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• Summary of Motions • 

 
 
Motions:  
 
Agenda Item 2 – Consent Agenda  
Matt Moore (GSEC) motioned and Ron Thompson (NPPD) seconded to approve the consent agenda.  
The motion passed with no oppositions and two abstentions (CUS – RR116 only; Xcel – RR112 only). 
 
Agenda Item 6 – Mitigation Thresholds Incorrectly Set 
Rick McCord (EDE) motioned and Lee Anderson (LES) seconded to direct SPP Staff to move forward with 
Option 1, which is to file a waiver with FERC. The motion passed with seven in favor (EDE, AEP, KCPL, 
Basin, OMPA, Tenaska, LES ), six oppositions (XCEL, WR, GSEC, AECC, NPPD, OPPD) and three abstentions 
(CUS, OGE, Midwest).  
 
Agenda Item 10 – Proposed Outages to Enhance TCR Models  
Cliff Franklin (WR) motioned and Rick McCord (EDE) seconded to approve the use of a “proposed” status 
for outages in the TCR Market.  The motion passed with no oppositions and three abstentions (NPPD, 
Xcel, CUS). 
 
Agenda Item 12 – JOU Combined Options Cost Estimates  
Jim Flucke (KCPL) motioned and Cliff Franklin (WR) seconded to endorse option 1a to implement the 
aggregate energy offer with direction to SPP Staff to develop and submit the Revision Request.  The 
motion passed with four in favor (Westar, LES, Tenaska, KCPL), one opposition (AEP) and eight 
abstentions (EDE, NPPD, CUS, Basin, AECC, Midwest, GSEC, OGE). 
 
Agenda Item 13 – RR98 Expanding the Use of SPP CROW 
Cliff Franklin (Westar) motioned and Ron Thompson (NPPD) seconded to approve RR98 as not impacting 
the Marketplace Protocols.  The motion passed with no oppositions and no abstentions. 
 
Agenda Item 15 – RR111 Local Reliability MWP Distribution  
The following four motions were made regarding RR111:  
 

1. Aaron Rome (Midwest Energy) motioned and Cliff Franklin (Westar) seconded to approve RR111 

SPP Comments 10/6/2015.  The motion failed in a roll call vote with seven in favor (KCPL, 

Midwest Energy, Tenaska, Westar, GSEC, EDE, OPPD), seven oppositions (AEP, Xcel, AECC, CUS, 

NPPD, OGE, Basin) and two abstentions (LES, OMPA). 
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2. Ron Thompson (NPPD) motioned and Cliff Franklin (Westar) seconded to Approve RR111 SPP 

Comments 10/6/2015 with the language change of “system‐wide” to “settlement area” for 

make whole payment distribution. The motion was withdrawn. 

 
3. Ron Thompson (NPPD) motioned and Aaron Rome (Midwest Energy) seconded to reconsider the 

original motion to approve RR111 SPP Comments 10/6/15. The motion passed with no 

oppositions and two abstentions (Xcel, CUS). 

 
4. Ron Thompson (NPPD) motioned and Aaron Rome (Midwest Energy) seconded to approve 

RR111 SPP Comments 10/6/15. The motion passed in a roll call vote with seven in favor (KCPL, 

Midwest, Tenaska, Westar, EDE, OPPD, NPPD), six oppositions (AEP, Xcel, CUS, OGE, Basin, 

KMEA) and four abstentions (AECC, LES, GSEC, OMPA). 

Agenda Item 18 – RR115 Resource Retirement Timeline 
Ron Thompson (NPPD) motioned and Valerie Weigel (Basin) seconded to approve RR115.  The motion 
passed with no oppositions and one abstention (AEP). 
 
Agenda Item 19 – RR124 Rejection of Incomplete Market Registration Documentation 
Ron Thompson (NPPD) motioned and Rick McCord (EDE) seconded to approve RR124.  The motion 
passed with no oppositions and two abstentions (CUS, Xcel). 
 
Agenda Item 21 – RR126 Netting of TCR Credit Portfolio 
Kevin Galke (CUS) motioned and Carrie Dixon (Xcel) seconded to approve RR126 as not impacting the 
Marketplace Protocols.  The motion passed with no oppositions and no abstentions. 
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Southwest Power Pool 

MARKET WORKING GROUP MEETING 

October 20‐21, 2015 

AEP Offices – Dallas, TX 

• M I N U T E S •  

 

Agenda Item 1 — Call to Order, Proxies, Agenda Discussion 
Richard Ross (AEP) called the meeting to order at 8:15 a.m.  The attendance was recorded and proxies 
were announced (Attachment 1 – MWG Attendance October 20‐21 2015).  The following members were 
represented by proxy: 

Mark Trumble (OPPD) for Rick Yanovich (OPPD) (Attachment 1a – Rick Yanovich Proxy)  
Adam Bigknife (OGE) for Shawn McBroom (OGE) (Attachment 1b ‐ Shawn McBroom Proxy) 
 

The group reviewed the agenda (Attachment 2 ‐ MWG Agenda for October 2015) and agreed to some 
modifications to accommodate audience and presenters. 
 
Agenda Item 2 — Working Group/Committee Updates 
a. Trading Hubs Focus Group 
Valerie Weigel (Basin) provided an update from the Trading Hubs Focus Group and a recap of the Focus 
Group’s face‐to‐face meeting on September 17, 2015 in Dallas (Attachment 3 ‐ Trading Hubs Focus 
Group Update_MWG_20151020). Valerie reported that the discussion was primarily focused around the 
lack of liquidity at existing SPP hubs, including a brainstorming discussion on possible reasons for the 
low liquidity and possible ideas for increasing liquidity. Valerie concluded by communicating several next 
steps identified by the group for future research and focus, including research on desired Market 
Transparency, working with contacts and experts on the Intercontinental Exchange (ICE) for possible 
creation of products and smaller transaction blocks related to SPP hubs, support of any SPP RUC process 
improvements, and scheduling discussions for the MWG with Financial Market Participants to gain 
better insight on their perspective in the market and their potential benefits to Marketplace. After 
Valerie’s update, the MWG discussed the scheduling of discussions with Financial Market Participants at 
MWG and decided to plan that for the January or February MWG meeting.   
 
b. Ramp Product Focus Group  
Matt Moore (GSEC) provided an update from the Ramp Product Focus Group, which was formed in 
response to an MWG Action Item recorded at the 7/21/2015 MWG meeting for a group to be formed to 
focus on researching ramp markets in other RTO/ISOs, and on determining the benefits of a Ramp 
Product to the overall SPP Marketplace, and bring research results and details back to MWG on both 
items. Matt’s update included a presentation (Attachment 4 ‐ Ramp Product_MWG_10202015), with 
results and other information from the Focus Group work and research, including an overview of the 
ramp product design for CAISO, MISO, and ISO‐NE, a proposed high level conceptual design for SPP, a 
look at the benefits of a ramp product including the problems that it solves, and finally introduction of a 
rough high level cost estimate of about $300,000 ‐ $500,000 for implementing the design. Matt reported 
that there are still some design areas, possibly outside of a ramp product design, that need to be 
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researched further, such as rampable headroom in the unit commitment model and unit commitment 
for uncertainty. The MWG then discussed next steps and future scope for the Ramp Product Focus 
Group, since it has fulfilled its original action item of researching the ramp design of other RTOs. On 
behalf of the Focus Group, Matt Moore suggested that the Focus Group continue its research and bring 
a recommendation and a detailed proposed design.  The MWG asked the Focus Group to define the 
scope of a full ramp management proposal and present it at the November MWG meeting.      
 
Agenda Item 3 — Consent Agenda 
Richard Ross (AEP) introduced the Consent Agenda items and asked if anyone would like to pull anything 
from that agenda. There were no requests to pull any item from the agenda. Matt Moore (GSEC) 
motioned and Ron Thompson (NPPD) seconded to approve the consent agenda.  The motion passed 
with no oppositions and two abstentions (CUS – for RR116 only; Xcel – for RR112 only). 
 
Agenda Item 4 — FERC Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 
a. RM15‐23 Connected Entity Data 
Patti Kelly (SPP) introduced FERC NOPR ER15‐23 related to Connected Entity Data (Attachment 5 ‐ ER15‐
23 Connected Entity Data) and delivered a presentation to explain key points (Attachment 6 ‐ RM15‐23 
Presentation_MWG). This FERC proposed rulemaking establishes that the term “Connected Entities” be 
created to include entities that have certain relationships with Market Participants (MPs) of RTOs, and 
further establishes the creation and use of 20‐digit standard identifier – Legal Entity Identifier or LEI – to 
identify MPs. Patti reported that comments to the NOPR are due on November 30, 2015 and that SPP 
Staff is currently reviewing the NOPR independently and with the ISO‐RTO Council (IRC) to determine if 
SPP will file comments independently and/or with the IRC. Patti will continue to keep the MWG updated 
on the plans for comments from SPP and welcomes input SPP Stakeholders in the meantime. Richard 
Ross (SPP) suggested that someone from the SPP Credit Department be involved, particularly with 
regard to the LEI and their possible relationship to existing “DUNS” business numbers already used by 
entities today. Patti reported that the SPP Credit Department is already involved and that she would be 
presenting this same information to the Credit Practices Working Group (CPWG) later in the week.  
 
b. RM15‐24 Settlements and Scarcity Pricing 
Patti Kelly (SPP) introduced FERC NOPR ER15‐23 related to Settlements and Scarcity Pricing (Attachment 
7 ‐ ER15‐24 Settlements and Scarcity Pricing) and delivered a presentation to explain key points 
(Attachment 8 ‐ RM15‐24 Presentation_MWG). This FERC proposed rulemaking includes two topics for 
comment: 1) Settlement Intervals, and 2) Shortage Pricing. For the Settlement Intervals topic, FERC 
proposes that RTOs/ISOs settle energy in real‐time in the same time interval as it dispatches energy, and 
settle operating reserves in the real‐time in the same time interval in which operating reserves are 
priced. SPP Marketplace design already handles this through the synching of a 5‐minute dispatch with a 
5‐minute settlements and pricing in real‐time. For the Shortage Pricing topic, FERC proposes to require 
RTOs/ISOs to trigger shortage or scarcity pricing for any dispatch interval in which a shortage of energy 
or operating reserves occurs. The NOPR further clarifies that this trigger should include brief “transient” 
shortages. There were some questions during the MWG discussion around how this NOPR might related 
to RR120 which is related to ramp scarcity pricing and which was approved by the MOPC in October 
2015. Debbie James (SPP) responded that the purpose of RR120 is to update the Tariff and Protocols 
language to be consistent with how the current market system is actually designed for pricing during 
ramp scarcity situations, and suggested that the changes in RR120 must still continue despite the FERC 
NOPR, which could possibly invoke more language changes in the future, but much is still unknown. 
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Debbie further commented that SPP may need to mention the NOPR in the filing letter for RR120, but 
that would be decided by SPP Legal as they prepare the RR120 filing. Patti reported that comments to 
the NOPR are due on November 30, 2015 and that SPP Staff is currently reviewing the NOPR 
independently and with the ISO‐RTO Council (IRC) to determine if SPP will file comments independently 
and/or with the IRC. Patti will continue to keep the MWG updated on the plans for comments from SPP 
and welcomes input SPP Stakeholders in the meantime. 
 
Agenda Item 5 — Marketplace RR January 2016 MOPC Schedule 
Erin Cathey (SPP) displayed the January 2016 MOPC Schedule and pointed out the date of November 23, 
2015 as the submission deadline for non‐expedited Revision Requests to make it to the January 2016 
MOPC (Attachment 9 ‐ January Market Protocol RR MOPC Schedule).  
 
Agenda Item 6 — Mitigation Thresholds Incorrectly Set 
Jodi Woods (SPP) informed the group of an issue that’s been discovered in Marketplace where the 
impact test thresholds for market mitigation determination were incorrectly set (Attachment 10 ‐ 
Mitigation Thresholds in Market System). SPP Staff identified that for the time period of 3/1/2014 to 
2/28/2015, some of the impact test thresholds were incorrectly set, resulting in either under‐mitigation 
or over‐mitigation in some months depending on the type of incorrect threshold. Jodi reported the 
market impact of the over‐mitigation as approximately $191,000 total. The SPP Tariff does require that 
price correction measures be invoked for system errors such as this, but SPP Staff believes that a price 
correction or complete re‐pricing for the impacted time period would be costly and the cost would far 
outweigh the impact to settlements that resulted from the incorrect thresholds. Jodi proposed two 
options for the MWG to consider: 1) File a waiver with FERC to request permission not complying with 
the Tariff for the identified time period; or 2) perform a complete price correction per the Tariff.   
Rick McCord (EDE) motioned and Lee Anderson (LES) seconded to direct SPP Staff to move forward 
with Option 1, which is to file a waiver with FERC. The motion passed with seven in favor (EDE, AEP, 
KCPL, Basin, OMPA, Tenaska, LES ), six oppositions (XCEL, WR, GSEC, AECC, NPPD, OPPD) and three 
abstentions (CUS, OGE, Midwest).   
 
Agenda Item 7 — BOD Action Item for MOPC and MWG: MMU ASOM Recommendations 
Gay Anthony (SPP) facilitated a discussion with the group as part of fulfilling a SPP Board of Directors 
(BOD) action item assigned to MOPC and MWG to review the nine recommendations for market design 
changes or enhancements by the SPP MMU in their 2014 Annual State of the Market (ASOM) report 
(Attachment 11 ‐ BOD Action Item for MOPC‐MWG ‐ on MMU ASOM), and prepare 
responses/recommendations for presentation to the BOD in a future meeting. Gay captured the 
thoughts and proposed responses from the group on each of the MMU recommendations and will bring 
the summarized responses back to group in November for further discussion and finalization. The target 
date for presentation of responses to the BOD is January 2016.    
 
Agenda Item 8 — TCR Enhancements Update 
Richard Ross (AEP) updated the group on next steps for the proposed TCR Enhancements that were 
presented by SPP Staff and discussed at the September MWG meeting. Richard reported that he as 
MWG Chairman and Jim Flucke as MWG Co‐Chairman met with Staff to discuss the next steps and that 
SPP Staff, in light of better funding numbers for this year so far and of the IS integration, would like to 
hold off for now on beginning work on any of the major enhancements and instead get more experience 
and gather more information with the current TCR Market. Any individual Market Participant (MP) or 
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group of MPs is welcome to bring a Revision Request at any time for these or other proposed 
enhancements.   
 
Agenda Item 9 — Application of External Impacts and Parallel Flows 
In response to MWG Action Item #283, Jodi Woods (SPP) and Ty Mitchell (SPP) delivered a presentation 
on external flow determinations and impacts in the Day‐Ahead and Real‐Time Markets, and parallel flow 
forecasting in the ARR/TCR market modeling (Attachment 12 ‐ Application of External Impacts and 
Parallel Flows). Ty also pointed out that training material on the Weighted Least Squares (WLS) 
functionality is in the MWG background materials (Attachment 13 ‐ ARR Allocation Training).  This 
functionality is used in the ARR Allocation process, and providing this training material is in response to 
MWG Action #284, in which the MWG requested training from SPP Staff on Weighted Least Squares.      
 
Agenda Item 10 — Proposed Outages to Enhance TCR Models 
Casey Cathey (SPP) introduced a proposal and recommendation to the MWG to add transmission 
outages in “Proposed” status to the list of current outage types accepted in the models for the TCR 
Market (Attachment 14 ‐ Proposed Outages to Enhance TCR Models). This proposal does not need a 
Revision Request because outage statuses for the TCR model are not mentioned in the Protocols or 
Tariffs and there are no requirements in the SPP Criteria regarding the outage status of “Proposed”, nor 
is that status tied to reliability as other outage statuses are. Cliff Franklin (WR) motioned and Rick 
McCord (EDE) seconded to approve the use of a “proposed” status for outages in the TCR Market.  The 
motion passed with no oppositions and three abstentions (NPPD, Xcel, CUS). 
 
Agenda Item 11 — Congestion Hedging Quarterly Report 
Ty Mitchell (SPP) presented the Congestion Hedging Quarterly Report (Attachment 15 ‐ Congestion 
Hedging Quarterly Report October MWG), and pointed out the increase in funding as compared to this 
same quarter last year, as well as decrease in underfunded constraints. There was some discussion on 
why funding is better and it was pointed out that there are several variables that could affect funding, 
such as parallel flow forecasting being more accurate, less allocations, and the fact that Market 
Participants just generally have more history and knowledge and a better feel for the Market. There was 
a suggestion that slide #10 with daily data on funding be broken out into two slides, and Ty agreed that 
Staff would work on that change.   
 
Agenda Item 12 — JOU Combined Options Cost Estimates 
Debbie James (SPP) presented the high level cost estimates for the two proposed options for changes to 
the JOU Combined Resource option in Marketplace to reduce the current potential risk of make whole 
payment manipulation with that option (Attachment 16 ‐ JOU Combined Options Cost Estimates). Debbie 
also informed the group that this topic was discussed at the SPP Oversight Committee and their 
direction seemed to be to remove the Combined option altogether. Jim Flucke (KCPL) commented that 
removing the option altogether takes away a market option that was part of the original 
implementation and is one in which Market Participants originally planned for and continue to use 
today. He recommends keeping the option and suggested that Options 1a and 1b in Debbie’s 
presentation would be the best to implement because they address the manipulation risk without 
compromising economic efficiency. Jim Flucke (KCPL) motioned and Cliff Franklin (WR) seconded to 
endorse option 1a to implement the aggregate energy offer with direction to SPP Staff to develop and 
submit the Revision Request.  The motion passed with four in favor (Westar, LES, Tenaska, KCPL), one 
opposition (AEP) and eight abstentions (EDE, NPPD, CUS, Basin, AECC, Midwest, GSEC, OGE). 
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Agenda Item 13 — RR98 Expanding the Use of SPP CROW 
Casey Cathey (SPP) introduced RR98, which proposes additions and modifications to SPP Criteria 
Appendix 7 to define how SPP’s CROW Outage Scheduler will be used to submit the status information 
for reactors, capacitors, breakers, switches, special protection systems, power system stabilizers, and 
automatic voltage regulators. MWG is a secondary approver for this Revision Request. Cliff Franklin 
(Westar) motioned and Ron Thompson (NPPD) seconded to approve RR98 as not impacting the 
Marketplace Protocols.  The motion passed with no oppositions and no abstentions. 
 
