transaction Bid;  
(b) The Export Interchange Transaction Bid must be fixed and submitted for use in the DA 
Market;  
 
(c) The Export Interchange Transaction must be fully recallable within a 10-minute period for 
the amount of Supplemental Reserve specified;  

(d) An Export Interchange Transaction Bid may reduce the Market Participant’s Supplemental 
Reserve obligation. The reduction to Market Participant’s Supplemental Reserve obligation will 
be the lesser of (i) the reduction in the system requirement based on the delivery of reserve 
energy, provided by the curtailment of the export schedule as determined by SPP; or (ii) the 
Market Participant’s Supplemental Reserve obligation. The reduction, if applied, will be 
proportional to the Market Participant’s zonal Supplemental Reserve obligation;  

(e) Supplemental Reserve supplied by an Export Interchange Transaction in excess of the Market 
Participant’s Supplemental Reserve obligation within the Reserve Zone will not be eligible for 
payment.  

 
 4.4.3.2 Contingency Reserve Deployment  
 
Contingency Reserve procured in the RTBM will be deployed through a Contingency Reserve 
Deployment Instruction, via both Inter-Control Center Communications Protocol (ICCP) and Extensible 
Markup Language (XML) instruction except in the case of a Block Demand Response  
Resource  which only receives an XML instruction, following a system event, normally following the 
sudden loss of a Resource. The following rules apply to the deployment of Contingency Reserve for 
both internal SPP BA contingencies and for providing assistance to a Reserve Sharing Group member. 
Scheduling procedures for provision of assistance to/from Resource Reserve Sharing Group members 
are described under Section 4.4.3.3:  
 

(1) Contingency Reserve is deployed on Resources with cleared Contingency Reserve and 
Export Interchange Transactions providing Supplemental Reserve in the Dispatch Interval 
immediately following the system event;  

(2) Spinning Reserve and on-line Supplemental Reserve is deployed ahead of off-line 
Supplemental Reserve;  

(3) If the amount of Spinning Reserve and on-line Supplemental Reserve cleared is greater than 
or equal to the Contingency Reserve amount required in response to a contingency, no off-line 
Supplemental Reserve is deployed;  

(4) Spinning Reserve and on-line Supplemental Reserve is deployed in proportion to the amount 
of Spinning Reserve and on-line Supplemental Reserve cleared on each Resource, adjusted as 
needed to ensure deliverability;  
 
(5) Supplemental Reserve from off-line Quick-Start Resources is deployed on Resources in merit 
order based on economics of Start-Up Offer, No-Load Offer, Energy Offer Curves and Minimum 
Run Time, adjusted as needed to ensure deliverability. For the purposes of deploying 
Supplemental Reserve supplied from Export Interchange Transactions, as described under 
Section 4.2.3.3, the merit order cost will be equal to zero. 
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Proposed Tariff Language Revision 
 
N/A 
 
 
 

Proposed Criteria Language Revision 
 
N/A 
 





Winter 2012Winter 2012
Reserve Zone
Configuration
RecommendationRecommendation

November 9, 2011



• 2009 Reserve Zone Study• 2009 Reserve Zone Study
– Six Reserve Zones

FG Name 2009 TLR Hours
TEMP14_15622 1406
HPPVALPITVAL 1015HPPVALPITVAL 1015
TEMP14_15849 573
TEMP07_15765 508
SPPSPSTIES 465SPPSPSTIES 465
GENTLMREDWIL 306
OKMHENOKMKEL 247
LAKALAIATSTR 232
TEMP07_15337 230
ELPFARWICWDR 219
SPSSPPTIES 172
CREKILWICWOO 156CREKILWICWOO 156
TEMP09_15779 150
SPSNORTH_STH 142
TEMP13_15747 137

3

TEMP13_15848 127



Reserve Zone Studies – Integrated MarketplaceReserve Zone Studies  Integrated Marketplace 
Start Date
• Reserve Zones will be set prior to Integrated 

Marketplace start

o Reserve Zones used for Marketplace start will be more 
accurate the closer to go‐live they are set

• Studies conducted prior to the “final” study should be 
considered projectionsj

• Multiple construction projects are under way that will 
have an impact on Reserve Zoneshave an impact on Reserve Zones

4



2011 Flowgate Congestion Jan ‐ Sept
Flowgate Total 

Hours RZ Boundary Affected • Substantial Congestion

2011 Flowgate Congestion Jan ‐ Sept

Hours

RANPALAMASWI 1771.9 2 ‐> 3

OSGCANBUSDEA 1225.6 2 ‐> 3

Substantial Congestion 
Separating Zone 1 and 
Zone 3 from the rest of 

IASCLKNASJHA 631.2 1 ‐> 4

GENTLMREDWIL 355.2 1 ‐> 2

the Market Footprint

• Minimal Congestion
ELKXFRTUCOKU 307.3 2/3 ‐> 5

REDWILLMINGO 204.1 1 ‐> 2

Minimal Congestion  
Zone 5/Zone 6

• Congestion Separating
LAKALASTJHAW 202.4 1 ‐> 4

COOPER_S 167.4 1 ‐> 4

• Congestion Separating 
Zones 2,4,5 Declining 
from previous Reserve

ELPFARWICWDR 110.6 4 ‐> 5

SPSNORTH_STH 94.3 2 ‐> 3

from previous Reserve 
Zone Studies

5



• Winter 2012Winter 2012        
Reserve Zone Changes
– Remove Zone 6– Remove Zone 6

– Include North Kansas 
City Area in Zone 1City Area in Zone 1

• Possible Future Changes
– Remove Boundary 
Separating Zones 4/5

– Remove Boundary 
Separating West Kansas 
from East Kansasfrom East Kansas

6



12/21/2011

1

Integrated 
Marketplace
Regulation Walk‐Thru

December 16th, 2011

Objectives

• Provide insights on how regulation is committed in theProvide insights on how regulation is committed in the 
Planning and Day Ahead Integrated Marketplace 
processes

• Present a typical course of action for deploying 
regulation in real timeregulation in real time.

2
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3

Multi Day RUC / Day Before Day Ahead 

• Given projected topology and Load, SPP calculates the 
total required Regulation in both Up and Downtotal required Regulation in both Up and Down 
directions for the market footprint 

• If necessary, long lead‐time Resources are committed to 
meet the forecasted demand to meet the forecasted 
demand based on reliability and economic and 
contingency reserve requirement
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Day Ahead Market

• Regulation is cleared for next operating day hourly. 

• Units committed in Multi‐Day Risk Assessment are 
considered first “must run” in the DA Market execution 
and may be cleared for regulation hourly.

• Hourly Market Clearing Prices for Reg‐Up and Reg‐Down 
are part of the Day Ahead Market Results. 

RUC

• RUC minimizes the cost of commitment to meet 
forecasted capacity requirementsforecasted capacity requirements

• SCUC executes to ensure sufficient capacity has been 
committed to meet the forecasted load and OR 
requirement. 

• RUC provides an hourly regulation status for each 
resource and the projected scheduled hourly regulation 
MW on each resource that is cleared to regulate. 

• The commitments are reflected in COP (Current 
Operating Plan) accordingly.
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RTBM / RTGEN

• RTBM clears regulation in the up and down directions 
independently using COP data and RTGEN’s ICCP Control 
Status. 

• RTBM calculates a cleared regulation MW for each resource 
and assigns it a priority, which is used as a merit for 
distribution of regulation. 