Agenda Item 14 — RR104 DVER Minimum Limit 
Carrie Dixon (Xcel), the submitter of RR104‐DVER Minimum Limit, requested that the RR be postponed 
for discussion at a future MWG meeting (Attachment 18 ‐ RR104 Xcel Comments 8‐28‐2015).   
 
Agenda Item 15 — RR111 Local Reliability MWP Distribution 
Casey Cathey (SPP) introduced RR111 which proposes modifications to the Protocols and Tariff to 
allocate the cost of manual commitments in Marketplace for voltage related Local Reliability Issues 
proportionally to the Asset Owner based on the impacted loads. This means the make whole payments 
will be distributed system‐wide, instead of being allocated by load to a single Settlement Area as it is 
done today (Attachment 19 ‐ RR111 Recommendation Report). Casey presented analysis results on local 
commitments and make whole payments to support RR111 (Attachment 20 ‐ RR111 MWG) and the 
proposal to make the change from Settlement Area to system‐wide for the make whole payment 
distribution for Local Reliability Issues. The group discussed the issues and proposal thoroughly and 
many voiced issues with the change. A series of several motions were made regarding RR111, as follows, 
and the RR was approved in the end, as indicated in the final motion (#4) shown below.  
 

1. Aaron Rome (Midwest Energy) motioned and Cliff Franklin (Westar) seconded to approve 

RR111 SPP Comments 10/6/2015.  The motion failed in a roll call vote with seven in favor 

(KCPL, Midwest Energy, Tenaska, Westar, GSEC, EDE, OPPD), seven oppositions (AEP, Xcel, 

AECC, CUS, NPPD, OGE, Basin) and two abstentions (LES, OMPA). 

 
2. Ron Thompson (NPPD) motioned and Cliff Franklin (Westar) seconded to Approve RR111 SPP 

Comments 10/6/2015 with the language change of “system‐wide” to “settlement area” for 

make whole payment distribution. The motion was withdrawn. 

 
3. Ron Thompson (NPPD) motioned and Aaron Rome (Midwest Energy) seconded to reconsider 

the original motion to approve RR111 SPP Comments 10/6/15. The motion passed with no 

oppositions and two abstentions (Xcel, CUS). 

 
4. Ron Thompson (NPPD) motioned and Aaron Rome (Midwest Energy) seconded to approve 

RR111 SPP Comments 10/6/15. The motion passed in a roll call vote with seven in favor (KCPL, 

Midwest, Tenaska, Westar, EDE, OPPD, NPPD), six oppositions (AEP, Xcel, CUS, OGE, Basin, 

KMEA) and four abstentions (AECC, LES, GSEC, OMPA). 
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Agenda Item 16 — RR114 Add Stored Energy Rules to Marketplace 
Carrie Simpson (Invenergy) introduced RR114, which proposes to reinstate language that was originally 
proposed then later removed in Marketplace Protocol Revision Request (MPRR) 32 related to Stored 
Energy Resources (SERs) and Regulation Only Resources (ROR) (Attachment 21 ‐ RR114 Add Energy 
Storage Rules to Marketplace). Carrie acknowledges in this RR114 submittal and in her presentation of it 
to MWG that in order to fully optimize the use of storage technology in the Marketplace, additional 
analysis and future RRs and stakeholder discussion will likely be necessary to build upon this proposed 
language, but this RR would at least enable Market Participants to register energy storage resources for 
participation in the existing market design, while other potential design enhancements are being 
researched and considered. There was detailed discussion amongst the group during this agenda item 
and the next item, Agenda Item 17, where Colleen Lueken from AES Energy presented on SERs, how 
they work, and their potential benefits.  The group inquired as to how many SERs are in the SPP 
footprint today and SPP Staff answered that there are none today, but there are four serious inquiries 
potentially close to beginning the Generation Interconnection Agreement (GIA) process. SPP Staff 
informed the group that further research is underway to potentially submit comments for additions to 
RR114 or possibly to bring another RR, and requested that the MWG wait to take any further action on 
RR114 until the December MWG meeting because several SPP Staff members have a trip to PJM 
planned in early December to learn more about their energy storage design. The group agreed to 
postpone further discussion on RR114 until the December MWG meeting.     
 
Agenda Item 17 — Overview of Energy Storage and its potential application in SPP 
Colleen Lueken (AES Energy) delivered a presentation and together with Carrie Simpson (Invenergy) led 
a discussion on Energy Storage resources and their potential application in the SPP Marketplace 
(Attachment 22 ‐ AES  ‐ SPP Market Working Group ‐CL‐2015‐10‐15). See agenda item #16 for additional 
details on this topic and discussion. 
 
Agenda Item 18 — RR115 Resource Retirement Timeline 
Erin Cathey (SPP) introduced RR115, which proposes Protocol changes to establish a requirement of a 6‐
month notice by Market Participants and Generation Owners of intent to deactivate, retire, or mothball 
a Resource registered in SPP Marketplace (Attachment 23 ‐ RR115 Recommendation Report). This notice 
is needed for SPP to have sufficient time to study the potential reliability and economic impacts of a 
Resource being deactivated, retired, or mothballed. Erin reported that this RR is a first step towards 
establishing requirements around deactivation of resources and that other related proposals, including 
proposed Criteria changes, would likely be coming within the next year. Ron Thompson (NPPD) 
motioned and Valerie Weigel (Basin) seconded to approve RR115.  The motion passed with no 
oppositions and one abstention (AEP). 
 
Agenda Item 19 — RR124 Rejection of Incomplete Market Registration Documentation 
Erin Cathey (SPP) introduced RR124, which proposes to add language from the SPP Tariff to the 
Protocols to support SPP’s ability to reject incomplete Market Registration applications or 
documentation submitted by existing and/or new Market Participants (Attachment 24 ‐ RR124 
Recommendation Report). Several MWG members raised concern about situations that the registration 
change request was not addressed by SPP Staff in a timely manner which does not leave the Market 
Participant enough time to act on any requested changes and get them submitted in time to not be 
rejected. Erin told the group that she would check with SPP registration staff to see if there is an Service 
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Level Agreement (SLA) on SPP addressing the requests in a timely manner and will report back to the 
group. She also pointed out that SPP Staff will continue to communicate and work together with MPs to 
ensure the registration information is correct before the deadline. This RR does not preclude that 
communication. Ron Thompson (NPPD) motioned and Rick McCord (EDE) seconded to approve RR124.  
The motion passed with no oppositions and two abstentions (CUS, Xcel). 
 
Agenda Item 20 — RR125 Removal of Day‐Ahead Limited Must‐Offer 
Richard Ross (AEP) introduced RR125, which proposes Protocol and Tariff changes to remove the Day‐
Ahead Must Offer requirement as recommended by the MMU in the 2014 Annual State of the Market 
(ASOM) report. Richard states that the Day‐Ahead must offer is not necessary in the Integrated 
Marketplace, and removing it will reduce SPP workload. Richard also reminded the group of a vote by 
the MWG in its meeting on November 18‐19 2014 related to elimination of the Limited Day‐Ahead Must 
Offer. Following are the details and results of the vote that Richard referenced:  
 
[from MWG Minutes 11/18‐19/14] Richard Ross (AEP) made a motion and Rick McCord (EDE) seconded 
to advise MOPC that the MWG recommendation at this time is that having no Day‐Ahead must offer is a 
better solution than the current limited Day‐Ahead Must Offer. Therefore, there is no need to address 
changes to the current Day‐Ahead must offer design at this time. The motion passed with two 
oppositions (GSEC, Xcel) and two abstentions (KMEA, AECC). 
 
 SPP MMU submitted comments in support of RR125 and re‐stating from the 2014 ASOM its plans to 
propose design changes to add a penalty for violation of the Physical Withholding rules in Marketplace. 
The MMU comments also pointed out weaknesses with the Limited Day‐Ahead Must Offer design that 
should be addressed if the design is not eliminated as proposed by RR125 (Attachment 26 ‐ RR125 SPP 
MMU Comments 10‐15‐2015). GSEC submitted comments in opposition to RR125, stating its continued 
support of FERC’s position on the existing SPP Marketplace Limited Day‐Ahead Must Offer design, and 
therefore not being in support of any changes, such as those proposed in RR125, that would go against 
the FERC position as it stands today (Attachment 27 ‐ RR125 GSEC Comments 10‐12‐2015). 
 
Matt Moore (GSEC) made a motion to reject RR125. The motion failed to get a second.  
 
Several MWG members requested more time to consider RR125 and the decision was made to postpone 
further discussion until the MWG Meeting on November 17‐18, 2015.      
 
Agenda Item 21 — RR126 Netting of TCR Credit Portfolio 
Scott Smith (SPP) introduced RR126, which proposes Tariff changes to current credit exposure 
calculations, as found in Article 5A of Attachment X (Credit Policy), to reduce potential excess Financial 
Security being required for certain TCR bids/offers and ARR self‐conversions during a TCR Auction 
(Attachment 28 ‐ RR126 Recommendation Report). MWG is a secondary approver for RR126. Scott 
reports that this excess Financial Security for an Auction period will likely result in additional costs and 
potential over‐collateralization for the affected Credit Customer, therefore bringing forth this need to 
change the credit exposure calculations to help reduce the excess. Kevin Galke (CUS) motioned and 
Carrie Dixon (Xcel) seconded to approve RR126 as not impacting the Marketplace Protocols.  The 
motion passed with no oppositions and no abstentions. 
 
Agenda Item 22 — EQR Report Formatting Changes 
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This item was tabled. 
 
Agenda Item 23 — Backlog RR Scoring for Stakeholder Prioritization Process and tool Demo 
This item was tabled.  
 
Agenda Item 24 — Action Item #241 Public and Private data 
This item was tabled.   
 
Agenda Item 25 — Action Item #276 SPP Registration and Onboarding Process 
This item was tabled.   
 
Agenda Item 26a — MMU Marketplace Update  
John Hyatt (MMU) presented the MMU Marketplace Update and answered questions from the group 
(Attachment 29 ‐ 201509 MWG MMU Market Update).  
 
Agenda Item 26b — RTO Marketplace Update 
Gentry Crowson (SPP) presented the RTO Marketplace Update and answered questions from the group 
(Attachment 30 ‐ RTO Marketplace Update October).  
 
Agenda Item 26c — Regulatory Report  
This item was tabled.    
 
Agenda Item 26d — RR Quarterly Report 
This item was tabled.    
 
Agenda Item 26e — MWG Quarterly Action Item Report 
This item was tabled.    
 
Agenda Item 27 ‐ Review of Motions, Action Items and Future Meetings 

Motions:  
 
Agenda Item 2 – Consent Agenda  
Matt Moore (GSEC) motioned and Ron Thompson (NPPD) seconded to approve the consent agenda.  
The motion passed with no oppositions and two abstentions (CUS – RR116 only; Xcel – RR112 only). 
 
Agenda Item 6 – Mitigation Thresholds Incorrectly Set 
Rick McCord (EDE) motioned and Lee Anderson (LES) seconded to direct SPP Staff to move forward with 
Option 1, which is to file a waiver with FERC. The motion passed with seven in favor (EDE, AEP, KCPL, 
Basin, OMPA, Tenaska, LES ), six oppositions (XCEL, WR, GSEC, AECC, NPPD, OPPD) and three abstentions 
(CUS, OGE, Midwest).  
 
Agenda Item 10 – Proposed Outages to Enhance TCR Models  
Cliff Franklin (WR) motioned and Rick McCord (EDE) seconded to approve the use of a “proposed” status 
for outages in the TCR Market.  The motion passed with no oppositions and three abstentions (NPPD, 
Xcel, CUS). 
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Agenda Item 12 – JOU Combined Options Cost Estimates  
Jim Flucke (KCPL) motioned and Cliff Franklin (WR) seconded to endorse option 1a to implement the 
aggregate energy offer with direction to SPP Staff to develop and submit the Revision Request.  The 
motion passed with four in favor (Westar, LES, Tenaska, KCPL), one opposition (AEP) and eight 
abstentions (EDE, NPPD, CUS, Basin, AECC, Midwest, GSEC, OGE). 
 
Agenda Item 13 – RR98 Expanding the Use of SPP CROW 
Cliff Franklin (Westar) motioned and Ron Thompson (NPPD) seconded to approve RR98 as not impacting 
the Marketplace Protocols.  The motion passed with no oppositions and no abstentions. 
 
Agenda Item 15 – RR111 Local Reliability MWP Distribution  
The following four motions were made regarding RR111:  
 

5. Aaron Rome (Midwest Energy) motioned and Cliff Franklin (Westar) seconded to approve RR111 

SPP Comments 10/6/2015.  The motion failed in a roll call vote with seven in favor (KCPL, 

Midwest Energy, Tenaska, Westar, GSEC, EDE, OPPD), seven oppositions (AEP, Xcel, AECC, CUS, 

NPPD, OGE, Basin) and two abstentions (LES, OMPA). 

 
6. Ron Thompson (NPPD) motioned and Cliff Franklin (Westar) seconded to Approve RR111 SPP 

Comments 10/6/2015 with the language change of “system‐wide” to “settlement area” for 

make whole payment distribution. The motion was withdrawn. 

 
7. Ron Thompson (NPPD) motioned and Aaron Rome (Midwest Energy) seconded to reconsider the 

original motion to approve RR111 SPP Comments 10/6/15. The motion passed with no 

oppositions and two abstentions (Xcel, CUS). 

 
8. Ron Thompson (NPPD) motioned and Aaron Rome (Midwest Energy) seconded to approve 

RR111 SPP Comments 10/6/15. The motion passed in a roll call vote with seven in favor (KCPL, 

Midwest, Tenaska, Westar, EDE, OPPD, NPPD), six oppositions (AEP, Xcel, CUS, OGE, Basin, 

KMEA) and four abstentions (AECC, LES, GSEC, OMPA). 

Agenda Item 18 – RR115 Resource Retirement Timeline 
Ron Thompson (NPPD) motioned and Valerie Weigel (Basin) seconded to approve RR115.  The motion 
passed with no oppositions and one abstention (AEP). 
 
Agenda Item 19 – RR124 Rejection of Incomplete Market Registration Documentation 
Ron Thompson (NPPD) motioned and Rick McCord (EDE) seconded to approve RR124.  The motion 
passed with no oppositions and two abstentions (CUS, Xcel). 
 
Agenda Item 21 – RR126 Netting of TCR Credit Portfolio 
Kevin Galke (CUS) motioned and Carrie Dixon (Xcel) seconded to approve RR126 as not impacting the 
Marketplace Protocols.  The motion passed with no oppositions and no abstentions. 
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Action Items: 

 

 No action items were recorded. 

Future Agenda Items: 
Review of RR scoring for Stakeholder Prioritization – November Net Conference 
RR125 – Removal of Day‐Ahead Limited Must‐Offer – November Face‐to‐Face 
MMU Recommendations from ASOM (continued from October) – November Face‐to‐Face 
Ramp Product Focus Group define the scope of a full ramp management proposal – November Face‐to‐
Face 
 
Future Meetings: 
 
Conference Call 
November 3, 2015 (1:00 p.m. – 4:00 p.m.) 
 
November 17, 2015 (8:15 a.m. – 6:00 p.m.) 
November 18, 2015 (8:15 a.m. – 12:00 p.m.) 
Location: AEP Office – Dallas, TX 
Room: 8th Floor 
 
December 15, 2015 (8:15 a.m. – 6:00 p.m.) 
December 16, 2015 (8:15 a.m. – 12:00 p.m.) 
Location: AEP Office – Dallas, TX 
Room: 8th Floor 
 
Agenda Item 28a — Written Reports – GFA Quarterly Report 
This item was postponed. 
 
Agenda Item 29 — RR2_MPRR 116 Settlement Area Tie‐Line Meter Data Submittal 
This item was postponed. 
 
Agenda Item 30 — RR4_MPRR 130b Must Offer Penalty Calculation and Clarification 
This item was postponed. 
 
Agenda Item 31 — RR7_MPRR 155 Modification of OOME Rules 
This item was postponed. 
 
Agenda Item 32 — RR10_MPRR 169 Clear and Unambiguous Must Offer Proposal 
This item was postponed. 
 
Agenda Item 33 — RR22_MPRR207 ‐ Staggered Start‐Up Time 
This item was postponed. 
 
Agenda Item 34 — RR32_MPRR218 ‐ Market Registration Naming Conventions 
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This item was postponed. 
 
Agenda Item 35 — RR105 OOME Cap and Floor 
This item was postponed. 

Agenda Item 36 – Adjournment  
Richard Ross (AEP) adjourned the meeting at 12:00 p.m. 

 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Debbie James 
Secretary   
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Attachments 
Attachment 1 ‐ MWG Attendance October 20‐21 2015 
Attachment 1a ‐ Rick Yanovich Proxy 
Attachment 1b ‐ Shawn McBroom Proxy 
Attachment 2 ‐ MWG Agenda for October 2015 
Attachment 3 ‐ Trading Hubs Focus Group Update_MWG_20151020.pptx 
Attachment 4 ‐ Ramp Product_MWG_10202015 
Attachment 5 ‐ ER15‐23 Connected Entity Data 
Attachment 6 ‐ RM15‐23 Presentation_MWG 
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Attachment 9 ‐ January Market Protocol RR MOPC Schedule 
Attachment 10 ‐ Mitigation Thresholds in Market System 
Attachment 11 ‐ BOD Action Item for MOPC‐MWG ‐ on MMU ASOM 
Attachment 12 ‐ Application of External Impacts and Parallel Flows 
Attachment 13 ‐ ARR Allocation Training 
Attachment 14 ‐ Proposed Outages to Enhance TCR Models 
Attachment 15 ‐ Congestion Hedging Quarterly Report October MWG 
Attachment 16 ‐ JOU Combined Options Cost Estimates 
Attachment 17 ‐ RR98 Recommendation Report 
Attachment 18 ‐ RR104 Xcel Comments 8‐28‐2015 
Attachment 19 ‐ RR111 Recommendation Report 
Attachment 20 ‐ RR111 MWG 
Attachment 21 ‐ RR114 Add Energy Storage Rules to Marketplace 
Attachment 22 ‐ AES  ‐ SPP Market Working Group ‐CL‐2015‐10‐15 
Attachment 23 ‐ RR115 Recommendation Report 
Attachment 24 ‐ RR124 Recommendation Report 
Attachment 25 ‐ RR125 Removal of Day‐Ahead Limited Must‐Offer 
Attachment 26 ‐ RR125 SPP MMU Comments 10‐15‐2015 
Attachment 27 ‐ RR125 GSEC Comments 10‐12‐2015 
Attachment 28 ‐ RR126 Recommendation Report 
Attachment 29 ‐ 201509 MWG MMU Market Update 
Attachment 30 ‐ RTO Marketplace Update October 



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

Day 1 Day 2 Full Name Company E-mail Business Phone
X X Richard Ross (Chair) AEP rross@aep.com (918) 599-2966
X X Jim Flucke (V-Chair) KCPL jim.flucke@kcpl.com (816) 701-7836
P P Aaron Rome Midwest Energy arome@mwenergy.com (785) 625-1431
X X Carrie Dixon Xcel Energy carrie.e.dixon@xcelenergy.com
X X Ann Scott Tenaska ascott@tnsk.com (817) 462-1514
X X Brad Johnston AECC brad.johnston@aecc.com
P Chris Lyons Exelon chris.lyons@exeloncorp.com (410) 470-2465
X X Cliff Franklin Westar clifford.franklin@westarenergy.com (443) 226-7787
X Debbie James (Sec) SPP djames@spp.org (501) 614-3577
X X Kevin Galke City Utilities, Springfield kgalke@teainc.org (904) 360-1460
X X Lee Anderson LES landerson@les.com (402) 467-7591
X P Matt Moore Golden Spread Electric Coop mmoore@gsec.coop (806) 379-7766
X P Mike Mushrush OMPA mmushrush@ompa.com
P P Neal Daney KMEA daney@kmea.com (913) 660-0242
X X Rick McCord EDE rmccord@empiredistrict.com (417) 625-5129
P P Rick Yanovich OPPD ryanovich@oppd.com (402) 514-1031
X X Ron Thompson NPPD rfthomp@nppd.com (402) 845-5202
P P Shawn McBroom OGE mcbroosr@oge.com (405) 239-0255
X X Valerie Weigel Basin Electric Power Co. vweigel@bepc.com (701) 557-5430
P P Aaron Doll EDE adoll@empiredistrict.com
P Adam Bigknife OGE bigkniaw@oge.com
P Al Taylor East Texas Coops al.taylor@hklaw.com
P P Alan McQueen SPP amcqueen@spp.org
P P Annette Holbert SPP aholbert@spp.org
P Ashwini Koppula Ventyx ashwini.koppula@ventyx.abb.com
P P Austin Hoekman MREnergy ahoekman@mrenergy.com
P P Billy Cutsor MEAN bjcutsor@nmppenergy.org
P P Blaine Erhardt BEPC berhardt@bepc.com
P P Bob Wittmeyer Longhorn Power bwittmeyer@longhornpower.com
X Carrie Simpson Invenergy csimpson@inevenergy
X X Casey Cathey SPP ccathey@spp.org (501) 614-3267
P Chad Unrein KS Corp Comm c.unrein@kcck.gov (785) 271-5176
X X Chandler Brown SECI cwbrown@sunflower.net
P Chris Giles TCEC cgiles@tcec.coop
P P Chris Winburn INDN cwinbrun@indepmo.org
P Christina Labij Acciona clabij@acciona-na.com
P Christopher Payne SPP cpayne@spp.org
P P Douglas Clark SPP dclark@spp.org

P Eddie Watson SPP ewatson@spp.org
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P P Eric Alexander GRDA ealexander@grda.com (918) 824-7245
P Eric Carl MR Energy eric.carl@mrenerg.com
P Erin Cullum SPP ecullum@spp.org
X X Erin Cathey SPP ecathey@spp.org
X X Gary Cate SPP gcate@spp.org
P Gary Rosenwald The Glarus Group gary.rosenwald@theglarusgroup.com
X X Gay Anthony SPP ganthony@spp.org (501) 688-1722

P Gentry Crowson SPP gcrowson@spp.org
P Ginny Watson SPP gwatson@spp.org

P P Hailey McKewon GRDA hmckewon@grda.com
P Heather Starnes MJMEUC/CUS/SCMCN hstarnes1969@gmail.com
P P Hongmou Lao AEP hlao@aep.com
P James Lewis Noble Power lewisJ@noblepower.com
P Jared Greenwalt SPP jgreenwalt@spp.org
P Jason Fix LES jfix@les.com
P Jason Marshall ACES jmarshall@acespower.com

P Jay Goldman BETM jay.goldman@betm.com
P P Jeff Iafrati CES jiafrati@ces-ltd.com
P Jeff Knottek City Utilities, Springfield jeff.knottek@cityutilities.net
P Jerry Tielke MREnergy jtielke@mrenergy.com
P Jessica Kasparek LES jkasparek@les.com
P P Jill Coffey KCPL jill.coffey@kcpl.com
P P Jill Jones MEAN jjones@nmppenergy.org
P P Jim Gonzales SPP jgonzalez@spp.org
X Jim Jacoby AEP jwjacoby@aep.com
P P Jim Krajecki Customized Energy Solutions jkrajecki@ces-ltd.com
X X Jodi Woods SPP jwoods@spp.org
X X John Bell KCC j.bell@kcc.ks.gov (785) 271-3139
P John Fernandes ResAmericas john.fernandes@res-americas.com
X X John Hyatt SPP jhyatt@spp.org
P P John Krajewski Energy Consulting jk@jkenergyconsulting.com (402) 440-0227
P P John Luallen SPP jluallen@spp.org
P John Powell Tri State jpowell@tristategt.org
P John Seck KMEA seck@kmea.com
P P John Tennyson City Utilities john.tennyson@cityutilities.net
X X John Varnell Tenaska jvarnell@tnsk.com (817) 462-1037
P JP MR Energy jps@mrenergy.com
P P Julie Gerush SPP jgerush@spp.org
P P Kevin Bates SPP kbates@spp.org
X X Kim Sullivan WFEC k_sullivan@wfec.com
P Kiran Kumaraswamy AES kiran.kumaraswamy@aes.com
P P Marisa Choate SPP mchoate@spp.org (501) 688-1707
P Mark Trumble OPPD mtrumble@oppd.com
P Matt Holstein TEA mholstein@teainc.org



P Michael Daly SPP mdaly@spp.org
P P Michael Erbrick MICS michael@dhast.com (281) 687-0609
P Michelle Trenary TNSK mtrenary@tnsk.com
P Mike Berlinski Beacon Power berlinski@beaconpower.com
P P Nick Parker SPP nparker@spp.org (501) 614-3574
P P Nicole Wagner SPP jwagner@spp.org
P P Patti Kelly SPP pkelly@spp.org (501) 614-3381
P P Phil Cox AEP epcox@aep.com
P Raj Nagarsheth Denver Energy raj.nagarsheth@denverenergygroup.com
P P Raleigh Mohr SPP rmohr@spp.org
P P Randy Root GRDA rroot@grda.com
P P Ray Kershaw ITC Transco rkershaw@itctransco.com
P P Rebecca Atkins MPUA ratkins@mpua.org
P P Rebecca Schwarz AEP raschwarz@aep.com
P P Ricky Finkbeiner SPP rfinkbeiner@spp.org
P P Robert Pick NPPD rjpick@nppd.com
X X Robert Safuto Customized Energy Solutions rsafuto@ces-ltd.com (917) 446-2579

P Ron Chartier SECI rchartier@sunflower.net
P Roy True Aces Power Marketing (APM) royt@acespower.com (317) 695-4146

P Russell Quattlebaum SPP rquattlebaum@spp.org
P P Ryan Turner CUS ryan.turner@cityutilities.net
P Scott Smith SPP ssmith@spp.org
P Seth Cochran DC Energy cochran@dc-energy.com (512) 971-8767
X X Shawn Geil KEPCo sgeil@kepco.org
P P Shawnee Claiborn-Pinto PUCT shawnee.claiborn-pinto@puc.state.tx.us (512) 936-7388
P P Sonya Hall SPP shall@sppp.org
P P Stephen B. McKee AEP sbmckee@aep.com
X X Steve Gaw Wind Capital Group RSGaw1@gmail.com (573) 645-0727

P Steve Haun LES shaun@les.com
P P Temper Williams SPP trwilliams@spp.org

P Terry Wright EDE twright@empiredistrict.com
X X Ty Mitchell SPP tmitchell@spp.org
X X Walt Shumate Shumate & Associates waltshumate@sbcglobal.net (512) 496-7704
P P Yassar Bahbaz SPP ybahbaz@spp.org
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Gay Anthony

To: Gay Anthony
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Micha Bailey

From: Debbie James
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 5:38 PM
To: Micha Bailey
Subject: FW: OGE Proxy for 10/20/15 MWG and Agenda request

FYI 
 
Debbie James 
Southwest Power Pool 
Manager of Market Design 
Office: 501‐614‐3577|Mobile: 501‐960‐3338 
201 Worthen Drive 
Little Rock, AR 72223‐4936 
djames@spp.org 
 

From: McBroom, Shawn [mailto:McBrooSR@oge.com]  
Sent: Friday, October 09, 2015 1:11 PM 
To: Debbie James; Ross, Richard C. (AEP) 
Cc: Bigknife, Adam 
Subject: OGE Proxy for 10/20/15 MWG and Agenda request 
 
Debbie and Richard, 
I will be unable to attend MWG on 10/20, please accept Adam Bigknife with OG&E as my proxy.  I will return for the 
Wednesday 10/21 session. 
 
Additionally, I would like to make the request that the TCR update and planned training by the Congestion Hedging 
Group occur in the am portion of day 1 (10/20) of the October MWG meeting. 
 
Thank you 
 
Shawn McBroom | OGE Energy Corp. | Office 405.553.3267 | Cell 405.239.0255| mcbroosr@oge.com 
 

 

Confidentiality Warning: This message and any attachments are intended only for the use of the recipient(s), are 
confidential, and may be privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, 
retransmission, conversion to hard copy, copying, circulation or other use of all or any portion of this message and any 
attachments is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately by return 
email and delete this message and any attachments from your system.  



 
 

Relationship-Based • Member-Driven • Independence Through Diversity 

Evolutionary vs. Revolutionary • Reliability & Economics Inseparable 

MARKET WORKING GROUP MEETING 

October 20‐21, 2015 

AEP Office – Dallas, TX 

 
•   A G E N D A   •  

 
Day 1 – 8:15 a.m. – 6:00 p.m. 

 

1. Call to Order, Proxies, Agenda Discussion ............................................................................ Richard Ross 

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

a. Trading Hubs Focus Group .............................................................................. Valerie Weigel 

b. Ramp Product Focus Group ................................................................................ Matt Moore 

3. Consent Agenda (approval items) 

a. MWG September 15‐16 Minutes Approval ........................................................ Richard Ross 

b. MWG September 21 Minutes Approval ............................................................. Richard Ross 

c. RR112 ECC Cleanup ............................................................................................ Micha Bailey 

d. RR116 Quick‐Start Real‐Time Commitment ................................................. Jared Greenwalt 

e. RR120 Ramp Scarcity Pricing ................................................................................ Nick Parker 

4. FERC Notice of Proposed Rulemaking  

a. RM15‐23 Connected Entity Data ............................................................................ Patti Kelly 

b. RM15‐24 Settlements and Scarcity Pricing ............................................................ Patti Kelly 

5. Marketplace RR January 2016 MOPC Schedule ..................................................................... Erin Cathey 

6. Mitigation Thresholds Incorrectly Set ................................................................................... Jodi Woods 

7. BOD Action Item for MOPC and MWG: MMU ASOM Recommendations .......................... Gay Anthony 



 
 

Relationship-Based • Member-Driven • Independence Through Diversity 

Evolutionary vs. Revolutionary • Reliability & Economics Inseparable 

8. TCR Enhancements Update .................................................................................................. Richard Ross 

9. Application of External Impacts and Parallel Flows ..................................... Jodi Woods and Ty MitchelI 

10. Proposed Outages to Enhance TCR Models ........................................................................ Casey Cathey 

11. Congestion Hedging Quarterly Report ................................................................................... Ty MitchelI 

12. JOU Combined Options Cost Estimates ................................................................................ Micha Bailey 

13. RR98 Expanding the Use of SPP CROW (secondary approval item) .................................... Casey Cathey 

14. RR104 DVER Minimum Limit (submitted withdraw) ............................................................ Carrie Dixon 

15. RR111 Local Reliability MWP Distribution (approval item) .................... Casey Cathey/Temper Williams 

16. RR114 Add Stored Energy Rules to Marketplace ............................................................. Carrie Simpson 

17. Overview of Energy Storage and its potential application in SPP ................................... Colleen Lueken 

18. RR115 Resource Retirement Timeline (approval item) .......................................................... Erin Cathey 

19. RR124 Rejection of Incomplete Market Registration Documentation (approval item) ......... Erin Cathey 

20. RR125 Removal of Day‐Ahead Limited Must‐Offer (approval item) .................................... Richard Ross 

21. RR126 Netting of TCR Credit Portfolio (secondary approval item) ........................................ Scott Smith 

22. EQR Report Formatting Changes .......................................................................................... John Luallen 

23. Backlog RR Scoring for Stakeholder Prioritization Process and tool Demo ........................... Erin Cathey 

24. Action Item #241 Public and Private data  ........................................................................... Micha Bailey 

25. Action Item #276 SPP Registration and Onboarding Process ................................................ Erin Cathey 

 

Day 2 – 8:15 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. 

  

26. Marketplace Updates 



 
 

Relationship-Based • Member-Driven • Independence Through Diversity 

Evolutionary vs. Revolutionary • Reliability & Economics Inseparable 

a. MMU Marketplace Update ................................................................................... John Hyatt 

b. RTO Marketplace Update ............................................................................. Gentry Crowson 

c. Regulatory Report ........................................................................................... Marisa Choate 

d. RR Quarterly Report ............................................................................................. Erin Cathey 

e. MWG Quarterly Action Item Report .................................................................. Micha Bailey 

27. Review of Motions, Action Items and Future Meetings ....................................................... Micha Bailey 

28. Written Reports 

a. GFA Quarterly Report ......................................................................................... John Luallen 

29. RR2_MPRR 116 Settlement Area Tie‐Line Meter Data Submittal (postponed) ................... Cliff Franklin 

30. RR4_MPRR 130b Must Offer Penalty Calculation and Clarification (postponed) .......... Jared Greenwalt 

31. RR7_MPRR 155 Modification of OOME Rules (postponed) ........................................... Jared Greenwalt 

32. RR10_MPRR 169 Clear and Unambiguous Must Offer Proposal (postponed) ..................... Richard Ross 

33. RR22_MPRR207 ‐ Staggered Start‐Up Time (postponed) ......................................................... Jim Flucke 

34. RR32_MPRR218 ‐ Market Registration Naming Conventions (postponed) ........................... Erin Cathey 

35. RR105 OOME Cap and Floor (postponed) .......................................................................... Raleigh Mohr 

36. Adjournment ........................................................................................................................ Richard Ross 



Trading Hubs Focus 
Group Update

MWG 
10/20/2015

Valerie Weigel - vweigel@bepc.com

mailto:vweigel@bepc.com


Agenda

1) Focus Group Meeting Attendees

2) Recap of Face-to-Face Meeting on 9/17/2015

3) Idea Generation*

4) Next Steps

*The ideas included in this presentation were gathered 
from the Trading Hubs Focus Group meeting attendees, and 
do not necessarily reflect SPP’s position.
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Company Last Name First Name Email Attending

Cargill Power Markets LLC A Al alex_azanov@cargill.com Net Conference

Hoekman Austin austin.hoekman@mrenergy.com Net Conference

Municipal Energy Agency of Nebraska Cutsor Billy bjcutsor@nmppenergy.org Net Conference

Unrein Chad Unrein‐c.unrein@kcc.ks.gov Net Conference

Kansas City Power and Light Standifer Christopher chris.standifer@kcpl.com Net Conference

Daily‐mo@moe.com Net Conference

Municipal Energy Agency of Nebraska Beard Dave dbeard@nmppenergy.org Net Conference

Southern Company Services Olsen Erik elolsen@southernco.com Net Conference

Southwest Power Pool Guney Esat eguney@spp.org Net Conference

gsec‐tboatler@gsec.coop Net Conference

Hpanchamia Harsh Harsh‐hpanchamia@gsec.coop Net Conference

American Electric Power Lao Hongmou hlao@aep.com Net Conference

Lewis James Lewis‐lewisj@noblepower.com Net Conference

Genscape Verga Jarret jverga@genscape.com Net Conference

Kansas City Power & Light Company Flucke Jim jim.flucke@kcpl.com Net Conference

Customized Energy Solutions, LTD Krajecki Jim jkrajecki@ces‐ltd.com Net Conference

Southwest Power Pool Hyatt John jhyatt@spp.org Net Conference

Western Farmers Electric Cooperative Sullivan Kim k_sullivan@wfec.com Net Conference

Golden Spread Electric Cooperative, Inc. Nemoede Kristen knemoede@gsec.coop Net Conference

Lincoln Electric System Anderson Lee landerson@les.com Net Conference

Frisk‐Thompson Lorie lorift@bepc.com Net Conference

Southwest Power Pool Choate Marisa mchoate@spp.org Net Conference

Golden Spread Electric Cooperative, Inc. Moore Matt mmoore@gsec.coop Net Conference

Servera Max Servera‐max.servera@denverenergygroup.com Net Conference

Southwest Power Pool Bailey Micha mcbailey@spp.org Net Conference

Western Farmers Electric Cooperative Brown Natasha natasha.brown@wfec.com Net Conference

Mehta Neil Mehta‐neil.mehta@morganstanley.com Net Conference

Denver Energy, LLC Nagarsheth Raj raj.nagarsheth@denverenergygroup.com Net Conference

Powerex Corp Richard Randy randy.richard@powerex.com Net Conference

American Electric Power Garza Rene rfgarza@aep.com Net Conference

Seide Richard rseide@cinci.rr.com Net Conference

Nebraska Public Power District Pick Robert J. rjpick@nppd.com Net Conference

Sunflower Electric Power Corporation Chartier Ronald rchartier@sunflower.net Net Conference

ACES Power True Roy royt@acespower.com Net Conference

Cochran Seth cochran‐seth.cochran@dc‐energy.com Net Conference

Beach Scott Beach‐scott.beach@kcpl.com Net Conference

Boston Energy Trading and Marketing, LLC Maestranzi Stephen stephen.maestranzi@betm.com Net Conference

Enbridge Allen Travis travis.allen@enbridge.com Net Conference

Southwest Power Pool Sharp Zachary zsharp@spp.org Net Conference



Trading Hubs Focus Group Meeting - 9/17/15

Topics Discussed:
1) Integrated System History and Makeup
2) Makeup of SPP
3) Background and Basin Electric 
4) History of Existing Hubs & Protocol Requirements for New 

Hubs
5) Lack of SPP Trading Hub Liquidity and Brattle Study
6) Trading Hub Survey Results
7) Influences of Hedging & Dodd-Frank 
8) Criteria for Successful Trading Hubs
9) Idea Generation
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Trading Hubs Focus Group Meeting – (cont’d)
Primary Objectives and Focus Group Response

• Is there a Trading Hub problem in SPP? - YES

• Does SPP need a new Trading Hub that would be more liquid? -
MAYBE

• Does SPP need to make any market construct changes to 
facilitate more activity at existing Trading Hubs?- YES

• Does SPP need to redefine existing Trading Hubs to increase 
liquidity? - MAYBE

• Does SPP need to facilitate Dodd-Frank in a different manner to 
increase liquidity at existing Trading Hubs?