• The methodology for assigning priorities to each resource is 
still being determined. The purpose for the priority is to g p p p y
avoid dispatching too many units for regulation. 
– Example: 50MW regulation required deployed on 50 
different cleared resources (1MW per resource) is not 
acceptable

• SPP receives RTGEN Control Status on each resource via ICCP.

RTGEN / RTBM
• Each resource that is cleared for regulation will be assigned a 

priority level by RTBM (methodology not finalized). 

• The idea is that we will have different set of generators with 
different priorities. (i.e X gens will have priority 1, Y gens will 
have priority 2 ……).

• The deployment will be done from priority 1, and if priority 1 
set resources do not meet the regulation amount needed, then 
priority 2 is assigned the obligation and so on. 

• This will allow for the distribution of regulation amongst several 
but limited number of resources to avoid the small MW 
distribution on each resource. Prioritiy assignments are also 
designed to create geographical diversity in each priority.

8
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RTBM / RTGEN

• Next RTBM run will capture the MW output on all p p
resources via RTGEN including the regulation 
components. RTBM may adjust the resources’ output 
for least cost solution. 

9

RTBM / RTGEN

• A participating resource must have the following 
attributes.

– Registration Regulation Qualified Flag = 1

– Dispatch Status = Regulating 

– RTGEN Control Status = 2

– The regulation priority is greater than zero

Good Quality MW Telemetry– Good Quality MW Telemetry

10
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RTBM / RTGEN

• The following are the valid Control Statuses:
– 0 – Unit is offline

– 1 – Online, following dispatch targets and, optionally, contingency reserve

– 2 – Online, following dispatch targets and, optionally, contingency reserve and/or 
regulation deployments

– 3 – Online and off control (i.e. fixed generation such as pumping units, test or 
resource issues)

• If any resource is capable of regulating, its RTGEN 
Control Status shall be set to 2 regardless if they wereControl Status shall be set to 2 regardless if they were 
cleared for regulation. The Additional information 
slide provides the reasoning behind this requirement.

11

RTBM / RTGEN

• Every 2 – 4 seconds RTGEN performs an ACE 
calculation using the standard calculation formula. 

• SPP will also be receiving a Telemetered Control Status 
of all units to determine the current capabilities of 
those units (i.e. load following, regulating etc.)

• Based on the calculated ACE, AGC may or may not 
deploy regulation. An option for offsetting the ACE is 
available if the operator projects a significant rapid 
change in load, generation or interchange. 

• RTGEN will determine the set of resources to deploy 
when regulation is required.

12
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RTGEN Deployment

• If a resource is dispatched for regulation, the MP will 
see the total dispatch point adjusted via ICCP which is 
composed RTBM Energy Setpoint and RTBM 
Regulation Setpoint assuming the resource is deployed 
for only regulation and energy.

• Dispatch Point sent = Energy Setpoint + Regulation 
Setpoint + Reserve Setpoint

13

Additional information 
Reason For setting Control Mode to what you are capable of, 

not what you are currently doing

14
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Additional information 
Reason For setting Control Mode to what you are capable of, not what you are currently doing

• During transitioning from one hour to the next, there is a potential for unintended discrepancy 
between the RTBM Control Status and the RTGEN ICCP Control Status

• Due to the fact that there is no look ahead for RTGEN Control Status and, RTBM Regulation 
Deployment will use the comparison of these statuses which are meant for different timeframes

Actual Time Interval Ending
RTGEN Control 

Status
RTBM Control 

Status
RTBM/RTGEN Effective Regulation 

Deployment Status

10:45 10:55 1 Non-Reg Non-Reg

10:50 11:00 1 Non-Reg Non-Reg

Deployment will use the comparison of these statuses, which are meant for different timeframes.  
RTGEN is for current time and RTBM is for future intervals, in this case the top of the hour. 

• RTBM will in turn determine a Regulation Deployment Status that may be against the intent of the 
Market Participant

15

10:55 11:05 1 Reg Non-Reg

11:00 11:10 1 Reg Non-Reg

11:05 11:15 2 Reg Reg

With RTGEN Control Status set to 1 for one hour and 2 during the next

• If RTGEN ICCP Control Status is kept at 2, as long as the unit is capable of providing 
regulation, RTBM will effectively rely on the Control Status to determine the Deployment 
Status. 

Additional information 
Reason For setting Control Mode to what you are capable of, not what you are currently doing

• This resolves the issue described previously of transitioning from one hour to the next.

Actual Time Interval Ending
RTGEN Control 

Status
RTBM Control 

Status
RTBM/RTGEN Effective Regulation 

Deployment Status

10:45 10:55 2 Non-Reg Non-Reg

10:50 11:00 2 Non-Reg Non-Reg

10:55 11:05 2 Reg Reg

11:00 11:10 2 Reg Reg

16

11:00 11:10 2 Reg Reg

11:05 11:15 2 Reg Reg

With RTGEN Control Status set to 2 during all intervals
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Protocols Revision Request 

 
 
PRR 
No. Marketplace-PRR44 PRR 

Title Operating Reserve Offer Mitigation 

Protocol Section(s) 
Requiring Revision  

Section No.:  8.2.2.1.1, 8.2.2.2, 8.2.2.2.1, 8.2.2.5, 8.2.2.7, 8.2.5      
Title:  Mitigation Only in the Presence of Local Market Power, Mitigation 
Measures, Determination of Offer Capped Resources,  Mitigation Measures for 
Operating Reserve Offers, Market Impact Test, Offer Caps and Floors     
Protocol Version:  5.0 

Impact Analysis Required 
  Yes – If yes, estimated cost:                 No 

 
SPP Staff will complete this section. 

Requested Resolution  

  Normal         Expedited         Urgent Action        
   
The recommended changes will affect system design and the tariff filing. In order 
to review this material with the appropriate working groups prior to the MOPC 
meeting in January 2012, the protocol revision requests are being expedited.  The 
recommendations were prompted by the results of a market power study that was 
completed in early December.              

Type of Revision 
  Correction/Clean-Up                             Clarification       

  Design Enhancement                            Design Change        

Revision Description This revision will add Operating Reserve Offer mitigation to the Market Power 
Mitigation and Monitoring section. 

Reason for Revision 

In granting market-based rate authority, FERC requires either that sellers lack 
market power or that market power is adequately mitigated and monitored.  To 
demonstrate that this requirement is met, SPP commissioned Potomac Economics 
to provide an assessment of market power in SPP’s proposed operating reserve 
markets, which will be filed with the Commission.  While the study does not 
generally find market power in SPP’s reserve markets as a whole, it finds 
substantial market power when reserve zones are binding.  In conclusion, 
Potomac Economics expresses concern, and the Market Monitoring Unit agrees, 
that the lack of any mitigation of reserve offers in the current Integrated 
Marketplace Protocols is a likely obstacle to FERC approval of the market design. 
 

In light of these arguments, the MMU proposes the addition of a conduct-impact 
test based mitigation framework for SPP’s operating reserves markets, which is 
consistent with “best-practices” in other RTOs.  The conduct-impact framework 
allows for substantial flexibility in offers below a resource-based threshold.  
Mitigation only applies when reserve zones or transmission constraints are binding 
and when the above-threshold offer impacts market prices. 

  EIS Market 
 

  Integrated Marketplace
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Tariff Implications or 
Changes  

  Yes – Attachment AF, Section No.  3.1.1, 3.2.2, 3.3, 3.4.: (Include a summary 
of impact and/or specific changes) 
 
A new section describing the application of Operating Reserve Offer mitigation will 
be added to Attachment AF 
 

  No 

Criteria Implications or 
Changes  

  Yes  - Section No.: (Include a summary of impact and/or specific changes) 
 
      
 

  No 

Credit Implications  

 Yes (Include a summary of impact and/or specific changes) 
 
      
 

  No 

  
Date 12/8/2011 
  

Sponsor 
Name Catherine Tyler Mooney 
E-mail Address cmooney@spp.org 
Company Southwest Power Pool—MMU 
Phone Number 501.688.8249 
 
 

Proposed Protocol Language Revision 

8.2.2.1.1 Mitigate Only in the Presence of Local Market Power 
The electricity marketplace in the SPP Region is workably competitive, with an adequate supply of 
electricity and diversity of suppliers, absent reliability conditions or congestion on the transmission 
system that create the potential for abuse of local market power.  Therefore, mitigation will be applied 
only at the time of, and in places with, a congested transmission element or facility, a binding reserve 
zone, or a local reliability issue not represented by a flowgate constraint.   

8.2.2.1.2 Do Not Mitigate Below Long Run Marginal Cost of New Investment  
Mitigation should not create or exacerbate a shortage by capping prices below the level needed to attract 
investment that would relieve the shortage.  This level shall be based on the long run marginal cost of 
the least-cost generation supply that could be developed within the shortest period of time, which is 
currently a new, natural gas-fired combustion turbine, peaking Resource.  

8.2.2.2  Mitigation Measures 
The following Resource Offer parameters are subject to mitigation measures in the DA Market, RTBM, 
and the RUC processes:  the Energy Offer Curves and Operating Reserve Offers that are used for SCED 
calculations; and the Energy Offer Curves, Operating Reserve Offers, Start-Up Offers, No-Load Offers, 
and Transition States Offers used to determine commitment costs during the SCUC calculations.  A 
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determination of offer capped Resources is performed according to Section 8.2.2.2.1.  The Energy Offer 
Curve associated with an offer capped Resource shall have an effective energy offer no higher than the 
Resource’s Energy Offer Cap; additionally, the Resource’s Start-Up, No-Load, and Transition State 
Offers shall be capped at the Default Start-Up, No-Load, and Transition Start Offers in the calculation of 
an effective commitment cost for the SCUC.  The effective energy offer and commitment cost are used 
by the Market Operating System to determine unit commitment, prices, and dispatch instructions.  The 
effective energy offer and commitment cost are also used in the determination of DA and RUC Make-
Whole-Payments. 

8.2.2.2.1 Determination of Offer Capped Resources 
An Energy Offer Cap, Operating Reserve Offer mitigation, and Default Start-Up, No-Load, and 
Transition State Offers, as calculated in accordance with Sections 8.2.2.3-8.2.2.45, shall apply to all 
Resources that are committed by SPP to address a local reliability issue not represented by a 
transmission constraint, to resources in a binding Reserve Zone,  and to certain Resources, regardless of 
ownership, that are on the same side of an activated transmission constraint as the constrained load and 
within electrical proximity to the transmission element or facility associated with the transmission 
constraint.  Resources subject to the Energy Offer Cap, Operating Reserve Offer mitigation,  and Default 
Start-Up, No-Load, and Transition State Offers will be determined for each activated transmission 
constraint through the use of the Resource-to-Load Distribution Factors (RLDF).  All Resources that are 
located on the importing side (side with the constrained load) of an activated transmission constraint that 
have RLDF greater than or equal to 5% (i.e., for each 100 MW increase in Resource output, the imports 
across the flowgate are reduced by 5 MWs or greater) shall be subject to an Energy Offer Capmitigation.  
If any of a Market Participant’s Resources are subject to the Energy Offer Capmitigation based on the 
RLDF, all Resources owned by that Market Participant that are located on the importing side of the 
same activated transmission constraint shall also be subject to the Energy Offer Capmitigation.  A list of 
all Resources subject to mitigation shall be electronically posted at the www.SPP.org website for each 
transmission constraint.  Further, SPP shall provide through the Portal, to parties with access to 
information regarding each Resource, the list of transmission constraints and the Resource-to-Load-
Distribution Factor, for the Resource with respect to each transmission constraint, that are above 5% for 
each Resource. 

RLDF values will be reassessed at least once a year.  RLDF values will also be reviewed and revised if 
needed when there are significant changes to the transmission grid within or affecting the SPP Energy 
and Operating Reserve Markets area.   

8.2.2.4 Default Start-Up, No Load, and Transition State Offers 
Default Start-Up, No-Load, and Transition State Offers shall be calculated daily for each Resource by 
the Transmission Provider.  For each Resource, offers for the previous ninety days that cleared during 
competitive periods shall be identified.  The default offer shall be set equal to 110% times the lower of 
the mean or median of the identified offers.  The cleared offers used in the determination of the default 
offers will be adjusted for changes in fuel prices. 
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In the case that a sufficient offer history is not available for a Resource, the default offers shall be set by 
one or a combination of the following methods: (i) the default offers will be determined through 
consultation with the Market Participant and the Market Monitor; (ii) the Market Monitor will set the 
default offers by estimating the Start-Up, No-Load, or Transition States costs based on physical 
parameters and fuel costs for the Resource; (iii) the default offers will be based on averages of offers 
from similar resources.  This methodology for setting default offers for Resources with insufficient offer 
history will apply to all Resources at the start of the market. 

8.2.2.5  Mitigation Measures for Operating Reserve Offers 
Reference levels for Operating Reserve Offers shall be calculated daily for each Resource by the 
Transmission Provider.  For each Resource, Operating Reserve Offers for the previous ninety days that 
cleared during competitive periods will be identified.  The reference level for each reserve product shall 
be the lower of the mean and the median of the relevant identified offers.  Operating Reserve Offer 
thresholds will be the lower of a 300% increase or a $50/MWh increase above the reference level for the 
applicable Operating Reserve offer.  Any Operating Reserve Offer exceeding the applicable threshold, 
except offers below $10/MWh, will be deemed excessive.  The Transmission Provider shall mitigate 
excessive Operating Reserve Offers for Offer Capped Resources, as determined in Section 8.2.2.2.1, to 
the relevant reference level, pending failure of the Market Impact Test, described in Section 8.2.2.7. 
 

In the case that a sufficient offer history is not available for a Resource, the reference levels shall be set 
by one or a combination of the following methods: (i) the reference levels will be determined through 
consultation with the Market Participant and the Market Monitor; (ii) the Market Monitor will set the 
reference levels by estimating the incremental cost, including legitimate risk and opportunity costs, 
based on the physical parameters for the Resource; (iii) the reference levels will be based on averages of 
offers from similar resources.  This methodology for setting reference levels for Resources with 
insufficient offer history will apply to all Resources at the start of the market.   

8.2.2.65  Additional Mitigation Measures for Resource Offer Parameters 
Competitive outcomes can also be distorted by submitting offers that do not reflect the physical 
capabilities of Resources.  The mitigation measures in this section are intended to provide the 
Transmission Provider with the means to mitigate the effects of physical parameter offers that are 
inconsistent with competitive conduct.  The mitigation measures in this section apply to all Offer 
parameters in Section Error! Reference source not found. expressed in units other than dollars and 
will only apply in the presence of local market power as described in Section 0. 