• What can market participants do to encourage more liquidity at 
existing hubs or a new hub? - SEE NEXT SLIDES

7



Current North Hub and South Hub

8

North Hub (496 pnodes)---LES (58), NPPD (191), OPPD (247)
South Hub (537 pnodes)---AEP(102), OKGE (309), WFEC (125), GRDA (1)
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IDEA GENERATION



The Issue …. 

10

Chicken/Egg Problem … How do you attract new market participants that 
could provide liquidity, when you need liquidity to attract them in the first 

place?



Brainstorm - Causes of Low Liquidity at Trading 
Hubs
Market Make Up Issues:
• Over capacity

– Generation is long which leads to lower volatility

• SPP is small in relation to other markets

• Make up of participants

– Some utilities can’t hedge loads

• Need more financial participants in SPP
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Brainstorm - Causes of Low Liquidity at Trading 
Hubs 
Market Construct Issues from the Focus Group:
• RUC - when units are RUC’d for reliability it doesn’t allow 

true price formation to occur in the real time

• SPP holds a 35% reserve margin … but, not all is economic

• Not enough transparency in the market

– Other markets provide far more transparency

• Scarcity Pricing

– SPP relaxes reserve requirement

• Cost of transmission service to drive out of SPP is very high 
compared to other markets

12



Brainstorm - Causes of Low Liquidity at Trading 
Hubs
Market End Results:

• Difficult to get in and out of positions

• Not that market isn’t liquid … just the cost of that liquidity 
is too high

• No retail choice

• ICE related products are lacking

– No real-time North Hub product

– Minimum transaction blocks are too high

• Ability to hedge basis with entities willing to take that risk

13



Brainstorm - Ideas to Create More Liquidity

• Create a joint MISO/SPP Trading Hub

• Create a “Super” Hub

• Put positions out on ICE

• Virtual blocking 
– On-peak and off-peak virtual block products

• More data transparency

• Use basis products to hedge around illiquid Trading 
Hubs

14



| brattle.com15
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ICE Products

ICE Financial Structure exists for
• Financial North Hub DA
• Financial South Hub DA
• Financial South Hub RT

ICE does not have a real time 
product for North Hub

ICE does not have a physical market 
for SPP

ICE only trades in 50MW blocks for 
SPP



Market Transparency
• Other markets provide far more transparency than SPP does

• Provide information more readily to participants

• Need more transparency

– RUC 
 Which units are being RUC’d?

 What is cause for each units RUC?

– Wind/load forecasts by zones

– Reserves

• Example of ERCOT transparency:
http://mis.ercot.com/misapp/GetReports.do?reportTypeId=11460&re
portTitle=ERCOT%20Market%20Information%20List&showHTMLView=
&mimicKey

16
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Next Steps
1. SPP to provide list of registered Market Participants

– This information is provided on the SPP Marketplace Portal

2. Create list of Market Transparency desired by Market 
Participants 

3. Schedule discussion with MWG and Financial participants to gain 
better insight financial perspective and to gain comparison of 
market constructs 

4. Work with ICE to create:
– North Hub Real Time product
– 25MW transaction blocks
– Physical products

5. Support RUC process improvements

17
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THANK YOU!



Ramp Product 
Focus Group

MWG
10/20/2015

Matt Moore (GSEC)

mmoore@gsec.coop



Agenda

• What problems do we need to solve?

• MWG Action Item Review

• Recap of other RTO designs

– CAISO

– MISO

– ISO‐NE

• Benefits of a Ramp Product for the SPP Market

• What problems does Ramp Product solve?

• Ramp Product Estimated Cost and Potential Next Steps
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What problems do we need to solve?

• Market does not appropriately reward resources that 
can provide ramping capability beyond its immediate 
dispatch level when that capability helps to meet a 
later interval’s system requirements

• Unit commitment model includes rampable head‐
room but it is not priced and settled in the market

• SCED does not have look‐ahead capability to ensure 
enough ramp is available beyond the current interval

• Currently there is no economic transparency for the 
market value of ramp

3



MWG Action Item Review

• MWG Action Item from 7/21/2015 meeting 

– Action item #278

– Focus Group formed with two initial action items; 

1. Research CAISO Ramp Market experience and bring details 
back to MWG, and 

2. Determine benefits of Ramp Product to the overall SPP 
Marketplace and bring details back to MWG.
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CAISO – Key ideas for flexible ramping products 

• Flexiramp product constraints impose confidence intervals 
around the forecasted load level 

• Purpose is to provide a “safety margin” in case actual load 
differs unexpectedly from the forecast 

• There are flexiramp up and flexiramp down products 

• Flexiramp capability is NOT the same as contingency 
reserves: a contingency is not required for flexiramp
deployment 

5



CAISO – Flexible ramping products 
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CAISO – Flexible ramping products 

• There is no bidding for flexiramp products (assumes 
generators have no variable cost for providing unloaded 
ramp capability) 

• Flexiramp products are co‐optimized with energy and 
reserves 

• Conceptually, prices for flexiramp products are based on 
opportunity costs (similar concept to RT reserve prices) 

7



MISO – Ramp capability 

• Very similar to CAISO flexiramp products in purpose and 
function 

• Settlement rules are different 

8



MISO – Ramp Product Design

• New ramp requirement per interval

• DAMKT and RTBM product

• All dispatchable Resources are eligible to clear ramp

– No ramp offer price 

– MCE decides which Resources to clear ramp

– All cleared Resources are paid the marginal opportunity cost

• New ramp demand curves

– MISO has done studies using $5 and $10 demand curves with 
similar results

– Deploy ramp through current RTBM dispatch when 
requirement is not met within demand curve

• Ramp Product design similar to Op Reserve model design

9



MISO – Ramp Capability Needs

Up Ramp Capability =  (t5‐t3 demand change) + (uncertainty factor)
Down Ramp Capability = (‐1)((t5‐t3 demand change) – (uncertainty factor))

Diagram from “Ramp Capability Product Design for MISO Markets,” 
Dec 22, 2013, white paper available at misoenergy.org 
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MISO – Ramp Product Cost Allocation

• The costs of ramp capability are expected to be 
allocated like the costs of the existing Operating 
Reserves since ramp capability is similarly needed for 
reliable system operations

• Cost allocated to causers vs benefiters

– Allocating to causers would require complex rate 
structures

– MISO proposes to allocate costs to primary benefiters 
(i.e. load and exports) 

 Same way contingency reserves are allocated

11



MISO Study

• MISO is currently working on a Ramp Capability Product 
design

– MISO cost‐benefit studies show potential annual savings of 
$3.8M‐5.4M

 SPP and MISO designs differ when it comes to Operating Reserve 
scarcity due to ramp.  SPP relaxes the constraint and resolves, 
while MISO violates which force penalized prices into the LMP.

 Part of the MISO potential savings is related to the reduction of 
these high prices, which SPP will not see due to the difference in 
current design.

• MISO studies demonstrate that through the use of the 
ramp capability products the system can be: 

– In a better position to address short term ramp needs, and

– Prepared to addresses increases in the ramp capability 
requirements while realizing a tangible cost savings.

12



Different RTO assumptions

• Conditions specific to the CAISO system make 
managing very‐short‐term load forecast 
uncertainty important 

– MISO design is very similar in purpose

• ISO‐NE ramp products being proposed are focused 
exclusively on multi‐hour pre‐ramping concerns

– Pre‐ramping is needed to ensure system reliability 

– Pre‐ramping issues arise because the ISO does not have 
the ability to optimally dispatch units for sustained 
system load ramps

13



NE‐ISO Current Practices

• Current ISO practices for pre‐ramp

– Manual Dispatch

 Will always pre‐ramp selected units

 Dispatch is not efficient

– Reserve Bias: increase reserve requirement

 May not work

 Inflates RMCPs

 Dispatch is not efficient

• Pre‐ramping affects dispatch and pricing outcomes

– Total cost, total market payments, total side‐payments, and 
dispatch‐following incentives change depending on the pre‐
ramping method and implementation

14



NE‐ISO Design

• Ramp products can be both up and down (satisfy pre‐
ramping needs in both directions)

• Ramp product designations and requirements are 
distinct from reserve designations and requirements

– The TMOR requirement for the “non‐immediate” 
interval will be factored into the ramp requirement (i.e., 
net load change + projected TMOR)

– This treatment recognizes that a generator’s TMOR and 
its 30‐minute ramp product capability physically 
represent the same capability

• Ramp product price is an opportunity cost payment

15



Ramp Product High Level Design Concepts

Main idea

– Appropriately reward any resource that can provide ramping 
capability beyond its immediate dispatch level when that capability 
helps to meet a later interval’s system requirements

Ramp product design concepts: 

1. Determine time horizons for which ramp constraints apply

2. Formulate the system ramp constraints and add them to 
the RT dispatch problem

3. Co‐optimize energy, operating reserve, and ramp 
capabilities to produce dispatch quantities and prices

4. Compensate the ramp designations for Resources that 
increase the ramp capability at the co‐optimized ramp 
product prices

16



Benefits of a Ramp Product
• Ramp Management

– Provides a tool that is utilized based on economic incentives for the 
Resource in lieu of the RUC

– Help solve intra hour ramp problems that exist 

– Help reduce RUC commitments by bridging the gap from one hour to the 
next

• Economic Transparency

– Create economic market transparency as it related to the market value of 
ramp in SPP

• Long‐term Incentives

– Long‐term economic incentive should be in place to entice the right 
technology to be built for the challenges that face SPP in the short, mid 
and long term

– This includes any environmental issues and the addition of more wind and 
solar that is expected

• Recent NOPR on Scarcity Pricing could have relevant impact on 
ramp design

17



What problems does ramp product solve?

18

Unit commitment model includes rampable
head‐room but it is not priced and settled 
in the market

SCED does not have look‐ahead capability 
to ensure enough ramp is available beyond 
the current interval

Currently there is no economic transparency 
for the market value of ramp



Ramp Product Estimated Cost and Potential 
Next Steps
• Pre‐RR high level cost estimates:

• Next steps:
– Ramp Product design does not address all problems 

identified:
 Unit commitment model includes rampable head‐room or 

“pre‐ramping” but it is not priced and settled in the market

– Additional research on unit commitment for uncertainty 
and associated pricing

19

Low Target High
Estimated 

Cost $285,945 $406,762 $527,579
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[Docket No. RM15-23-000] 
 

Collection of Connected Entity Data from Regional Transmission Organizations and 
Independent System Operators 

 
(September 17, 2015) 

 
AGENCY:  Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. 

ACTION:  Notice of proposed rulemaking. 

SUMMARY:  The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission) proposes to 

amend its regulations to require each regional transmission organization (RTO) and 

independent system operator (ISO) to electronically deliver to the Commission, on an 

ongoing basis, data required from its market participants that would:  (i) identify the 

market participants by means of a common alpha-numeric identifier; (ii) list their 

“Connected Entities,” which includes entities that have certain ownership, employment, 

debt, or contractual relationships to the market participants, as specified in this NOPR; 

and (iii) describe in brief the nature of the relationship of each Connected Entity.  Such 

information will assist screening and investigative efforts to detect market manipulation, 

an enforcement priority of the Commission.  The initiative would also assist market 

monitors for the RTOs and ISOs in their individual and joint investigations of potential 

cross-market manipulation.  Unless the RTOs and ISOs request continuation of existing 

affiliate disclosure requirements based on a particularized need, the Commission expects 
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that this new disclosure obligation will supplant all existing affiliate disclosures 

requirements contained in the RTOs and ISOs tariffs.  The proposed definitional 

uniformity of the term “Connected Entity” across all of the RTOs and ISOs may help 

ease compliance burdens on market participants that are active in more than one RTO or 

ISO, and that are now required to submit affiliate information that may be unique to each 

of the organized markets in which they participate.    

DATES:  Comments on the proposed rule are due [INSERT DATE 60 days after 

publication in the FEDERAL REGISTER]. 

ADDRESSES:  Comments, identified by docket number, may be filed in the following 

ways:  

• Electronic Filing through http://www.ferc.gov.  Documents created electronically 

using word processing software should be filed in native applications or print-to-

PDF format and not in a scanned format. 

• Mail/Hand Delivery:  Those unable to file electronically may mail or hand-deliver 

comments to:  Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Secretary of the 

Commission, 888 First Street, NE, Washington, DC 20426. 

Instructions:  For detailed instructions on submitting comments and additional 
information on the rulemaking process, see the Comment Procedures Section of this 
document. 
 
  

http://www.ferc.gov/
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
 
David Pierce (Technical Information) 
Office of Enforcement 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, NE 
Washington, DC 20426 
(202) 502-6454 david.pierce@ferc.gov 
 
Kathryn Kuhlen (Legal Information) 
Office of Enforcement 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, NE 
Washington, DC 20426 
(202) 502-6855 kathryn.kuhlen@ferc.gov 
 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
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NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING 
 

(September 17, 2015) 
 
1. In this Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NOPR), the Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission (Commission) proposes, pursuant to sections 222, 301(b), 307(a) and 309 of 

the Federal Power Act (FPA),1 to amend its regulations to require each regional 

transmission organization (RTO) and independent system operator (ISO) to electronically 

deliver to the Commission, on an ongoing basis, data required from its market 

participants that would:  (i) identify the market participants by means of a common  

alpha-numeric identifier; (ii) list their “Connected Entities,” which includes entities that 

have certain ownership, employment, debt, or contractual relationships to the market 

participants, as specified in this NOPR; and (iii) describe in brief the nature of the 

relationship of each Connected Entity.  The uniform identification of market participants, 

together with the listing of entities that comprise a network of common interests, would 

enhance the Commission’s efforts to detect and deter market manipulation, a central 

                                              
1 16 U.S.C. 824v, 825(b), 825f(a), 825(h). 



Docket No. RM15-23-000 - 2 - 

objective of the Commission as identified in its FY 2014-2018 Strategic Plan.2   Unless 

the RTOs and ISOs request continuation of existing affiliate disclosure requirements 

based on a particularized need, the Commission expects that this new disclosure 

obligation will supplant all existing affiliate disclosures requirements contained in the 

RTOs and ISOs tariffs.   

2. In the Strategic Plan, the Commission cited monitoring and surveillance activities 

as a key function in meeting the objective of detecting and deterring market 

manipulation.3  In recent years the Commission has greatly enhanced its capabilities in 

this regard, having developed automated screens of market activities and set up analytical 

procedures to detect potential market manipulation.  Understanding the ownership, 

employment, debt, and contractual relationships of market participants would provide 

context for such data, and help determine whether there appears to be a legitimate 

business rationale for seemingly anomalous trading patterns, or whether there may be 

market manipulation, fraud, or abuse.  This in turn will further the Commission’s goal of 

detecting and deterring possible market manipulation.  As we explain below, the existing 

affiliate disclosure requirements do not appropriately enable the Commission to identify 

and monitor these business relationships. 

                                              
2 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Strategic Plan FY 2014-2018,  

Objective 1.2 (Mar. 2014), available at http://www.ferc.gov/about/strat-docs/FY-2014-
FY-2018-strat-plan.pdf.  

3 Id.  
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I. Background 

3. Beginning in the late 1960s, the electric industry gradually transformed itself from 

one populated by mostly self-sufficient vertically integrated utilities compensated by 

cost-based rates, to competitive markets characterized by open transmission access, 

partial disaggregation of generation and transmission, and market-based rates.4  

Competitive markets brought with them the potential for market manipulation, and 

Congress, acting in response to the abuses characterizing the Western Energy Crisis of 

2000-2001, passed the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct 2005).5  This legislation, 

among other things, gave the Commission authority to address market manipulation, 

including the ability to assess substantial civil fines and seek criminal penalties.6  

4. In 2012, utilizing the authority granted by Congress under the FPA, the 

Commission expanded the tools available to staff to investigate market activity for 

potential manipulation.  In Order No. 771,7 the Commission required e-Tag Authors and 

Balancing Authorities to ensure Commission access to their e-Tags.  And in Order       

                                              
4 Enhancement of Electricity Market Surveillance and Analysis through Ongoing 

Electronic Delivery of Data from Regional Transmission Organizations and Independent 
System Operators, Order No. 760, 77 FR 26674 (May 7, 2012), FERC Stats. & Regs.       
¶ 31,330, at P 2 (2012). 

5 Pub. L. No. 109-58, 119 Stat. 594. 

6 See 16 U.S.C. 825o (criminal penalties); 16 U.S.C. 825o-1 (civil fines). 

7 Availability of E-Tag Information to Commission Staff, Order No. 771, 77 FR 
76367 (Dec. 28, 2012), FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,339 (2012), order on rehearing and 
clarification, 142 FERC ¶ 61,181 (2013). 
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No. 760,8 the Commission required the RTOs and ISOs to electronically deliver to the 

Commission, on a regular basis, their existing data relating to physical and virtual offers 

and bids, market awards, resource outputs, marginal cost estimates, shift factors, financial 

transmission rights, internal bilateral contracts, uplift, and interchange pricing.  These 

orders have provided needed tools for staff to monitor market activities.   

5. The Commission has also been granted access by the Commodity Futures Trading 

Commission (CFTC) to its Large Trader Report, and the information contained therein 

has significantly added to the Commission’s ability to carry out its enforcement 

responsibilities.  In addition, on January 2, 2014, the Commission and the CFTC signed a 

new Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to share information in connection with 

market surveillance and investigations into potential market manipulation, fraud, or 

abuse.9  This MOU establishes procedures for sharing information of mutual interest 

related to market surveillance and investigative matters, while maintaining confidentiality 

and data protection.10 

6. Nonetheless, despite increased access to trading data, the Commission cannot fully 

utilize this information in order to detect and deter market manipulation because of 

                                              
8 Order No. 760, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,330 at PP 8-19. 

9 Memorandum of Understanding Between the Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Regarding Information 
Sharing and Treatment of Proprietary Trading and Other Information (Jan. 2, 2014), 
available at http://www.ferc.gov/legal/mou/mou-ferc-cftc-info-sharing.pdf. 

10 Id. 



Docket No. RM15-23-000 - 5 - 

uncertainty regarding the identity of a given market participant, which may trade under 

different identifiers in different markets and venues.  The Commission also lacks a clear 

window into the relationships between market participants and other entities, which can 

be complex.  Without an understanding of which companies share ownership or debt 

interests, or who may function in key employment or other contractual roles (such as 

asset management), it can be difficult to ascertain which individuals or companies may 

benefit from a given transaction or, indeed, who may be jointly participating in a 

common course of conduct.   

7. Currently, each RTO and ISO requires market participants to provide it with a list 

of the participant’s affiliates.11  However, requirements vary as to the nature of a 

reportable affiliate relationship and the frequency for updating the information.  In 

addition, for purposes of ferreting out potential market manipulation, it is important to 

explore relationships that extend beyond corporate affiliation.  Such additional 

relationships may involve contractual relationships such as tolling and asset management 

agreements, or debt structures that are convertible to ownership interests.   

                                              
11 See, e.g., the following sections from the tariffs of the RTOs/ISOs:  California 

Independent System Operator Corporation (CAISO):  Section 39.9 and 4.10.1.5.1 (for 
congestion revenue rights); ISO New England Inc. (ISO-NE):  Section I.3.5; 
Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc. (MISO): Attachment L.1.A.5 (credit 
application evaluation disclosure requirement), Attachment L.1.B.5 (ongoing credit 
evaluation disclosure requirement); New York Independent System Operator, Inc. 
(NYISO):  Section 2.15; PJM:  Section 216.2.1 (Interconnection customer affiliate 
disclosure requirement), Attachment Q 1.A.5 (credit application evaluation disclosure 
requirement), Attachment Q 1.B.5 (ongoing credit evaluation disclosure requirement). 
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8. The existing affiliate disclosure rules do not provide the tools necessary for the 

Commission to sufficiently monitor these increasingly complex business relationships 

that impact our jurisdictional markets.  Thus, the Commission believes it is desirable to 

use a new term, one that is free of any associations that have developed around the term 

“affiliate,” and one that is uniform across all of the RTOs and ISOs, to describe a 

relationship of interest in probing for potential market manipulation.  We propose the 

term “Connected Entity,” and further propose to make the definition of that term uniform 

across the organized electric markets.  

II. Discussion 

Need for Connected Entity Information 

9. The Commission employs a variety of screens to identify anomalous trading.  

When it detects such anomalies, it attempts to determine whether the behavior is 

legitimate market activity.  It does this in large part by analyzing the circumstances 

surrounding the activity, including trading patterns and trader explanations.  Some 

patterns that have emerged to date are:  limited risk or riskless combinations of trades to 

enhance the value of a position or portfolio, such as wash trades; repetitive, uneconomic 

physical trading or flows to benefit a position; trading to affect the formation of an index 

price; withholding physical generation to benefit a financial and/or physical position; and 

using virtual bids to benefit a financial and/or physical position.   

10. Rather than performing a trade or other action that results in a direct benefit to 

itself, a market participant might instead take actions that benefit another entity that bears 

a financial or legal relationship to it.  Entities under common control, whether by 
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ownership, beneficial interest, or contractual relationships, might also collude to set 

prices by taking positions that together result in a market manipulation.  An 

understanding of these relationships is crucial in exploring the design and possible 

purposes behind a trading pattern, from which inferences of intent can be drawn and 

investigated.  The existing affiliate disclosure requirements imposed through the RTOs 

and ISOs tariffs do not capture all of these business relationships. 

11. As evidence of intent is critical in establishing whether there has been market 

manipulation,12 the Commission can better monitor and protect the markets from 

wrongdoing if these relationships are fully known.  Moreover, more complete 

information about these relationships will reduce the number of informal inquiries in 

response to false positive surveillance screen trips that may result from an incomplete 

picture of market participants’ incentive structures.   

Sources and Completeness of Connected Entity Information  

12. Although there are a few third-party sources of public information that contain 

data about the affiliate relationships of entities trading in the electric energy markets, 

their information and manner of collection is insufficient for the Commission’s market 

monitoring responsibilities.  These sources include vendors such as Dun & Bradstreet, 

                                              
12 In Order No. 670, the Commission promulgated regulations 18 CFR 1c.1 and 

1c.2, which prohibit manipulation in the natural gas and electric energy markets.  In that 
order, the Commission stated that “any violation of the Final Rule requires a showing of 
scienter.”  Prohibition of Energy Market Manipulation, Order No. 670, FERC Stats. & 
Regs. ¶ 31,202, at P 52 (2006). 
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SNL Financial, and Ventyx.  The primary service provided by these companies is 

tracking trading information, not compiling affiliate data, and their affiliate information is 

generally derived from public sources that do not cover all market participants.  Further, 

whether such information is current or complete cannot be ascertained from the listings.  

Nor do such listings include entities that are connected by contractual relationships, 

rather than ownership.  For all these reasons, an up-to-date, reliable, and complete listing 

of Connected Entities cannot be obtained from these third-party sources.   

13. Obtaining Connected Entity data from RTOs and ISOs leaves unaddressed similar 

data from entities operating outside the organized electric markets.  However, the 

Commission has estimated, using Electric Quarterly Report (EQR) data and existing 

affiliation information gleaned from market-based rate filings and other available 

sources, that approximately 90 percent of the reported wholesale sales of electricity 

subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction are made either by market participants in one or 

more of the six RTOs and ISOs, or by companies related by ownership to such a market 

participant.13  Therefore, access to Connected Entity data for all the market participants in 

each of the RTOs and ISOs would provide most of such data for all the transactions of 

interest in the Commission’s electric manipulation screening.  We invite comment on the 

                                              
13 These RTOs and ISOs are:  ISO-NE, NYISO, PJM, MISO, Southwest Power 

Pool, Inc., and CAISO.  The Electric Reliability Council of Texas is non-jurisdictional 
and not included in the calculation.  Staff determined this percentage by examining the 
Electric Quarterly Reports, which must be filed by all public utilities and by non-public 
utilities that trade above a de minimus amount.  See 18 CFR 35.10(b) (2015). 
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desirability and feasibility of expanding our proposal to require the submission of 

Connected Entity information from non-RTO/ISO market participants, and on any 

difficulties commentators might perceive to exist in doing so.   

14. The Commission recognizes that this proposal would place additional burden on 

market participants to implement the new reporting requirement and to submit the 

Connected Entity information to the RTOs and ISOs as proposed.  However, we believe 

that the benefits of this proposal will outweigh the additional burden imposed on market 

participants. Moreover, as noted above, each of the six RTOs and ISOs already requires 

its market participants to submit data identifying certain affiliate relationships.  It is 

possible that some, if not all, market participants will be able to use its existing processes 

for reporting affiliate information to the RTOs and ISOs to lessen the burden of this 

proposed reporting.  For market participants that are active in more than one market, it is 

also possible that the burden of making a uniform Connected Entity filing in all those 

markets, once the initial implementation period is over, would be no greater than the 

current burden of making multiple affiliate filings, each of which is unique to its 

particular RTO or ISO.  For participants in only one market, we recognize that there will 

likely be an increase in the administrative time needed for compliance.  As for the RTOs 

and ISOs themselves, we believe they would incur the initial implementation costs 

required to make compliance filings to amend their tariffs to conform the filed 

information to the new Commission standards, and revising their collection processes to 

be consistent with those standards. 

  



Docket No. RM15-23-000 - 10 - 

Authority to Acquire Connected Entity Information 

15. The Commission has the authority to require the type of record keeping and 

submittals contemplated in this NOPR.  As discussed below, the Commission’s anti-

manipulation authority under section 222 of the FPA, taken together with its investigative 

authority under section 307(a) of the FPA, its administrative powers under section 309 of 

the FPA, and its inspection and examination authority under section 301(b) of the FPA, 

provides ample basis for accessing Connected Entity data.   

16. Section 222 of the FPA grants the Commission authority over the prohibition of 

market manipulation in connection with the purchase or sale of electric energy and 

transmission subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction.14  It also prohibits manipulation by 

“any entity,” including entities exempted from the Commission’s rate-related jurisdiction.  

Section 301(b) of the FPA provides that the Commission shall at all times have access to, 

and the right to inspect and examine all accounts and records of public utilities,15 which 

includes RTOs and ISOs.  Section 309 of the FPA grants the Commission the authority to 

“perform any and all acts, and to prescribe, issue, make, amend, and rescind such orders, 

rules and regulations as it may find necessary and appropriate to carry out the provisions 

of [the FPA].”16 And section 307(a) of the FPA provides that the Commission has 

                                              
14 16 U.S.C. 824v. 

15 16 U.S.C. 825(b).   

16 16 U.S.C. 825(h). 
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authority to investigate any facts, conditions, practices, or matters it may deem necessary 

or proper to determine whether any person, electric utility, transmitting utility, or other 

entity may have violated or might violate the FPA or the Commission’s regulations.17  It 

also has investigatory authority to aid in the enforcement of the FPA or the Commission’s 

regulations, or to obtain information about wholesale electric energy sales or the 

transmission of electric energy in interstate commerce.18   This investigatory authority is 

not limited to a particular case or controversy, but allows an agency to “investigate 

merely on suspicion that the law is being violated, or even just because it wants assurance 

that it is not.”19  

17. The Commission has already required the RTOs and ISOs to provide this type of 

information to the Commission.  Most notably, in Order No. 760, the Commission 

required the RTOs and ISOs to electronically deliver to it, on an ongoing basis, data 

relating to physical and virtual offers and bids, market awards, resource outputs, marginal 

cost estimates, shift factors, financial transmission rights, internal bilateral contracts, 

uplift, and interchange pricing.20  The information sought under this NOPR would 

typically be provided with less frequency than that which the RTOs and ISOs submit 

                                              
17 16 U.S.C. 825f(a). 

18 Id. 

19 United States v. Morton Salt, 338 U.S. 632, 642 (1950).  

20 See Order No. 760, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,330 at Summary. 
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under Order No. 760.  And the submittal of Connected Entity data would be transmitted 

through the same channels as the RTOs and ISOs already employ for Order No. 760 data. 

Additional Benefits and Confidentiality of Connected Entity Data 

18. Establishing common identifiers and a uniform definition of Connected Entity, as 

is proposed in this NOPR, would have the additional benefit of assisting the RTO/ISO 

market monitors in their responsibilities to oversee the markets.  Market monitors could 

assess cross-market transactions and compare their data with that produced by their 

neighboring market monitors, assured that the data was accurate and consistent.21   

19. Understanding the relationship between connected entities can be an important 

aspect of the Commission’s ex post analysis, which is a critical element of the market-

based rate program.  In Lockyer, the Ninth Circuit cited with approval the Commission’s 

dual requirement of an ex ante finding of the absence of market power and sufficient 

post-approval reporting requirements, finding that the Commission does not rely on       

ex ante market forces alone in approving market-based rate tariffs.  In particular, the 

court found that the ongoing oversight and timely reconsideration of market-based rate 

                                              
21 See Southwest Power Pool, Inc., 137 FERC ¶ 61,046 at P 19 (2011) (“[T]he 

Commission clarifies that Market Monitoring Units, RTOs, and ISOs may communicate 
referral information with each other across regions. . .The Commission strongly 
encourages this type of communication, as long as reasonable precautions are taken to 
ensure that all referral information remains non-public.”); see also New York Independent 
System Operator, 136 FERC ¶ 61,116 (2011). 
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authorization under section 205 of the FPA enables the Commission to meet its statutory 

duty to ensure that all rates are just and reasonable.22 

20. The Commission anticipates that submitting Connected Entity data would not 

place market participants under increased risk in relation to the disclosure of confidential 

or proprietary information.  Some of the information to be gathered by the RTOs and 

ISOs from participants is already publicly available.  This would include, in the case of 

publicly-traded companies, data found in their Securities and Exchange Commission 

(SEC) filings; in the case of contractual control over a jurisdictional asset, the data would 

generally be available through EQR reporting requirements.  To the extent, however, that 

Connected Entity information is not already public, we intend that the collection of 

Connected Entity information be treated as non-public, to the same extent as is Order   

No. 760 data and any other investigatory material submitted under Part 1b of the 

Commission’s regulations.23   

21. Connected Entity information that is commercially sensitive, such as all or part of 

the contractual arrangements among entities, may satisfy the requirements of exemption 4 

of the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), which protects “trade secrets and commercial 

or financial information obtained from a person [that is] privileged or confidential.”24  

                                              
22 Cal. ex rel. Lockyer v. FERC, 383 F.3d 1006 (9th Cir. 2004).  See also Cal. v. 

FERC, 784 F.3d 1267 (9th Cir. 2015). 

23 18 CFR pt. 1b (2015). 

24 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(4); accord 18 CFR 388.107(d) (2015). 
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The non-public information to be gathered under the proposed rule may also fall within 

the ambit of FOIA exemption 7, which protects certain “records and information 

compiled for law enforcement purposes.”25 

Proposed Definition of a Connected Entity 

22. Over the years, the term “affiliate” has been used frequently in tariffs and 

regulations, but not always with exactly the same definition.  The term has also usually 

centered on relationships involving control by virtue of an ownership interest.26  

However, in carrying out the Commission’s responsibility to oversee the markets for 

possible market manipulation, other relations may be equally worthy of examination.  We 

thus propose an entirely new term, to be used in connection with investigatory data  

gathered for the purposes identified in this NOPR, that of “Connected Entity.”  We 

propose to revise 18 CFR 35.28(g)(4) to define Connected Entity as follows:  

23. A Connected Entity, which includes natural persons, is one which stands in one or 

more of the following relationships to a market participant: 

a. An entity that directly or indirectly owns, controls, or holds with power to vote,  

10 percent or more of the ownership instruments of the market participant, 

including but not limited to voting and non-voting stock and general and limited 

partnership shares; or an entity 10 percent or more of whose ownership 

                                              
25 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(7); accord 18 CFR 388.107(g) (2015). 

26 See, e.g., 18 CFR 35.36(a)(9) (2015). 
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instruments are owned, controlled, or held with power to vote, directly or 

indirectly, by a market participant; or an entity engaged in Commission-

jurisdictional markets that is under common control with the market participant; 

b. The chief executive officer, chief financial officer, chief compliance officer, and 

the traders of a market participant (or employees who function in those roles, 

regardless of their titles); 

c. An entity that is the holder or issuer of a debt interest or structured transaction that 

gives it the right to share in the market participant’s profitability, above a            

de minimis amount, or that is convertible to an ownership interest that, in 

connection with other ownership interests, gives the entity, directly or indirectly, 

10 percent or more of the ownership instruments of the market participant; or an 

entity 10 percent of more of whose ownership instruments could, with the 

conversion of debt or structured products and in combination with other ownership 

interests, be owned or controlled, directly or indirectly, by a market participant; or  

d. Entities that have entered into an agreement with the market participant that relates 

to the management of resources that participate in Commission-jurisdictional 

markets, or otherwise relates to operational or financial control of such resources, 

such as a tolling agreement,27 an energy management agreement, an asset 

                                              
27 Tolling agreements are common in the energy industry, and in essence function 

as leasing contracts or options on a generating plant wherein the “toller” has the right to 
the plant output at his or her discretion. 
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management agreement,28 a fuel management agreement, an operating 

management agreement, an energy marketing agreement, or the like.29 

We invite comment on the appropriate threshold for a de minimis share of a company’s 

profits. 

Legal Entity Identifiers 

24. In the past, the Commission has considered methods to ensure that there is no 

confusion as to the identification of entities subject to its jurisdiction.  For example, it 

formerly required usage of the DUNS identification system in EQR filing requirements.  

However, the Commission found that system to be an imprecise tool for the purpose, and 

                                              
28 Asset management agreements, in general, are contractual relationships where a 

party agrees to manage fuel supply and delivery arrangements, including transportation, 
for another party, and to consume the electricity produced or share in some fashion in the 
revenues from the sale of that electricity.   