A reference level for each Offer parameter that reflects the physical capability of the Resource shall be 
determined prior to the start of the Market by one or a combination of the following methods: (i) the 
reference levels will be determined through consultation with the Market Participant and the Market 
Monitor; (ii) the reference levels will be based on averages of Offer parameters from similar resources.  
This methodology for setting reference levels for Offer parameters shall apply to all Resources at the 
start of the market and to all new Resources that join the Market subsequent to the start of the Market. 
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The following thresholds shall be used by the Transmission Provider to identify Resource Offers that 
may warrant mitigation and shall be determined with respect to the corresponding reference level: 

Time-based Offer parameters: An increase of three (3) hours, or an increase of six (6) hours in 
total for multiple time-based Offer parameters.   

Offer parameters expressed in units other than time or dollars: A 100 percent increase for 
Offer parameters that are minimum values, or a 50 percent decrease for Offer parameters that 
are maximum values. 

In the case that a Resource Offer fails the thresholds described above, the Market Monitor, in 
consultation with the Transmission Provider, shall determine if the impact on prices or make-whole 
payments warrants the application of mitigation measures.  If the Market Monitor determines that 
mitigation measures may be warranted, the Market Monitor will initiate a discussion with the Market 
Participant concerning an explanation of the parameter changes.  If the Market Monitor concludes that 
the Market Participant’s parameter does not reflect the Resource’s actual capabilities, the mitigation 
measures consisting of replacing the Offer parameter with the corresponding reference level will be 
applied.  Mitigation measures will remain in place until such time that the Market Participant 
demonstrates the validity of the Offer parameter; the Market Participant submits a dispute of the Market 
Monitor’s conclusion; or the Offer parameter is changed by the Market Participant.  In the event that the 
Market Participant submits a dispute, the mitigation measure will remain in place until the resolution of 
the dispute. 

8.2.2.76 Market Impact Test 
The Transmission Provider will apply a market impact test to determine if offers should be mitigated.  
The Transmission Provider will apply the following market impact test in the DA Market, RUC and 
RTBM:  

During times of congestion, a market solution with no offer capsmitigation in place is 
compared to a market solution with the appropriate offer capsmitigation applied.  If a 
Settlement Location LMP or MCP without offer capsmitigation exceed the LMP or MCP 
from the offer capped mitigated solution by at least the LMP price impact test threshold, then 
the offer cappedmitigated solution is used for dispatch, commitment, and settlement purposes.  
In addition, if the make-whole payment (MWP) for any Resource increases by at least the 
MWP impact test threshold, then the offer capped mitigated market solution will be used for 
dispatch, commitment, and settlement purposes. 

The impact test thresholds are as follows: At market start, the LMP price impact threshold is $5/MWH, 
and MWP impact threshold is $5/MW per hour.  At the beginning of each six month (one hundred 
eighty day) period after the market start, the LMP price impact threshold will be increased $10/MWH 
and the MWP impact threshold will be increased by $10/MW per hour unless the Market Monitor finds 
market behavior that warrants keeping the threshold constant for the next one hundred eighty (180) days.  
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The periodic increases will continue until the LMP price impact threshold is $25/MWH and the MWP 
impact threshold is $25/MW per hour. 

 
8.2.5 Offer Caps and Floors 

Submission of Energy Offer Curves and Operating Reserve Offers by Market Participants for use in the 
DA Market and the RTBM will be limited by the following offer caps and floors.   

(1) Safety-Net Energy Offer Cap = $1000/MWh; 

(2) Safety-Net Regulation Offer Cap = $500/MW; 

(3) Safety-Net Contingency Reserve Offer Cap = $100/MW; 

(4) Energy Offer Floor = Negative $500/MWh; 

(5) Regulation Offer Floor = Negative $500/MW; 

(6) Contingency Reserve Offer Floor = Negative $100/MW; 

 
Proposed Tariff Language Revision 

 
Attachment AF 

 

3.1.1 Mitigate Only in the Presence of Local Market Power  

Mitigation will be applied only at the time of, and in places affected by a 

congested transmission element, a binding reserve zone, or a local reliability issue 

not represented by a transmission constraint.   

 

3.2.2 Determination of Offer Capped Resources 

An Energy Offer Cap, as calculated in accordance with Section 3.2.4, Operating 

Reserve Offer mitigation, in accordance with Section 3.3, and a Default Start-Up 

Offer Cap and No-Load Offer Cap as calculated in accordance with Section 3.2.5, 

shall apply to all Resources that are committed by the Transmission Provider to 

address a local reliability issue not represented by a transmission constraint.   

In addition, Resources that are in a binding Reserve Zone or on the same side of a 

transmission constraint as the constrained load may be subject to the Energy Offer 

Cap, Operating Reserve Offer mitigation, Default Start-Up Offer Cap and Default 

No-Load Offer Cap (“Offer Capped Resources”).  Resources that have Resource-

to-Load Distribution Factors greater than or equal to five percent (5%) shall be 

subject to an Energy Offer Cap and Operating Reserve Offer mitigation. 
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Resources that have Resource-to-Load Distribution Factors greater than or equal 

to five percent (5%) and were committed by the Transmission Provider shall be 

subject to an Energy Offer Cap, Operating Reserve Offer mitigation, a Default 

Start-Up Offer Cap and Default No-Load Offer Cap.  If any of a Market 

Participant’s Resources are subject to the Energy Offer Cap, Operating Reserve 

Offer, Mitigation, Default Start-Up and/or Default No-Load Offer Cap based on 

the Resource-to-Load Distribution Factors, all Resources represented by that 

Market Participant that are located on the importing side of the same constrained 

flowgate shall also be subject to an Energy Offer Cap, Operating Reserve Offer 

Mitigation, Default Start-Up Cap and/or No-Load Default Offer Cap.  A list of all 

Resources subject to an Energy Offer Cap and the Energy Offer Caps associated 

with such Resources shall be posted electronically on a daily basis by the 

Transmission Provider for each flowgate. 

All Resources, including those Resources identified under Section 3.2.2, will be 

settled based upon the Locational Marginal Price associated with each Resource 

as described under the settlement procedures in Attachment AE.  

 

3.3   Additional Mitigation Measures for Operating Reserve Offers 

Reference levels for Operating Reserve Offers shall be calculated daily for each Resource 
by the Transmission Provider.  For each Resource, Operating Reserve Offers for the 
previous ninety days that cleared during competitive periods will be identified.  The 
reference level for each reserve product shall be the lower of the mean and the median of 
the relevant identified offers.  Operating Reserve Offer thresholds will be the lower of a 
300% increase or a $50/MWh increase above the reference level for the applicable 
Operating Reserve offer.  Any Operating Reserve Offer exceeding the applicable 
threshold, except offers below $10/MWh, will be deemed excessive.  The Transmission 
Provider shall mitigate excessive Operating Reserve Offers for Offer Capped Resources, 
as determined in Section 3.2.2, to the relevant reference level, pending failure of the 
Market Impact Test, described in Section 3.4. 

In the case that a sufficient offer history is not available for a Resource, the reference 
levels shall be set by one or a combination of the following methods: (i) the reference 
levels will be determined through consultation with the Market Participant and the 
Market Monitor; (ii) the Market Monitor will set the reference levels by estimating the 
incremental cost, including legitimate risk and opportunity costs, based on the physical 
parameters for the Resource; (iii) the reference levels will be based on averages of offers 
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from similar resources.  This methodology for setting reference levels for Resources with 
insufficient offer history will apply to all Resources at the start of the market.   