 29 As the Commission observed in Order No. 697, energy/asset managers provide 
a variety of services, including, but not limited to, operating generation plants (sometimes 
under tolling agreements), acting as billing agents, bundling transmission and power for 
customers, and scheduling transactions.  Market-Based Rates for Wholesale Sales of 
Electric Energy, Capacity and Ancillary Services by Public Utilities, Order No. 697, 
FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,252, clarified, 121 FERC ¶ 61,260 (2007), order on reh’g, 
Order No. 697-A, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,268, clarified, 124 FERC ¶ 61,055, order on 
reh’g, Order No. 697-B, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,285 (2008), order on reh’g, Order 
No. 697-C, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,291 (2009), order on reh’g, Order No. 697-D, 
FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,305 (2010), aff’d sub nom. Mont. Consumer Counsel v. FERC, 
659 F.3d 910 (9th Cir. 2011), cert. denied, 133 S. Ct. 26 (2012).  Regardless of the label 
attached to a particular contract, all such services would fall within the ambit of the 
reporting requirement proposed in this NOPR.    
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removed the requirement in 2012.30  At that same time, it considered various alternatives 

to the use of DUNS numbers, but found none that would be adequate.31 

25. However, a relatively new system is rapidly becoming the globally accepted 

method to ensure accurate identification of legal entities.  That system involves the 

establishment of Legal Entity Identifiers (LEIs), which are unique IDs assigned to single 

entities.  In this country, adoption of the LEI system has been accelerated in response to 

the Dodd-Frank Act, which mandated initiatives to improve the quality of financial data 

available to regulators and others.32  The Office of Financial Research (OFR), which was 

created under the Dodd-Frank Act, is leading the effort to establish uniform LEIs and 

several federal agencies involved in the regulation of financial transactions have, or are in 

the process of, mandating the use of LEIs for certain purposes.  Among these are the 

CFTC and the SEC, which now require their use for certain swaps-related activities.33   

                                              
 30 Electricity Market Transparency Provisions of Section 220 of the Federal 
Power Act, Order No. 768, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,336, at P 171 (2012); orders on 
reh’g and clarification, Order No. 768-A, 143 FERC ¶ 61,054 (2013) and order on reh’g, 
Order No. 768-B, 150 FERC ¶ 61,075 (2015). 
 

31 Order No. 768, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,336 at P 171. 

32 Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act, 12 U.S.C. 5301, 
at 5343 (a). 

33 See, e.g., 17 CFR 45.4, 45.6 (2015) (CFTC); Regulation SBSR—Reporting and 
Dissemination of Security-Based Swap Information, 80 FR 14564, 17 CFR Part 242 
(2015) (SEC) (published in the Federal Register as a final rule on March 19, 2015, with 
an effective date of May 18, 2015). 
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26. LEIs are issued by Local Operating Units (LOUs) of the Global LEI System, and 

as of December 31, 2014, over 330,000 entities from 189 countries had obtained LEIs 

from 20 operational issuers endorsed by the LEI Regulatory Oversight Committee 

(ROC).  The Global LEI Foundation was established in June of 2014 as a not-for-profit 

organization overseen by the ROC to act as its operational arm, and which maintains a 

centralized database of LEIs and corresponding reference data.   

27. Obtaining an LEI is relatively inexpensive (approximately $250, with annual 

upkeep fees of approximately $150).  Application is made by a legal entity, such as a 

corporation or partnership, and the LOU verifies authenticity of the entity by checking 

official governmental records.  It then assigns to it an LEI, a 20-digit alpha-numeric code 

unique to that entity.  A given alpha-numeric string is thus a permanent identifier, and is 

also exclusive; that is, no other entity is assigned that LEI, and the entity itself may not 

obtain another LEI.34 

28. We believe that the establishment of a reliable, standard identification system will 

greatly benefit staff’s ability to conduct investigations of trading patterns in the energy 

markets.  It appears to us that the use of LEIs is the best method to achieve this goal.  We 

therefore propose that the RTOs and ISOs require their market participants to obtain 

                                              
34 See the LEI ROC website for further information on the LEI identifier system.  

The Legal Entity Identifier Regulatory Oversight Committee – LEI ROC, 
http://www.leiroc.org.   

 

http://www.leiroc.org/
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LEIs, and to report in their Connected Entity Data filing their own LEI and the LEI of 

each of their Connected Entities, if the Connected Entity has obtained one.  However, the 

LEI system is still relatively new, and we invite comments on the feasibility of its use, on 

whether any other system besides LEIs would be a preferable method of achieving 

uniform identification, and on whether waivers might be appropriate in given situations. 

III. Requirements for Collection of Connected Entity Data 

29. As part of this rulemaking, we propose to require the submission from the RTOs 

and ISOs of Connected Entity information pertaining to each of its market participants.35  

To meet this obligation, we propose that each RTO and ISO make a compliance filing 

setting forth in its tariff the requirement that its market participants submit to it a list of 

their Connected Entities, in the format approved by the Commission.  This list would 

include all of a market participant’s Connected Entities, as defined above.  The 

Connected Entities need not be engaged in activities in the same markets as the market 

participant for their inclusion to be required.  The RTOs and ISOs would in turn transmit 

this information to the Commission in its native format.   

30. As a condition of participating in any of the RTO/ISO markets, the market 

participants would have to have on file with that RTO or ISO their Connected Entity data, 

which must be updated within 15 days of a change in status of the data.  In addition, it 

                                              
35 For this purpose, the term “market participant” includes all entities that 

participate in any of the various markets of the RTO and ISO in question, whether as a 
seller or a buyer. 



Docket No. RM15-23-000 - 20 - 

would be a condition of participation for each market participant to certify, on a yearly 

basis, that its Connected Entities filed data is comprehensive and accurate.  

31. We propose that the RTOs and ISOs include in their tariffs the authority (although 

not the obligation) to audit market participants to determine if their submitted Connected 

Entity data is accurate, complete, and up to date.  Commission staff may also from time 

to time conduct audits for this purpose.   

32. As discussed above, we also propose that each market participant be required to 

acquire an LEI, and include its own LEI and the LEIs of each of its Connected Entities (if 

known) on its submitted Connected Entity list.   

33. We further propose that the information requested be delivered to the RTOs and 

ISOs in a form and manner acceptable to the Commission.  By way of illustration, we 

envision that the following formats for submission of Connected Entity data would be 

mandated:   

• A table that contains rows with columns identifying the market participant by LEI, 

legal name, RTO or ISO, and RTO/ISO assigned identifier, if any.  If there is more 

than one RTO/ISO identifier, there would be a separate row for each, with the 

preceding columns remaining the same.  If the market participant participates in 

more than one RTO or ISO, there would be additional rows setting forth all the 

categories mentioned for each RTO/ISO.  Thus, a row would appear as follows 

(columns separated by a star): 

LEI of market participant (MP)* Legal Name of MP * RTO/ISO * RTO/ISO 

Identifier of MP 
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• A table or tables that disclose the market participant’s relationships with each of 

its Connected Entities.  Each row would address a single Connected Entity and the 

type of relationship with the market participant (ownership, employee, debt, 

contract).  The LEI and the legal name of the market participant would be placed 

in the first two columns, respectively, and the LEI and the legal name of the 

Connected Entity in the third and fourth columns, respectively, and the type of 

relationship in the fifth column.  For ownership, the date the direct, indirect or 

beneficial ownership reached 10 percent would be stated, as well as the total 

ownership as of the date of the report.  For employees, which might be set forth in 

a separate table, the full legal name of the employee would be stated and the 

person’s title and date of hire.  For debt, the date the debt was incurred would be 

stated, and the debt holder and indebted party identified.  For contracts, the start 

and end date of the contract would be stated as well as a brief descriptor of the 

contract type (tolling, asset management, etc.).  If there are multiple relationships 

with the same Connected Entity, separate rows would be used for each.  Thus, a 

row would appear as follows: 

LEI of MP * Legal Name of MP * LEI of Connected Entity * Legal Name of 

Connected Entity * relationship type (ownership, employee, debt, contract).  

This table would also provide, whether by footnote or other reference means, a 

more detailed description of the particular relationship given.  For a contract, for 

instance, the major provisions of the contract would be listed, such as effective 

date, term, renewal provisions, and matters pertinent to the type of contract, such 
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as heat rate curve for a tolling agreement, the MW or MWh curves for a power 

purchase agreement, together with identification of the generator or plant 

involved, the nature of any output sharing, and the like.  

34. The repetition of cells necessitated by the foregoing format, while it will make the 

document physically longer than might otherwise be the case, is needed so that the 

appropriate pairing of entities can be presented in a machine-readable manner.  An 

appendix is included with this NOPR to provide some examples of how these submittals 

might be structured.  We invite comments on formatting suggestions, as well as on the 

substantive matters set forth in this Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.   

35. Finally, we propose that in their compliance filings, RTOs and ISOs list all 

affiliate information disclosure requirements.  As we anticipate that the Connected Entity 

submissions will provide the RTOs and ISOs with as much and more information as they 

currently receive from the existing affiliate disclosures, we propose eliminating all 

existing affiliate disclosure requirements.  However, if there is some particularized need 

that would not be met by the Connected Entity submissions, the RTOs and ISOs may 

request in their compliance filings to retain any such disclosure requirements, in which 

case they would need to include justifications for such retention.  Insofar as possible, 

duplicative information submission should be avoided.  We also solicit comments as to 

whether it would be feasible and  more efficient for the RTOs and ISOs to utilize the 

Connected Entities information that would be submitted through this proposal for the 

same purposes that they currently use the information provided through their existing 

affiliate disclosure requirements.   In particular, we solicit comments regarding whether 
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replacing existing affiliate disclosure requirements in the RTO and ISO tariffs  with the 

Connected Entity submission obligations will adversely affect implementation of other 

provisions of the RTO and ISO tariffs.  If so, then how?   Such comments may also 

address whether any changes should be made to the data table formats to allow RTOs and 

ISOs to utilize Connected Entities information for other purposes. 

IV. Information Collection Statement 

36. The collections of information contained in this proposed rule are being submitted 

to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) for review under section 3507(d) of the 

Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, 44 U.S.C. 3507(d).  We solicit comments on the 

Commission’s need for this information, whether the information will have practical 

utility, the accuracy of the provided burden estimates, ways to enhance the quality, 

utility, and clarity of the information to be collected, and any suggested methods for 

minimizing respondents’ burden, including the use of automated information techniques.  

Respondents subject to the filing requirements of this proposed rule will not be penalized 

for failing to respond to these collections of information unless the collections of 

information display a valid OMB control number.  

37. The proposed rule does not require entities other than RTOs/ISOs to report 

information to the Commission.  The RTOs/ISOs will gather the required data from the 
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market participants directly.  However, we include burden estimates not only for 

RTOs/ISOs but also for market participants and Connected Entities.36 

38. We recognize that there will be an initial implementation burden associated with 

providing the Commission the requested data.  This includes submitting a compliance 

filing to the Commission.  We estimate 30 hours for each RTO/ISO to prepare the filing 

at a cost of $3,896 per filer. 

39. Each RTO and ISO already submits electronic market data to the Commission in 

accordance with Order No. 760.  We propose that these same channels be used to handle 

the relatively small increase in data submission proposed under this rulemaking.  

RTO/ISO staff will need to add additional tables to their databases and make provisions  

  

                                              
36 The estimated hourly cost (salary plus benefits) provided in this section are 

based on the figures for May 2014 posted by the Bureau of Labor Statistics for the 
Utilities sector (available at http://www.bls.gov/oes/current/naics2_22.htm#13-0000).  
The hourly estimates for salary plus benefits are: 

• Legal (code 23-0000), $129.87 
• Computer and mathematical (code 15-0000), $58.25 
• Information systems manager (code 11-3021), $94.55 
• IT security analyst (code 15-1122), $63.55 
• Auditing and accounting (code 13-2011), $51.11 
• Information and record clerk (Referred to as administrative work in the 

body) (code 43-4199), $37.50.  
 

http://www.bls.gov/oes/current/naics2_22.htm#13-0000
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for those tables to be included in regular transmissions.  We estimate eight hours for each 

RTO/ISO to make these additions at an average cost of $624 per filer.37   

40. Each RTO/ISO will also need to modify its current process for accepting 

information from market participants.  We estimate 320 person-hours (costs weighted as 

previously described) for each RTO/ISO to make these changes at an average cost of 

$24,960 each.   

41. Incremental, ongoing maintenance costs for RTOs/ISOs are assumed to be 

minimal.  We estimate maintenance to require 40 person-hours per year at an average 

annual cost per RTO/ISO of $3,120. 

42. This NOPR also proposes that RTOs/ISOs have the option to audit market 

participants to verify the accuracy and completeness of their submissions.  If each of the 

six RTOs/ISOs chooses to audit an average of 10 market participants per year, we 

estimate this to require 40 hours per audit for a total annual auditing burden per RTO/ISO 

of 400 hours and annual cost of $20,444. 

43. Market participants, through their affiliate disclosures, already submit information 

about some of their Connected Entities to the RTOs/ISOs.  This proposed rule enlarges 

the information to be collected and standardizes its format.  It is estimated that for    

                                              
37 The following weightings were applied to estimate the average hourly cost 

(salary plus benefits) of $78.00:   
• Legal staff, 1/6  
• Information systems manager, 1/6  
• Computer and mathematical, 1/3 
• Information security analyst, 1/3. 
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multi-market participants, the additional cost of initial compliance and the ongoing costs 

of maintaining that information will be somewhat offset by the savings of standardization 

across the several RTOs/ISOs.  This NOPR proposes that market participants obtain and 

maintain an LEI, which we understand currently costs about $250 to obtain and $150 per 

year thereafter to maintain.  While there will be an initial implementation burden 

associated with providing the RTOs/ISOs the requested data, these costs may vary widely 

from participant to participant largely in proportion to the size of the entity.  Since the 

data related to the Connected Entity is information readily available to the market 

participant, the costs of gathering the data is expected to be largely administrative in 

nature with some minimal review by legal staff.38  We estimate that the average market 

participant will initially require four hours to register for an LEI and to collect, 

standardize, and provide the requested data to the RTO/ISO.  We estimate the four hours 

of burden to cost $168 annually per market participant.  (The cost of obtaining and 

maintaining the LEI is separate.) 

44. The proposed rule requires market participants to update and submit Connected 

Entity data after material changes and annually.  We estimate that this ongoing burden 

will require less time than the initial collection but may occur more than once per year.  

We estimate three hours for each market participant to maintain their LEI registration and 

                                              
38 Using the average hourly cost of salary plus benefits provided above, the 

following weightings were applied to estimate the average hourly cost of $42.12:           
95 percent information and record clerk, 5 percent legal. 
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to collect, update, standardize, and transmit the requested data to the RTO/ISO.  This 

burden would be largely administrative (95 percent) with some minimal review by legal 

staff (5 percent).  We estimate the total burden to be $126 per participant. 

45. Market participants or Connected Entities may, from time to time, seek to confirm 

the accuracy of information concerning them that has been submitted to an RTO/ISO by 

other market participants.  We conservatively estimate that one-fourth of market 

participants and Connected Entities will seek to confirm such information. Such 

confirmations would be largely administrative (95 percent) with some minimal review by 

legal staff (5 percent).  We estimate that these confirmations will take approximately one 

hour for an average burden of $42 per market participant or Connected Entity seeking 

confirmation.  Connected entities may also respond to requests for information from 

market participants. We estimate that each Connected Entity will spend one hour 

responding to these requests.  Such responses would be largely administrative               

(95 percent) with some minimal review by legal staff (5 percent).  We estimate that this 

activity will take approximately one hour for an average burden of $42 per Connected 

Entity. 

46. The following table summarizes the estimated burden and cost increases rounded 

to the nearest dollar in FERC-921, due to the proposed rule: 



Docket No. RM15-23-000 - 28 - 

 

 

47. The table above contains estimates of the number of market participants and the 

number of Connected Entities per market participant.  We estimate that there are 6,000 

market participants in the RTO/ISO markets, based on an analysis of data submitted by 

the RTOs/ISOs in accordance with Order No. 760.  We estimate the number of 

Connected Entities to be an additional 9,000 companies, based on an analysis of data 

from Ventyx, a third party vendor which supplies ownership information about market 

participants.  
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Information Collection Costs:  We estimate the initial and ongoing cost of compliance 

with the NOPR’s proposed requirements for each type of respondent as follows:  

RTO/ISO 
o Initial Burden: 358 hours, $29,480. 
o Ongoing Burden (starting year one): 560 hours, $32,924. 

Market Participant 
o Initial Burden: 4 hours, $168 plus $250 to acquire LEI. 
o Ongoing Burden (starting year two): 5 hours, $201, plus $150 to maintain 

LEI. 
 

Connected Entity 
o Ongoing Burden (starting year one): 1.25 hours, $53.  

 
 

 Title:  FERC-921,39 Ongoing Electronic Delivery of RTO/ISO Data. 

Action:  Proposed revisions to existing information collection. 

OMB Control No.:  1902-0257. 

Respondents for this Rulemaking:  RTOs and ISOs; market participants; Connected 

Entities. 

Frequency of Information:  Initial implementation, compliance filing, and periodic 

updates (at least annually). 

48. Necessity of Information:  As wholesale electricity markets continue to develop 

and evolve, new opportunities arise for anti-competitive or manipulative behavior.  The 

Commission’s market monitoring and surveillance capabilities and associated data 
                                              

39 OATT compliance filings (like the one-time compliance filing here) are 
normally included under FERC-516 (OMB Control No. 1902-0096).  However, the 
reporting requirements (including the compliance filing) contained in this proposed rule 
in Docket No. RM15-23-000 will be included in FERC-921. 
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requirements must keep pace with market developments and evolve along with the 

markets.  The data discussed in this NOPR will allow the Commission to more 

effectively identify and address such behavior; to identify ineffective market rules; to 

better inform Commission policies and regulations; and thus to help ensure just and 

reasonable rates. 

49. Internal Review:  The Commission has made a preliminary determination that the 

proposed revisions are necessary to keep pace with ever-changing possibilities for      

anti-competitive or manipulative behavior and to better inform Commission policies and 

regulations, and thus to ensure that rates are just and reasonable.  The Commission has 

assured itself, by means of its internal review, that there is specific, objective support for 

the burden estimate associated with the information requirements. 

50. Interested persons may obtain information on the reporting requirements by 

contacting the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Office of the Executive Director, 

888 First Street, NE, Washington, DC 20426 [Attention:  Ellen Brown, e-mail:  

DataClearance@ferc.gov, phone:  (202) 502-8663, fax:  (202) 273-0873]. 

51. Comments concerning the information collections proposed in this NOPR, and the 

associated burden estimates, should be sent to the Commission in this docket and may 

also be sent to the Office of Management and Budget, Office of Information and 

Regulatory Affairs, Washington, DC 20503 [Attention:  Desk Officer for the Federal 

Energy Regulatory Commission].  For security reasons, comments should be sent by      

e-mail to OMB at the following e-mail address: oira_submission@omb.eop.gov.  Please 

reference FERC-921 and OMB Control No. 1902-0257 in your submission. 
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V. Environmental Analysis 

52. The Commission is required to prepare an Environmental Assessment or an 

Environmental Impact Statement for any action that may have a significant adverse effect 

on the human environment.40  The Commission has categorically excluded certain actions 

from these requirements as not having a significant effect on the human environment.41 

The actions proposed here fall within a categorical exclusion in the Commission’s 

regulations, i.e., they involve information gathering, analysis, and dissemination.42  

Therefore, environmental analysis is unnecessary and has not been performed. 

VI. Regulatory Flexibility Act  

53. The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 (RFA)43 generally requires a description 

and analysis of proposed rules that will have significant economic impact on a substantial 

number of small entities.  The RFA mandates consideration of regulatory alternatives that 

accomplish the stated objectives of a rule and that minimize any significant economic 

impact on a substantial number of small entities.  The Small Business Administration’s 

(SBA) Office of Size Standards is responsible for the definition of a small business.44 

                                              
40 Regulations Implementing the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 

Order No. 486, 52 FR 47897, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 30,783 (1987). 

41 18 CFR 380.4 (2015). 

 42 See 18 CFR 380.4(a)(5). 

43 5 U.S.C. 601-12. 

44 13 CFR 121.101 (2015). 
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These standards are provided on the SBA website.45  We reviewed the SBA’s current size 

standards with respect to the three classes of entities covered in the proposed rule: 

RTOs/ISOs, market participants, and their Connected Entities. 

54. The SBA classifies an entity as an electric utility if it is primarily engaged in the 

transmission, generation and/or distribution of electric energy for sale.  Under this 

definition, RTOs/ISOs are considered electric utilities.  The size criterion for a small 

electric utility is having 500 or fewer employees.46  Since every RTO and ISO has more 

than 500 employees, none are small entities.47  

55. Market participants and their Connected Entities are likely to be in several market 

sectors and therefore subject to a variety of SBA size standards.  We have identified a 

broad cross-section of the most likely SBA market sectors for participants and their 

Connected Entities.  Industries in these subsectors include utilities, oil and gas 

production, mining, finance, and leasing.  Among these sectors, there are various criteria 

                                              
45 U. S. Small Business Administration, Table of Small Business Size Standards 

Matched to North American Industry Classification System Codes (effective July 14, 
2014), available at https://www.sba.gov/sites/default/files/Size_Standards_Table.pdf. 

46 13 CFR 121.101 (Sector 22, Utilities).  Of note, the SBA recently revised its 
size standard for electric utilities (effective January 22, 2014) from a standard based on 
megawatt hours to one based on the number of employees, including affiliates. 

47 For five of the RTOs/ISOs, full-time employee estimates are based on human 
resources reports published on the website of each RTO/ISO.  For the sixth RTO/ISO, the 
full-time employee estimate was obtained from the Chief Financial Officer.  

https://www.sba.gov/sites/default/files/Size_Standards_Table.pdf
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and thresholds for determining whether a business is small, but the numbers of employees 

do not exceed 1,000, and the revenues do not exceed $38.5 million.48    

56. While many market participants and Connected Entities are some of the largest 

businesses in the United States (for example, large electric utilities and commercial 

banks), other market participants, such as individual power plants or small trading firms, 

would qualify as small under the SBA standards.  It is difficult to estimate the size of all 

the entities affected by this proposed rule since many of smaller entities may be privately 

held with little public information available.  However, if every market participant and 

Connected Entity identified above were assumed to be small under SBA standards, a 

substantial number of small businesses, as many as 15,000, would be impacted by this 

proposed rule. 

57. The economic impact of this proposed rule is directly related to the complexity of 

the organization, that is, the more entities to which a company is related, the more 

information that must be reported.  The data from Ventyx indicates that complexity of 

this type correlates with the organization’s size:  larger entities will have more reportable 

relationships than smaller ones.  Therefore, it is reasonable to believe that the cost of 

complying for small entities will be significantly less than the cost for large ones.  The 

analysis of connectedness based on Ventyx data suggests that, on average, each market 

participant has 1.5 Connected Entities.  However, this average likely overstates the 

                                              
48 13 CFR 121.101. 
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number of connections for small entities since the analysis also found the median number 

of connections to be zero.  This is also intuitively correct since concentrations of 

connections are typical only for large organizations.49  This analysis indicates that if an 

entity is truly small and its connections are related to its size, the number of Connected 

Entities that it would need to report is likely to be zero or one. 

58. Using these assumptions, we estimate that small businesses will be required to 

report few, if any, Connected Entity relationships.  We estimate the initial burden for 

small companies to be $41850 with an annual maintenance burden of $213.51  According 

to SBA guidance, the determination of significance of impact “should be seen as relative 

to the size of the business, the size of the competitor’s business, and the impact the 

regulation has on larger competitors.”52  Based on the above analysis, the reporting 

requirements proposed in this NOPR should not have a significant economic impact on a 

substantial number of small entities. 

                                              
49 In our analysis, the top 100 most connected market participants, almost all of 

which are not considered small, account for 20 percent of all relationships. 

50 This includes the initial LEI registration ($250) plus four hours of largely 
administrative work (95 percent) with some minimal review by legal staff (5 percent).  
($168, at $42.12 per hour (salary plus benefits)). 

51 This includes annual LEI maintenance fee ($150) plus 1.5 hours of largely 
administrative work (95 percent) with some minimal review by legal staff (5 percent)  
($63 at $42.12 per hour (salary plus benefits)). 

52 U. S. Small Business Administration, A Guide for Government Agencies How to 
Comply with the Regulatory Flexibility Act,at 18 (May 2012), available at 
https://www.sba.gov/sites/default/files/advocacy/rfaguide_0512_0.pdf. 

https://www.sba.gov/sites/default/files/advocacy/rfaguide_0512_0.pdf
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VII. Comment Procedures 

59. The Commission invites interested persons to submit comments on the matters and 

issues proposed in this notice to be adopted, including any related matters or alternative 

proposals that commenters may wish to discuss.  Comments are due [INSERT DATE  

60 days after publication in the FEDERAL REGISTER].  Comments must refer to 

Docket No. RM15-23-000, include the commenter's name, the organization they 

represent, if applicable, and their address in their comments. 

60. The Commission encourages comments to be filed electronically via the eFiling 

link on the Commission’s web site at http://www.ferc.gov.  The Commission accepts 

most standard word processing formats.  Documents created electronically using word 

processing software should be filed in native applications or print-to-PDF format and not 

in a scanned format.  Commenters filing electronically do not need to make a paper 

filing. 

61. Commenters that are not able to file comments electronically must send an 

original of their comments to:  Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Secretary of the 

Commission, 888 First Street NE, Washington, DC 20426. 

62. All comments will be placed in the Commission's public files and may be viewed, 

printed, or downloaded remotely as described in the Document Availability section 

below.  Commenters on this proposal are not required to serve copies of their comments 

on other commenters. 

http://www.ferc.gov/
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VIII. Document Availability 

63. In addition to publishing the full text of this document in the Federal Register, the 

Commission provides all interested persons an opportunity to view and/or print the 

contents of this document via the Internet through the Commission's Home Page 

(http://www.ferc.gov) and in the Commission's Public Reference Room during normal 

business hours (8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Eastern time) at 888 First Street, NE, Room 2A, 

Washington DC 20426. 

64. From the Commission’s Home Page on the Internet, this information is available 

on eLibrary.  The full text of this document is available on eLibrary in PDF and 

Microsoft Word format for viewing, printing, and/or downloading.  To access this 

document in eLibrary, type the docket number excluding the last three digits of this 

document in the docket number field. 

65. User assistance is available for eLibrary and the Commission’s website during 

normal business hours from the Commission’s Online Support at 202-502-6652 (toll free 

at 1-866-208-3676) or email at ferconlinesupport@ferc.gov, or the Public Reference 

Room at (202) 502-8371, TTY (202)502-8659.  E-mail the Public Reference Room 

at public.referenceroom@ferc.gov. 

  

http://www.ferc.gov/
mailto:ferconlinesupport@ferc.gov
mailto:public.referenceroom@ferc.gov
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List of subjects in 18 CFR Part 35 
 
Electric power rates, Electric utilities, Reporting and recordkeeping requirements.  
 
By direction of the Commission.  Commissioner LaFleur is concurring with a separate 
              statement attached. 
 
( S E A L ) 
 
 
 

Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr., 
Deputy Secretary. 
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 In consideration of the foregoing, the Commission proposes to revise Chapter I, 
title 18 of the Code of Federal Regulations to read as follows: 
 
PART 35 -- FILING OF RATE SCHEDULES AND TARIFFS 
 

1. The authority citation for part 35 continues to read as follows: 
 
Authority: 16 U.S.C. 791a-825r, 2601-2645; 31 U.S.C. 9701; 42 U.S.C. 7101-

7352. 
 

2. Amend § 35.28 by revising paragraph (g)(4) to read as follows: 
 
§ 35.28  Non-discriminatory open access transmission tariff. 
 
* * * * * 
 
 (g)  *        *        * 
 
 

(4) Electronic delivery of data.   Each Commission-approved regional 

transmission organization and independent system operator must electronically deliver to 

the Commission, on an ongoing basis and in a form and manner acceptable to the 

Commission, data related to the markets that the regional transmission organization or 

independent system operator administers.  The submittal shall include information 

concerning each market participant’s Connected Entities, together with the Legal Entity 

Identifiers of the market participants and their Connected Entities (if known), as 

submitted to the regional transmission organization or independent system operator by 

the market participants.  Connected Entity is defined as follows:   

 (i) An entity that directly or indirectly owns, controls, or holds with power to 

vote, 10 percent or more of the ownership instruments of the market participant, 

including but not limited to voting and non-voting stock and general and limited 
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partnership shares; or an entity 10 percent or more of whose ownership instruments are 

owned, controlled, or held with power to vote, directly or indirectly, by a market 

participant; or an entity engaged in Commission-jurisdictional markets that is under 

common control with the market participant; 

(ii) The chief executive officer, chief financial officer, chief compliance 

officer, and the traders of a market participant (or employees who function in those roles, 

regardless of their titles); 

(iii) An entity that is the holder or issuer of a debt interest or structured 

transaction that gives it the right to share in the market participant’s profitability, above a 

de minimus amount, or that is convertible to an ownership interest that, in connection 

with other ownership interests, gives the entity, directly or indirectly, 10 percent or more 

of the ownership instruments of the market participant; or an entity 10 percent of more of 

whose ownership instruments could, with the conversion of debt or structured products 

and in combination with other ownership interests, be owned or controlled, directly or 

indirectly, by a market participant; or 

(iv) Entities that have entered into an agreement with the market participant that 

relates to the management of resources that participate in Commission-jurisdictional 

markets, or otherwise relates to operational or financial control of such resources, such as 

a tolling agreement, an energy management agreement, an asset management agreement, 

a fuel management agreement, an operating management agreement, an energy marketing 

agreement, or the like. 

* * * * *
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Appendix:  Table Structures for Connected Entity Reporting 
 

The proposed rule requires RTOs and ISOs to submit tables identifying market 

participants by their Legal Entity Identifier (LEI), any RTO/ISO specific identifiers, and 

designated relationships between those market participants and their connected entities. 

The body of the proposed rule describes the relationships to be reported; this appendix 

suggests the structure of the tables that would be suitable for compliance.  

Companies Table 
 
The first table will indicate in which markets each entity and Connected Entity (or 

entities) participates as well as any and all market identifiers used by those entities in 

each market.  The columns of the table will contain at least the standard company name, 

LEIs, and market identifiers for all Connected Entities in a given submission.  Each row 

will associate an LEI with a company name, market, and market identifier.  In some 

cases, entities will trade using different market identifiers in the same market, in which 

case the entity will add a row for every market and for each unique market identifier used 

by that company.  In the case where multiple entities are using the same market identifier, 

this can be indicated in a similar manner.  If a Connected Entity does not participate in 

jurisdictional markets, then no market identifier is available and is not required.  

Here is a sample table indicating the cases described above. 
 
Standard Company Name LEI Market Market Identifier 
ACME Energy 001 MISO 328502 
ACME Energy 001 PJM 00034253 
ACME Energy 001 PJM 00098345 
ACME Renewables 002 PJM 00034253 
Smith Company 123 NYISO 3362000012 
Johnson Inc 999 None None 
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 Standard Company Name: The full name of the company which conforms in 

spelling and punctuation to all previous filings done by or on behalf of the same 

company.  

 Legal Entity Identifier (LEI): The unique alpha-numeric identifier conforming to 

ISO 17442:2012 assigned to the legal entity. 

 Market: Standard code for jurisdictional markets: PJM, NYISO, MISO, SPP, 

CAISO, ISONE, NON-RTO, None (i.e., does not participate in any electric 

markets). 

 Market Identifier: Market identifiers are the alpha-numeric codes used by markets 

to associate a market participant with their bids, offers, and settlements. 

Connected Entities 
 
Connected Entities are those entities which are related to the reporting entity by (a) 

ownership or control, (b) key employees, (c) debt holders or issuers, or (d) contractual 

relationships.  Since employee identification is significantly different from that of non-

person entities, a subtable for employee information is suggested and described below. 

Employees 
 
The key employee positions to be included will be set forth in the RTOs/ISOs tariff, in 

conformity with the final adopted Commission regulation.  The employee table will 

indicate the designated employees who are employed by each organization, their 

reportable roles, and the period of time they have held those positions.  Persons employed 

by multiple entities will be indicated with multiple rows for different companies. 
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Reportable roles that are jointly filled (e.g. Co-CEO) should be indicated as such (same 

company, same job but different employees).  Employees who are no longer in reportable 

roles shall have at least one filing where the end date is not null.  Employees changing 

reportable roles for a given company will appear twice in at least one filing (made in a 

timely manner): one row will indicate an end date for the employee/role and another row 

will contain a start date for a different reportable role.  Individual employees filling 

multiple reportable roles will be indicated with multiple rows, one for each role.  

Standard Company 
Name 

LEI First 
Name 

Middle Last Role Start Date End Date 

ACME Energy 001 Jane Doe Smith Trader 2010/01/01  
ACME Energy 001 Jim William Jones CEO 2009/01/03 2015/01/01 
ACME Energy 001 Jim  William Jones Chairman 2015/01/01  
ACME Renewables 002 Aaron Jerome Case CEO 2012/05/01  
Smith Company 123 Xavier Horatio Martin CEO 2007/01/01  
Johnson Inc 999 Jane Doe Smith CEO 2010/06/01  

 
The column definitions are self-explanatory. 
 
 
Relationships 
 
The relationships table is intended to provide a map (or graph) to the remaining three 

types of Connected Entities of the market participant, which include both its corporate 

family as well as outside entities connected by debt or contractual relationships.  The 

relationships to be included are described in the body of the Notice of Proposed 

Rulemaking.  

Relationship 

Relationships should be classified based on the broad categories defined above. 

Relationships may fall into the following general categories (omitting employees, 

category (b), who are reported in a separate subtable): 
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• owns (a) 
• controls (a) 
• has voting power (a) 
• is under common control with (a) 
• other ownership or control relationship with (a) 
• owns debt of (c) 
• owns convertible debt of (c) 
• has a structured transaction with (c) 
• other debt relationship with (c) 
• has a management agreement with (d)  
• has an operating agreement with (d) 
• has a marketing agreement with (d) 
• has a tolling agreement with (d) 
• has a fuel management agreement with (d) 
• other kind of agreement with (d). 

 
Contractual agreements between two parties regarding a third party should be entered as 

a multilateral relationship as described below.  

Relationship Description 

Each table will include a field for the filing entity to summarize any pertinent relationship 

details which may not be captured in the standardized fields. 

Simple Relationship Structures 
 
A relatively straightforward corporate family of three companies that all participate in 

MISO and PJM might be as follows: 

              C 
             /  \ 
       owns      controls 
           /       \ 
         A         B 
 
If C owns A and C controls B, the entity and relationships tables would be reported as 

follows: 
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Standard Company Name LEI Market Market Identifier 
A 001 MISO 0001 
B 002 MISO 0002 
C 003 MISO 0003 
A 001 PJM ABC 
B 002 PJM BCD 
C 003 PJM DCE 

 
LEI 1 LEI 2 Relationship Start date End Date Relationship Description 
003 001 OWNS (a) 2015/12/04  Wholly owned subsidiary 
003 002 CONTROLS (a) 2015/02/01  Exercises discretion over key 

market functions 

 
In the event several Connected Entities are market participants in the same RTO or ISO, a 

combined filing of the structural relationships, but not the debt and contracts, could be 

made, disclosing on one form all of the connected entities.  In such case, each Connected 

Entity must consent to the combined filing and verify the accuracy of the information. 
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More Complex Structures 
 

Relationships within the electric industry can be very complex.  The illustrated method of 

reporting pairwise relationships based on LEIs extends to relationships of arbitrary 

complexity. 

               C 
             /    \ 
          owns          controls 

          /         \ 
      A <-contracts-> B 
    /    \ 
                  owns           owns 
                     /           \ 
                   D           E  <-contracts->  F 
                              /    \ 
     manages               owns          manages 

                      /           \ 
              G            H 
 
Standard Company Name LEI 
A 001 
B 002 
C 003 
D 004 
E 005 
F 006 
G 007 
H 008 

 
LEI 1 LEI 2 Relationship Start date End Date Relationship Description 
003 001 OWNS (a)  2015/12/04  Wholly owned subsidiary 
003 002 CONTROLS (a)  2015/02/01  Exercises discretion over 

key market functions 
001 002 HAS A TOLLING AGREEMENT 

WITH (c) 
2010/01/01 2020/01/01 1 will provide raw 

materials to 2 under an 
agreement that 2 will 
return electricity at a 
specified heat rate 

001 004 OWNS (a) 2011/05/02  Wholly-owned subsidiary 
001 005 OWNS (a)  2000/01/05  Wholly-owned subsidiary 
005 006 HAS A FUEL MANAGEMENT 

AGREEMENT WITH (d) 
2005/01/01  Procures gas and transport 

on behalf of 2 
006 007 OWNS (a)  2005/01/01  Wholly-owned subsidiary 
006 008 HAS AN ASSET 

MANAGENMENT AGREEMENT 
WITH (d) 

2001/10/01  Manages fleet operations 

004 007 HAS AN ENERGY MARKETING 
AGREEMENT WITH (d) 

2010/01/01 2015/01/01 Fee-based marketing 
agreement of the energy 
produced by 2’s assets 
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The entity in the LEI 1 column is understood to be the entity on the left hand side of the 

relationship and the entity in the LEI 2 column is understood to be the entity on the right 

hand side.   