3.4 Market Impact Test 

The Transmission Provider will apply the following market impact test in the Day-Ahead 

Market, Day-Ahead RUC, Intra-Day RUC and Real-Time Balancing Market in the event 

the conditions described in Section 3.1 are satisfied:  

After an initial market solution is computed with no Offer caps mitigation 

in place, a second market solution, called the mitigated market solution, 

will be computed with the appropriate Offer caps mitigation applied.  If an 

LMP or MCP at a Settlement Location from the initial market solution 

exceeds the corresponding LMP or MCP from the mitigated market 

solution by the LMP price impact test threshold, or a make whole payment 

for any Resource from the initial market solution exceeds the 

corresponding make whole payment from the mitigated market solution by 

make whole payment impact test threshold, then the mitigated market 

solution will be used for dispatch, commitment, and settlement purposes. 

The impact test thresholds are as follows:  At market start, the LMP price impact 

threshold is five dollars ($5) per megawatt hour, and make whole payment impact 

threshold is five dollars ($5) per megawatt hour.  At the beginning of each six (6) 

month period after the market start, the LMP price impact threshold will be 

increased ten dollars ($10) per megawatt hour and the make whole payment 

impact threshold will be increased by ten dollars ($10) per megawatt hour unless 

the Market Monitor finds market behavior that warrants keeping the threshold 

constant for the next six (6) months.  The periodic increases will continue until 

the LMP price impact threshold is twenty-five dollars ($25) per megawatt hour 

and the make whole payment impact threshold is twenty-five dollars ($25) per 

megawatt hour. 

Proposed Criteria Language Revision 
 
N/A 
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Protocols Revision Request 

 
 
PRR 
No. Marketplace-PRR45 PRR 

Title Revisions to the Energy Offer Mitigation 

Protocol Section(s) 
Requiring Revision  

Section No.:  8.2.2.1, 8.2.2.1.1, 8.2.2.1.2, 8.2.2.2, 8.2.2.3, 8.2.2.4, 8.2.2.5, 8.2.2.7 
Title:  Principles, Mitigate Only in the Presence of Local Market Power, Do Not 
Mitigate Below Long Run Marginal Cost of New Investment, Mitigation Measures, 
Calculation of Energy Offer Caps, Mitigation Measures for Uneconomic 
Production, Mitigation Measures for Start Up, No-Load, And Transition State 
Offers, Market Impact Test     
Protocol Version:  5.0 

Impact Analysis Required 
  Yes – If yes, estimated cost:                No 

 
SPP Staff will complete this section. 

Requested Resolution  

    Normal        Expedited         Urgent Action        
   
The recommended changes will affect system design and the tariff filing. In order 
to review this material with the appropriate working groups prior to the MOPC 
meeting in January 2012, the protocol revision requests are being expedited.  The 
recommendations were prompted by the results of a market power study that was 
completed in early December. 

Type of Revision 
  Correction/Clean-Up                             Clarification       

  Design Enhancement                            Design Change        

Revision Description 

This revision changes the Energy Offer mitigation measures to a conduct and 
impact type of mitigation that is similar to mitigation measures used at several 
other RTOs.  The principal change is to use reference levels that more closely 
correspond to a specific Resource’s incremental energy costs rather than basing 
the offer cap on the average replacement cost of a generic combustion turbine 
generator.       

Reason for Revision 

In granting market-based rate authority, FERC requires either that sellers lack 
market power or that market power is adequately mitigated and monitored.  To 
demonstrate that this requirement is met, SPP commissioned Potomac Economics 
to provide an assessment of market power in SPP’s proposed operating reserve 
markets, which will be filed with the Commission.  While the study does not 
generally find market power in SPP’s reserve markets as a whole, it finds 
substantial market power when reserve zones are binding.  Because the energy 
and operating reserve markets are co-optimized, a market participant with market 
power in the reserve market may use energy offers to restrict the capacity 
available for reserves. In conclusion, Potomac Economics expresses concern, and 
the Market Monitoring Unit agrees, that the currently proposed offer caps are not 
sufficient to mitigate market power and that this is a likely obstacle to FERC 
approval of the market design.   

The MMU is proposing, in a separate PRR, that a conduct and impact mitigation 
framework for the Operating Reserve Markets be added to the market design. 
Additionally, the MMU recommends that SPP change the Energy Offer mitigation 
system to a similar conduct and impact framework.  The principal difference will be 
in the calculation of Energy Offer reference levels that will approximate a 
Resource’s marginal cost. Conduct thresholds are also established to allow the 
Market Participant some flexibility to incorporate legitimate risk and opportunity 

  EIS Market 
 

  Integrated Marketplace
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costs into a Resource Energy Offer. 

Tariff Implications or 
Changes  

  Yes – Section No.: (Include a summary of impact and/or specific changes) 
 
Tariff language will be added in a MPRR comment form. 
 

  No 

Criteria Implications or 
Changes  

  Yes  - Section No.: (Include a summary of impact and/or specific changes) 
 
      
 

  No 

Credit Implications  

 Yes (Include a summary of impact and/or specific changes) 
 
      
 

  No 

  
Date 12/8/2011 
  

Sponsor 
Name John Hyatt 
E-mail Address jhyatt@spp.org 
Company Southwest Power Pool—MMU 
Phone Number 501.688.1630 
 
 

Proposed Protocol Language Revision 

8.2.2   Economic Withholding 
This section develops the market power mitigation measures that are applied to the Day-Ahead and the 
Real-Time Balancing Energy Markets, collectively referred to as the SPP Energy Markets. 

8.2.2.1  PrinciplesMitigate Only in the Presence of Local Market Power 
There are two principles for mitigating Economic Withholding in the SPP Energy Markets.   

8.2.2.1.1 Mitigate Only in the Presence of Local Market Power 
The electricity marketplace in the SPP Region is workably competitive, with an adequate supply of 
electricity and diversity of suppliers, absent reliability conditions or congestion on the transmission 
system that create the potential for abuse of local market power.  Therefore, mitigation will be applied 
only at the time of, and in places with, a congested transmission element or facility,  or a local reliability 
issue not represented by a flowgate constraint.   

8.2.2.1.2 Do Not Mitigate Below Long Run Marginal Cost of New Investment  
Mitigation should not create or exacerbate a shortage by capping prices below the level needed to attract 
investment that would relieve the shortage.  This level shall be based on the long run marginal cost of 
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the least-cost generation supply that could be developed within the shortest period of time, which is 
currently a new, natural gas-fired combustion turbine, peaking Resource.  

8.2.2.2  Mitigation Measures 
The following Resource Offer parameters are subject to mitigation measures in the DA Market, RTBM, 
and the RUC processes:  the Energy Offer Curves that are used for SCED calculations; and the Energy 
Offer Curves, Start-Up Offers, No-Load Offers, and Transition States Offers used to determine 
commitment costs during the SCUC calculations.  A determination of offer capped Resources is 
performed according to Section 8.2.2.2.1.  A Resource subject to mitigation of itsThe Energy Offer 
Curve associated with an offer capped Resource shall have an effective energy offer no higher than the 
Resource’s Energy Offer reference level Cap; additionally, a Resource subject to mitigation of its the 
Resource’s Start-Up Offer , or No-Load, and Transition State  Offers shall be capped at the Start-Up 
Offer reference level or No-Load Cost reference level,  respectively, Default Start-Up, No-Load, and 
Transition Start Offers in the calculation of an effective commitment cost for the SCUC.  The effective 
energy offer and commitment cost are used by the Market Operating System to determine unit 
commitment, prices, and dispatch instructions.  The effective energy offer and commitment cost are also 
used in the determination of DA and RUC Make-Whole-Payments. 

8.2.2.3  Calculation of Energy Offer CapsMitigation Measures for Energy Offer Curves 

Reference levels for Energy Offers shall be calculated daily for each Resource by the Transmission 
Provider.  For each Resource, Energy Offers for the previous ninety days that cleared during competitive 
periods will be identified and grouped by load level. The identified offers will be adjusted for changes in 
fuel prices.  The reference level for the Energy Offer Curve shall be the lower of the mean and the 
median of the relevant identified offers.   
Energy Offer thresholds will be the lower of a 300% increase or a $50/MWh increase above the 
reference level.  If a Resource’s Energy Offer Curve exceeds the applicable threshold and the Resource 
is subject to mitigation measures as determined in Section 8.2.2.2.1, the Transmission Provider shall 
apply mitigation measures by replacing the Energy Offer Curve with the Energy Offer reference level, 
pending failure of the Market Impact Test as described in Section 8.2.2.7. An Energy Offer below 
$25/MWh will not be subject to mitigation measures, except under the provisions of Section 8.2.2.4. 
 
In the case that a sufficient offer history is not available for a Resource, the reference levels shall be set 
by one or a combination of the following methods: (i) the reference levels will be determined through 
consultation with the Market Participant and the Market Monitor; (ii) the Market Monitor will set the 
reference levels by estimating the incremental energy cost, including legitimate risk and opportunity 
costs, based on physical parameters and fuel costs for the Resource; (iii) the reference levels will be 
based on averages of offers from similar resources.  This methodology for setting reference levels for 
Resources with insufficient offer history will apply to all Resources at the start of the market. 

Market Participants may request an exception to an Energy Offer reference level for a Resource by 
submitting a cost based offer curve for the Resource to the Market Monitor.  The data submission must 
include sufficient Resource parameters and fuel cost data for the Market Monitor to verify the 
reasonableness of the cost based offer curve.   



Attachment 11 - MPRR 45 Revisions to the Energy Offer Mitigation Page 4 of 9 

The Energy Offer Cap for each Resource subject to an Energy Offer Cap will be calculated daily, posted 
at the www.SPP.org website and the SPP Portal for such Resource, and will be effective until replaced 
by a new Energy Offer Cap.  Specifically, Energy Offer Caps will be equal to the sum of (a) the 
estimated annual fixed cost of a new, natural gas-fired, combustion turbine peaking generation facility in 
$/megawatt-year divided by the annual hours of constraint, (b) an adder equal to the estimated non-fuel 
variable operation and maintenance costs of a new, natural gas-fired, combustion turbine peaking 
generation facility in $/megawatt-hour, and (c) the fuel cost of the peaking facility in $/megawatt-hour 
calculated as the heat rate multiplied by a natural gas price index.  The formula for the calculation is as 
follows: 

Energy Offer Cap = (AFC / AHC) + VOM + FC 

Wherein the variables are defined as:  

AFC  =  Annual Fixed Cost (Annual Investment Recovery Requirement 
($/megawatt-year) + Annual Fixed Operations and Maintenance Adder 
($/megawatt-year)) 

AHC  =  Annual Hours of Constraint 

VOM  =  Variable Non-Fuel Operations and Maintenance Adder ($/megawatt-hour) 

FC  =  Fuel Cost (Heat Rate * Natural Gas Price Index) ($/megawatt-hour) 

Energy Offer Caps do not function as price caps on the SPP Energy Markets because the marginal 
Resources may not be subject to an Energy Offer Cap and there are other factors that affect prices such 
as congestion costs.  Resources not subject to an Energy Offer Cap may bid higher than, and set a price 
in the SPP Energy Markets that is above an Energy Offer Cap for another Resource.  For offer capped 
Resources, the market operating system limits the effective Energy Offer Curve used in determining 
LMP to a maximum equal to the offer capped Resources’ Energy Offer Caps.  All Resources, including 
those Resources identified subject to Energy Offer Caps, will be charged/compensated based upon the 
Locational Marginal Price associated with each Resource. 

8.2.2.3.1  Annual Fixed Cost 

The annual fixed cost of a new, natural gas-fired, combustion turbine peaking generation facility shall be 
based on the calculated value of the annual carrying cost associated with the recovery of the total fixed 
costs to develop, build and finance such a facility plus the fixed operation and maintenance costs.  Such 
cost shall be reviewed annually by the Transmission Provider with input from Market Participants.  Any 
changes to such costs, along with justification for the changes, shall be filed with the Commission for 
approval after such review.  Such costs, along with any studies justifying the costs, shall be reflected in 
the Tariff and posted electronically by SPP.  The Annual Fixed Cost currently approved by the 
Commission and contained in the SPP OATT is $100,970/Megawatt-year. 
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8.2.2.3.2 Variable Non-Fuel O&M Adder 

The adder equal to the estimated non-fuel variable operation and maintenance costs of a new, natural 
gas-fired, combustion turbine peaking generation facility shall be based on the non-fuel operating and 
maintenance costs of such a facility not included in the calculation of annual fixed costs as described 
above.  Such cost shall be reviewed annually by the Transmission Provider with input from Market 
Participants.  Any changes to such costs, along with justification for the changes, shall be filed with the 
FERC for approval after such review.  Such costs, along with any studies justifying the costs, shall be 
reflected in the Tariff and posted electronically by SPP.  The current approved rate contained in the SPP 
OATT is $3.79/Megawatt-hour. 

8.2.2.3.3 Annual Hours of Constraint 

The annual hours of constraint will be calculated individually for each Resource subject to an Energy 
Offer Cap and is equal to the number of hours during the most recent 365 day period, as is operationally 
feasible, that a transmission constraint for which the Resource has a significant effect, as determined by 
the RLDF, is binding or exceeded in the RTBM.  In the event that multiple constraints simultaneously 
affect a Resource, coincident hours of constraint will be only be counted as one hour for the Offer Cap 
calculation for such a Resource.   

Additionally, all hours for which a Resource was committed by SPP to address a local reliability issue 
not represented by a flowgate constraint during the most recent 365 day period will be included in the 
Annual Hours of Constraint. 

During the first year of operation of the SPP Integrated Marketplace, the annual hours of constraint 
calculation will use congestion data from the RTBM in combination with congestion data from the SPP 
Energy Imbalance Service Market to obtain a full year of historical data.  The annual hours of 
congestion for each Resource will be updated daily and will be posted electronically by SPP on the 
www.SPP.org.  The annual hours of constraint will be updated daily for inclusion in the daily 
calculation of the Offer Cap on each Resource and will be posted electronically by SPP for each 
Resource on the www.SPP.org website.  The annual hours of constraint for each flowgate included in 
the daily calculation of the Offer Cap on each Resource shall also be posted by SPP on the Portal by 
flowgate for each Resource. 

8.2.2.3.4 New Transmission Constraints 

When a new transmission constraint is established, the annual hours of constraint used in the calculation 
of the Energy Offer Cap for each Resource that has a significant effect on the transmission constraint as 
determined by the RLDF will be 32 hours until the actual number of hours of constraint associated with 
the new transmission constraint has exceeded 32 or the transmission constraint has been established for 
at least 12 months.  Thereafter, the actual hours of constraint will be used for the 12 month rolling sum.  
If a Resource is pivotal on a new transmission constraint, in addition to other established transmission 
constraints, the annual hours of constraint for the Resource will be the higher of the actual hours of 
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constraint or 32 hours until the new transmission constraint has been established for at least 12 months.  
SPP will post on the Portal by transmission constraint for each Resource whether any transmission 
constraint included in the daily calculation of the Offer Cap on each Resource is considered new as 
defined in this section. 

8.2.2.3.5 Fuel Cost 

The fuel cost of a new, natural gas-fired, combustion turbine peaking generation facility shall be based 
on the estimated full-load heat rate of the facility multiplied by a fuel price index.  The fuel price index 
for each Resource will be based on an industry accepted natural gas pricing index for the natural gas 
pricing point nearest to the Offer Capped Resource(s) of each Market Participant.  The fuel price shall 
be further modified based on an estimate of the distribution cost for moving natural gas to the Offer 
Capped Resource(s).  Alternative pricing points and fuel price modifiers shall be evaluated annually by 
the Transmission Provider with input from Market Participants.  The fuel price portion of each Offer 
Cap shall be recalculated daily for inclusion in each Offer Cap and posted daily on the SPP.org website 
as well as on the Portal for each Resource.  The current approved heat rate contained in the SPP OATT 
is 10,450 Btu/kilowatt-hour. 

8.2.2.3.6 Energy Offer Cap Revisions 

Market Participants with offer capped Resources may request an exception to an Energy Offer Cap for a 
Resource by submitting a cost based offer curve for the Resource to the Market Monitor.  The data 
submission must include sufficient Resource parameters and fuel cost data for the Market Monitor to 
verify the reasonableness of the cost based offer curve.   

8.2.2.4 Mitigation Measures for Uneconomic Production 

Mitigation measures may be applied when the following conditions are met: 

(1) The Resource’s LMP is less than 50 percent of the applicable reference level;  

(2) The Resource is causing a binding transmission constraint, as determined by the corresponding 
RLDF being greater than or equal to 5%, or a binding reserve zone constraint; 

(3) The Resource’s Energy Offer is less than 50% of the applicable reference level; 

(4) The Resource’s Minimum Economic Capacity Operating Limit is more that 25% of the 
applicable reference level. 

In the event that conditions (1), (2), and (3) are satisfied, the Transmission Provider shall apply 
mitigation measures by replacing the Resource’s Energy Offer Curve with the Energy Offer reference 
level, pending failure of the Market Impact Test as described in Section 8.2.2.7. 

In the event that conditions (1), (2), and (4) are satisfied, the process for applying mitigation measures to 
physical parameters in Section 8.2.2.6 will be executed with the applicable threshold equal to 25%. 
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8.2.2.54 Default Start-Up, No Load, and Transition State OffersMitigation Measures for Start-
Up and No-Load Offers 

Default Reference levels for Start-Up and, No-Load, and Transition State Offers shall be calculated 
daily for each Resource by the Transmission Provider.  For each Resource, offers for the previous ninety 
days that cleared during competitive periods shall be identified.  The reference level default offer shall 
be set equal to 110% times the lower of the mean or median of the identified offers.  The cleared offers 
used in the determination of the default offersreference levels will be adjusted for changes in fuel prices. 

The Start-Up and No-Load Offer threshold is a 10% increase above the reference level for the applicable 
offer.  If a Resource’s Start-Up or No-Load Offer exceeds the applicable threshold and the Resource is 
subject to mitigation measures as determined in Section 8.2.2.2.1, the Transmission Provider shall apply 
mitigation measures by replacing the submitted offer with the applicable reference level, pending failure 
of the Market Impact Test as described in Section 8.2.2.7. 

In the case that a sufficient offer history is not available for a Resource, the default offersreference levels 
shall be set by one or a combination of the following methods: (i) the default offersreference levels will 
be determined through consultation with the Market Participant and the Market Monitor; (ii) the Market 
Monitor will set the default offersreference levels by estimating the Start-Up or, No-Load, or Transition 
States costs based on physical parameters and fuel costs for the Resource; (iii) the default 
offersreference levels will be based on averages of offers from similar resources.  This methodology for 
setting default offersreference levels for Resources with insufficient offer history will apply to all 
Resources at the start of the market. 

8.2.2.65 Additional Mitigation Measures for Resource Offer Parameters 

Competitive outcomes can also be distorted by submitting offers that do not reflect the physical 
capabilities of Resources.  The mitigation measures in this section are intended to provide the 
Transmission Provider with the means to mitigate the effects of physical parameter offers that are 
inconsistent with competitive conduct.  The mitigation measures in this section apply to all Offer 
parameters in Section Error! Reference source not found. expressed in units other than dollars and 
will only apply in the presence of local market power as described in Section 0. 

A reference level for each Offer parameter that reflects the physical capability of the Resource shall be 
determined prior to the start of the Market by one or a combination of the following methods: (i) the 
reference levels will be determined through consultation with the Market Participant and the Market 
Monitor; (ii) the reference levels will be based on averages of Offer parameters from similar resources.  
This methodology for setting reference levels for Offer parameters shall apply to all Resources at the 
start of the market and to all new Resources that join the Market subsequent to the start of the Market. 

The following thresholds shall be used by the Transmission Provider to identify Resource Offers that 
may warrant mitigation and shall be determined with respect to the corresponding reference level: 
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Time-based Offer parameters: An increase of three (3) hours, or an increase of six (6) hours in 
total for multiple time-based Offer parameters.   

Offer parameters expressed in units other than time or dollars: A 100 percent increase for 
Offer parameters that are minimum values, or a 50 percent decrease for Offer parameters that 
are maximum values. 

In the case that a Resource Offer fails the thresholds described above, the Market Monitor, in 
consultation with the Transmission Provider, shall determine if the impact on prices or make-whole 
payments warrants the application of mitigation measures.  If the Market Monitor determines that 
mitigation measures may be warrantedan impact exceeds the LMP or make whole payment thresholds in 
Section 8.2.2.7, the Market Monitor will initiate a discussion with the Market Participant concerning an 
explanation of the parameter changes.  The Market Monitor will inform the Transmission Provider of 
any potential issue. If the Transmission Provider, in consultation with the Market Monitor, concludes 
that the Market Participant has demonstrated the validity of the submitted Resource Offer’s parameter, 
no further action will be taken. If not, the Transmission Provider shall replace the Resource  does not 
reflect the Resource’s actual capabilities, the mitigation measures consisting of replacing the Offer 
parameter with the corresponding reference level will be applied.  Mitigation measures will remain in 
place until such time that the Market Participant demonstrates the validity of the Resource Offer 
parameter; the Market Participant submits a dispute of the Market Monitor’s conclusion;  or the Market 
Participant changes the Resource Offer parameter to a value that is within the applicable threshold 
rangeis changed by the Market Participant.  In the event that the Market Participant submits a dispute, 
the mitigation measure will remain in place until the resolution of the dispute. 

8.2.2.76 Market Impact Test 

The Transmission Provider will apply a market impact test to determine if offers should be mitigated.  
The Transmission Provider will apply the following market impact test in the DA Market, RUC and 
RTBM:  

During times of congestion, a market solution with no offer capsmitigation in place is 
compared to a market solution with the appropriate offer capsmitigation applied.  If a 
Settlement Location LMP without offer capsmitigation exceeds the LMP from the offer 
cappedmitigated solution by at least the LMP impact test threshold, then the offer capped 
solution is used for dispatch, commitment, and settlement purposes.  In addition, if the make-
whole payment (MWP) for any Resource increases by at least the MWP impact test threshold, 
then the offer cappedmitigated market solution will be used for dispatch, commitment, and 
settlement purposes. 

The impact test thresholds are as follows: At market start, the LMP impact threshold is $5/MWH, and 
MWP impact threshold is $5/MW per hour.  At the beginning of each six month (one hundred eighty 
day) period after the market start, the LMP impact threshold will be increased $10/MWH and the MWP 
impact threshold will be increased by $10/MW per hour unless the Market Monitor finds market 
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behavior that warrants keeping the threshold constant for the next one hundred eighty (180) days.  The 
periodic increases will continue until the LMP impact threshold is $25/MWH and the MWP impact 
threshold is $25/MW per hour. 

8.2.3 Uneconomic Production 

The Market Monitor will monitor for cases where uneconomic production by an Asset Owner’s 
Resources causes congestion on transmission constraints or between Reserve Zones that is not justified 
by reliability concerns. The specific steps are as follows: 

(1) Determine the MW impacts of generation on the transmission constraint or Reserve Zone from 
the following sources: 

(a) Self committed Resources with uneconomic generation (Resource incremental cost 
exceeds Resource LMP); 

(b) Market committed Resources generating outside of the Operating Tolerance band. 

(2) Determine that the MW impact from uneconomic production is causing the  transmission 
congestion or binding Reserve Zone; 

(3) Determine that the uneconomic production is not obviously justified by reliability or other 
operational concerns. 

The Market Monitor will conduct evaluations as specified in (a) to (c) and other related assessments to 
determine if there is sufficient credible information to justify referral to the Commission. 

 
Proposed Tariff Language Revision 

 
None submitted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Proposed Criteria Language Revision 
 
N/A 
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MARKET POWER AND MITIGATION 
ISSUES 

Section 1 

3 



Market Power Study 

• Assesses market power in proposed reserve market 

• FERC requires plan to mitigate and/or monitor any 
market power 

• SPP hired experts at Potomac Economics for report to 
be filed at FERC 

• Summary of findings: 

– Little to no market power in unconstrained SPP market 

– Consistent, significant local market power when reserve 
zones constrained 
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Potomac’s Mitigation Recommendations 

• Mitigation plan for reserve offers 

• “any market power mitigation framework for the 
ancillary service zones must effectively mitigate the 
energy offers of suppliers with market power” 

• Resource-specific mitigation of energy offers 

• Conduct-Impact framework instead of offer caps 

– only mitigate offers with clear market impacts 
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Explanation For Proposed Change To The Offer Cap Provision 

(written by Potomac Economics) 

 A change in the market power mitigation measures from a generic energy offer cap to unit specific 
offer caps is needed at this time because: 

• The economic need for/benefit of the generic energy offer cap is greatly reduced or eliminated under 
the SPP Integrated Marketplace. 

– The real-time locational ancillary service markets in the Integrated Marketplace will provide an 
efficient means to price shortages in local areas (i.e., energy and AS prices will include the value 
of the foregone reserves). 

– This shortage pricing will provide suppliers the incentive to build new resources. 

– Therefore, allowing suppliers with market power to raise prices to the long-run marginal cost of 
a new resource (i.e., the generic energy offer cap) is no longer necessary. 

• The market power costs of relying on the generic offer cap are potentially much greater than we had 
anticipated based on the results of the market power study. 

– The market power study shows that potential market power exists in local ancillary services 
zones much more frequently than we anticipated. 

– Therefore, the market power costs of relying on a generic offer cap that is much higher than the 
offer price of a competitive supplier (short-run marginal cost) are much greater than we 
anticipated. 

• Hence, because we now believe that the costs of the generic offer cap are now much greater than any 
potential benefits of retaining it, we are proposing that SPP employ unit-specific offer caps in its 
Integrated Marketplace.   
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Additional Points from SPP MMU 

• Resource-based mitigation increases flexibility and 
consistency across SPP footprint 

• Best-practice mitigation policy used in other RTOs 

• Potomac’s recommendations must be addressed in the 
tariff filing 
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MPRR 44:  
OPERATING RESERVE OFFER MITIGATION 

Section 2 
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Reference Offers and Thresholds 

• Reference competitive offers for reserve products 

– Average offer during competitive intervals for 90 days 

– MMU consultation 

– MMU cost estimates 

• Conduct Thresholds 

– reference offer + minimum of 

 300% of reference offer 

 $50 

– All offers under $10/MW will not be mitigated 
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Market Structure and Impact Test 

• Mitigate only in the presence of local market power 

– Congestion 

– Binding reserve zone 

– Resource committed for reliability 

• Impact Test 

– as in current protocols 

– replace offer with reference level 

– only mitigate if LMP or MCP exceeds threshold ($5-$25) 
above mitigated market solution 
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MPRR 45:  
ENERGY OFFER MITIGATION 

Section 2 
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Reference Offers and Thresholds 

• Reference competitive offer curves 

– Average offer in load range, during competitive intervals 
for 90 days 

– MMU consultation 

– MMU cost estimates 

• Conduct Thresholds 

– reference offer + minimum of 

 300% of reference offer 

 $50 

– Except offers under $25/MWh 
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Market Structure and Impact Test 

• Mitigate only in the presence of local market power 

– Congestion 

– Binding reserve zone 

– Resource committed for reliability 

• Impact Test 

– as in current protocols 

– replace offer curve with reference curve 

– only mitigate if LMP or MCP exceeds threshold ($5-$25) 
above mitigated market solution 
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Uneconomic Production 

• Conduct Thresholds 

– Energy offer < 50% of reference level; or 

– Economic Minimum > 125% of reference level 

 

• Market Structure Criteria 

– Resource causing binding transmission constraint or 
binding Reserve Zone; and  

– Resource LMP < 50% of energy offer reference level 
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Uneconomic Production 

• Mitigation –  Uneconomic Energy Offer 

 Replace Energy Offer with the reference level 

  Subject to the Market Impact Test 

 

• Mitigation – Uneconomic Minimum Generation Level 

– Replace Economic Minimum Capacity Operating Limit 
with the reference level 

– Subject to the process for applying mitigation measures 
to physical parameters (requires Market Participant 
notification and a Market Impact Test) 
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Start-Up and No-load Offers 

• Conduct Thresholds 

– 10% above reference level (same as current) 

• Market Structure criteria 

– Congestion  

– Binding reserve zone 

– Reliability commitment 

• Impact Test 

– Replace offer parameter 

– only mitigate if LMP or MCP exceeds threshold ($5-$25) 
above mitigated market solution 

 16 



Mitigation Measures for Resource Offer 
Parameters 

 

• Updates reflect the following 

– The impact determination is tied to the Market Impact 
Test 

– The actions required of the Market Monitor and 
Transmission Provider were adjusted to comply with  
Order 719 
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Offer 
Curve 
(Para-

meters) 

90 Day 
Offer 

History 

MMU 
consultation 
or estimation 

of costs 

Calculate 
Reference 

Values 

Do offers 
exceed 

thresholds? 

Market Structure 
Test 

No Mitigation 

Conduct Test Process 

Yes 

No 



Congestion 
Data 

Unmitigated 
Market 
Solution 

Does 
resource 

have local 
market 
power? 

No Mitigation 

Market Structure Test Process 

Yes 

No 

Impact Test 

Units 
committed for 

reliability 



Does any 
LMP or MCP 

exceed 
threshold? 

No Mitigation 

Impact Test Process 

Mitigated Market 
Solution 

Unmitigated 
Market Solution 

Yes 

No 

Mitigate Offer to 
Reference Value(s) 



21 



22 



23 