Multiple Relationships 
 
In some cases there may be multiple relationships between two market participants. 

Multiple relationships can be filed as follows: 

 
                         A 
             /    \ 
        owns         controls 

             \    / 
               B 
 
LEI 1 LEI 2 Relationship Other fields 
001 002 OWNS … 
001 002 CONTROLS … 

 
 
Multilateral Relationships 
 
Multilateral relationships have three or more parties.  Such relationships are reportable 

using a relationship identification field, as long as all pairwise relationships that are party 

to the relationship are reported and each multilateral relationship is assigned a unique 

relationship identifier.  The relationship identifier will be assigned by the reporting entity, 

each reportable relationship will have a unique relationship identifier, the identifier will 

be a numeric sequence (i.e. no names, no punctuation, etc.), and when possible, 

relationship identifiers should be consistent between filings.  
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              C 
               | 
           contract 1 

          /         \ 
        A           B 
  
LEI 1 LEI 2 Relationship Contract ID Other fields 
003 002 CONTRACT  1 … 
003 001 CONTRACT 1 … 
002 001 CONTRACT 1 … 

 
These fields can be used to report any number of participants, contracts, or relationships, 

regardless of complexity. 
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LaFLEUR, Commissioner, concurring: 

Today’s order proposes to amend the Commission’s regulations by establishing a newly 
defined term, “Connected Entity,” and to require the collection of information regarding 
Connected Entities, to allow the Commission to better monitor complex business 
relationships that could be utilized to engage in manipulative conduct in our jurisdictional 
markets.  I support this proposal because it is important that the Commission, in 
accordance with our statutory mandate, have the tools to protect customers from 
manipulative behavior, and the collection of this information would assist the 
Commission with that effort.   

However, the Commission should always consider carefully whether the benefits offered 
by new compliance obligations outweigh the burdens that will be faced by market 
participants.  I believe that the requirements in the Noticed of Proposed Rulemaking 
would create a significant new reporting regime for all market participants, as well as the 
RTOs and ISOs.  I therefore encourage market participants to submit comments on 
today’s proposed rulemaking that address the benefits of this proposed regulation, as well 
as the incremental costs or burdens that would be created by this new reporting 
requirement.  I will carefully consider these issues as I decide whether to support the final 
rule.   

Accordingly, I respectfully concur. 
 
___________________              
Cheryl A. LaFleur                                    
Commissioner     
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Background
• The Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct 2005) was passed 

partly as a response to abuses surrounding the 
Western Energy Crisis of 2000‐2001

• EPAct 2005 granted authority to FERC to address 
market manipulation

• In 2012, Order No. 760 required RTOs and ISOs to 
electronically deliver data to FERC to use in monitoring 
market activity

• This Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NOPR) expands 
the information to gather additional information to 
help detect and deter market manipulation

4



Connected Entities and Common Identifiers

• In this proposed rulemaking, FERC proposes that:

– the term “Connected Entities” be created to include 
entities that have certain ownership, employment, 
debt, or contractual relationships to MPs be uniformly 
applied across all RTOs and ISOs

– a brief description of the nature of the relationships of 
each “Connected Entity” be provided with the data

– the use of a standard identifier (“Legal Entity Identifier” 
or “LEI”) be utilized to identify MPs

5



Connected Entities and Common Identifiers
(Cont’d)

• In this proposed rulemaking, FERC proposes that:

– RTOs and ISOs be the parties that collect and transmit 
the information to FERC electronically (using the same 
channel for data submission in compliance with Order 
No. 760)

– The provision of Connected Entity data would be a 
condition to participating in any of the RTO/ISO markets

– The RTOs/ISOs should include in their tariffs the 
authority to audit market participants to determine if 
the submitted data is accurate, complete, and up to 
date

6



Connected Entities

• Affiliate information currently collected does not 
completely allow monitoring of market activity due to 
increasingly complex business relationships

• Connected entity data is proposed to supplant the 
current affiliate information

• FERC proposes a very detailed definition for 
“Connected Entities” (Paragraph 23 of the NOPR)

7



Common Identifiers (“LEIs”)

• The NOPR proposes that each MP obtain and maintain 
a LEI

• The LEI consists of a 20‐digit alpha‐numeric code 
unique to each entity

• Serves as a standard identifier across RTOs and ISOs

8



Next Steps

• SPP is reviewing the NOPR independently and with the 
ISO‐RTO Council to determine if it will file comments 
independently and/or with the ISO‐RTO Council

• Comments are due on November 30

9
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[Docket No. RM15-24-000] 
 

Settlement Intervals and Shortage Pricing in Markets Operated by Regional Transmission 
Organizations and Independent System Operators 

 
(Issued September 17, 2015) 

 
AGENCY:  Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. 

ACTION:  Notice of proposed rulemaking. 

SUMMARY:  The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission) is proposing 

to revise its regulations to require that each regional transmission organization (RTO) and 

independent system operator (ISO) settle energy transactions in its real-time markets at 

the same time interval it dispatches energy and settle operating reserves transactions in its 

real-time markets at the same time interval it prices operating reserves.  The Commission 

also proposes to revise its regulations to require that each RTO/ISO trigger shortage 

pricing for any dispatch interval during which a shortage of energy or operating reserves 

occurs.  Adopting these reforms would align prices with resource dispatch instructions 

and operating needs, providing appropriate incentives for resource performance.  

DATES:  Comments are due [INSERT DATE 60 days after publication in the 

FEDERAL REGISTER]. 

ADDRESSES:  Comments, identified by docket number, may be filed in the following 

ways:  
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• Electronic Filing through http://www.ferc.gov.  Documents created electronically 

using word processing software should be filed in native applications or print-to-

PDF format and not in a scanned format. 

• Mail/Hand Delivery:  Those unable to file electronically may mail or hand-deliver 

comments to:  Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Secretary of the 

Commission, 888 First Street, NE, Washington, DC 20426. 

Instructions:  For detailed instructions on submitting comments and additional 
information on the rulemaking process, see the Comment Procedures Section of this 
document. 
 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
 
Stanley Wolf (Technical Information) 
Office of Energy Policy and Innovation 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, NE 
Washington, DC 20426 
(202) 502-6841 
stanley.wolf@ferc.gov 
 
Eric Vandenberg (Technical Information) 
Office of Energy Market Regulation 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, NE 
Washington, DC 20426 
(202) 502-6283 
eric.vandenberg@ferc.gov 
 
Joshua Kirstein (Legal Information) 
Office of General Counsel 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, NE 
Washington, DC 20426 
(202) 502-8519 
joshua.kirstein@ferc.gov 
 
 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

http://www.ferc.gov/
mailto:stanley.wolf@ferc.gov
mailto:joshua.kirstein@ferc.gov
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1. In this Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NOPR), the Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission (Commission) is proposing to address two existing practices that may fail to 

compensate resources at prices that reflect the value of the service resources provide to 

the system, thereby distorting price signals.  In certain instances, this creates a 

disincentive for resources to respond to dispatch signals.  The Commission proposes to 

require that each regional transmission organization (RTO) and independent system 

operator (ISO) align settlement and dispatch intervals by settling energy transactions in 

its real-time markets at the same time interval it dispatches energy and settling operating 

reserves transactions in its real-time markets at the same time interval it prices operating 

reserves.1  The Commission is also proposing to require that each RTO/ISO trigger 

                                              
1 In this NOPR, the Commission sometimes uses the term “dispatch” as shorthand 

when describing how RTOs/ISOs acquire and price energy and operating reserves.  We 
clarify that our proposal with respect to operating reserves refers to the intervals at which 
they are acquired and priced.  For instance, the Commission does not use the term 
“dispatch” to refer to the four-to-five second signal sent to resources on Automatic 
Generation Control. 
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shortage pricing2 for any dispatch interval during which a shortage of energy or operating 

reserves3 occurs.   

2. The Commission requires that rates for jurisdictional electricity service be just and 

reasonable and not unduly discriminatory or preferential.  This requirement extends to 

market- and cost-based rates.  The Commission has taken action to correct rates that 

become unjust and unreasonable, and has done so not only when the rates do not reflect 

costs but also when the underlying features, rate design, or market design fail to align.4  It 

is paramount that resources have appropriate incentives to respond to an energy or 

                                              
2 Shortage pricing is triggered under two general scenarios: when the system 

operator does not have enough resources available to meet energy and operating reserve 
requirements, and when an RTO or ISO establishes a price above which it will choose to 
be deficient of operating reserves rather than procure resources that may be available to 
meet the minimum requirement, but cost more than the established price.  Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, Price Formation in Organized Wholesale Electricity Markets: 
Staff Analysis of Shortage Pricing, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 9 (Oct. 2014), available 
at http://www.ferc.gov/legal/staff-reports/2014/AD14-14-pricing-rto-iso-markets.pdf 
(Shortage Pricing Paper). 

3 The Commission’s regulations define an operating reserve shortage as “a period 
when the amount of available supply falls short of demand plus the operating reserve 
requirement.”  18 CFR 35.28(b)(6). 

4 See, e.g., Frequency Regulation Compensation in the Organized Wholesale 
Power Markets, Order No. 755, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,324, at P 3 (2011), order on 
reh’g, Order No. 755-A, 138 FERC ¶ 61,123 (2012) (“requir[ing] RTOs and ISOs to 
compensate frequency regulation resources based on the actual service provided, 
including a capacity payment that includes the marginal unit’s opportunity costs and a 
payment for performance that reflects the quantity of frequency regulation service 
provided by a resource when the resource is accurately following the dispatch signal”). 
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operating reserve shortage and that each resource is compensated based on a price that 

reflects the value of the service it provides.   

3. It has become apparent that there are instances in which certain current RTO/ISO 

practices may fail to reflect the value of providing a given service, thereby distorting 

price signals and failing to provide appropriate signals for resources to respond to the 

actual operating needs of the market.  One such practice that the Commission has 

identified and proposes to reform occurs when RTOs/ISOs dispatch resources every  

five minutes but perform settlements based on an hourly integrated price.5  This 

misalignment between dispatch and settlement intervals may distort the price signals sent 

to resources and fail to reflect the actual value of resources responding to operating needs 

because compensation will be based on average output and average prices across an hour 

rather than output and prices during the periods of greatest need within a particular hour.   

4. The Commission also preliminarily finds that a second problem occurs if there is a 

delay between the time when a system experiences a shortage of energy and operating 

reserves and the time when prices reflect the shortage condition.  This can be particularly 

problematic when, for example, a shortage is required to last a minimum time period 

before shortage pricing is triggered.  In this instance, short-term prices may fail to reflect 

potential reliability costs, as well as the value of both internal and external market 

resources responding to a dispatch signal. 

                                              
5 Hourly integrated prices are equal to the average price of all the individual 

dispatch intervals across an hour.  
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5. To address the problems associated with differing dispatch intervals and 

settlement intervals, as well as with shortage pricing triggers, the Commission proposes 

to require that each RTO/ISO (1) settle energy transactions in its real-time markets at the 

same time interval it dispatches energy and settle operating reserves transactions in its 

real-time markets at the same time interval it prices operating reserves, and (2) trigger 

shortage pricing for any dispatch interval during which a shortage of energy or operating 

reserves occurs.6  The settlement interval and shortage pricing reforms proposed herein 

will help ensure that resources have price signals that provide incentives to conform their 

output to dispatch instructions, and that prices reflect operating needs at each dispatch 

interval.   

                                              
6 Operating reserves refer to certain ancillary services procured in the wholesale 

market that have different definitions in each RTO/ISO.  Operating reserves typically 
include: 

(a) Regulating Reserve, used to account for very short-term 
deviations between supply and demand (e.g. 4 to 6 seconds); 
(b) Spinning, or Synchronous Reserve, which is capacity  
held in reserve and synchronized to the grid and able to 
respond within a relatively short amount of time (e.g., within 
10 minutes), to be used in case of a contingency, such as the 
loss of a generator; and, (c) Non-Spinning Reserve, capacity 
that is not synchronized to the grid and which can take longer 
to respond (e.g., within 10-30 minutes) in case of a 
contingency.   

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Price Formation in Organized Wholesale 
Electricity Markets: Staff Analysis of Shortage Pricing, Docket No. AD14-14-000,  
at 3 n.7 (Oct. 2014), available at http://www.ferc.gov/legal/staff-reports/2014/AD14-14-
pricing-rto-iso-markets.pdf (Shortage Pricing Paper). 
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6. In Docket No. AD14-14-000, the Commission initiated a proceeding to evaluate 

issues regarding price formation in the energy and ancillary services markets operated by 

RTOs/ISOs (price formation proceeding).  The Commission stated that the goals of price 

formation are to (1) maximize market surplus for consumers and suppliers; (2) provide 

correct incentives for market participants to follow commitment and dispatch 

instructions, make efficient investments in facilities and equipment, and maintain 

reliability; (3) provide transparency so that market participants understand how prices 

reflect the actual marginal cost of serving load and the operational constraints of reliably 

operating the system; and (4) ensure that all suppliers have an opportunity to recover their 

costs.7   

7. The action the Commission takes herein is the first step to advancing the goals of 

the Commission’s price formation proceeding.  The Commission expects to undertake 

further action addressing various price formation topics, including offer price caps, 

mitigation, uplift transparency, and uplift drivers.  The proposed reforms in this NOPR 

advance at least two of the Commission’s goals with respect to price formation.  

Specifically, the proposed reforms will help provide correct incentives for market 

participants to follow commitment and dispatch instructions, to make efficient 

investments in facilities and equipment, and to maintain reliability.  The proposed 

reforms will also help provide transparency and certainty so that market participants 

                                              
7 See Notice Inviting Post-Technical Workshop Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-

000, at 2 (Jan. 16, 2015); Notice, Docket No. AD14-14-000 (June 19, 2014).  
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understand how prices reflect the actual marginal cost of serving load and the operational 

constraints of reliably operating the system.  Price signals that reflect operating needs and 

system conditions would enhance incentives for resources to respond to dispatch 

instructions.8  In the long-term, the Commission expects that appropriate price signals 

would produce prices that consistently reflect operating needs and system conditions 

which, in turn, would help to encourage efficient investments in facilities and equipment, 

enabling reliable service.9   

8. Requiring settlement intervals to match dispatch intervals would make resource 

compensation more transparent by, among other things, increasing the proportion of 

resource payment provided through payments of energy and operating reserves rather 

than uplift.10  Apportioning a greater proportion of a resource’s revenue through 

                                              
8 The Commission notes that the reforms proposed herein would further augment 

existing mechanisms in each RTO/ISO market that provide incentives to follow dispatch 
instructions, such as penalties for excessive or deficient energy and the allocation of 
commitment and dispatch costs to deviations from energy dispatch targets.  See, e.g., 
MISO, FERC Electric Tariff, §§ 40.3.3(a) (36.0.0) (allocating Revenue Sufficiency 
Guarantee costs to, inter alia, resources providing excessive or deficient energy), 40.3.4 
(33.0.0) (charges for excessive or deficient energy deployment).  

9 See, e.g., Scarcity and Shortage Pricing, Offer Mitigation and Offer Caps 
Workshop, Docket No. AD14-14-000, Tr. 42:13-19 (Oct. 28, 2014). 

10 RTOs and ISOs provide make-whole payments, or uplift payments, to resources 
whose commitment and dispatch resulted in a shortfall between the resource’s offer and 
the revenue earned through market clearing prices.  See, e.g., Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, Price Formation in Organized Wholesale Electricity Markets:  Staff 
Analysis of Uplift in RTO and ISO Markets, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 2 (Aug. 2014), 
available at http://www.ferc.gov/legal/staff-reports/2014/08-13-14-uplift.pdf (Uplift 
Paper).   
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payments for energy and operating reserves, rather than through uplift payments, 

increases transparency to the market by reflecting the costs of meeting system needs in 

settlement prices that are factored into a market price.  In contrast, uplift payments bundle 

together a multitude of costs that are not factored into a market price.  This increased 

transparency, in turn, better informs decisions to build or maintain resources and 

enhances consumers’ ability to hedge.  The benefits summarized above and discussed in 

detail below would ultimately help to ensure just and reasonable rates.   

9. Implementing shortage pricing for any dispatch interval during which a shortage 

of energy or operating reserves occurs would provide an incentive for resources to ensure 

that they are available to respond to high prices, which should help alleviate shortages 

and avoid shortage pricing during subsequent dispatch intervals.  This reform would also 

ensure that resources operating during a shortage are compensated for the value of the 

service that they provide, regardless of whether the shortage is short-lived. 

10. The Commission seeks comment on these proposed reforms sixty (60) days after 

publication of this NOPR in the Federal Register.   

I. Background 

11. The Commission has addressed price formation in organized markets on prior 

occasions.  In Order No. 719, the Commission addressed shortage pricing11 and required 

                                              
11 Wholesale Competition in Regions with Organized Electric Markets, Order  

No. 719, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,281, at PP 192-194 (2008), order on reh’g, Order  
No. 719-A, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,292, order on reh’g, Order No. 719-B,  
129 FERC ¶ 61,252 (2009). 
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RTOs/ISOs to develop and implement shortage pricing rules that would apply during 

operating reserve shortages to “ensure that the market price for energy reflects the value 

of energy during an operating reserve shortage.”12  The Commission required such rules 

out of concern that inappropriate price signals during an operating reserve shortage would 

provide an insufficient incentive for market participants to take appropriate actions.   

12. On June 19, 2014, the Commission initiated the price formation proceeding.  In 

initiating that proceeding, the Commission stated that there may be opportunities for the 

RTOs/ISOs to improve the energy and ancillary service price formation process.  The 

Commission explained that locational marginal prices (LMPs) used in energy and 

ancillary services markets ideally “would reflect the true marginal cost of production, 

taking into account all physical system constraints, and these prices would fully 

compensate all resources for the variable cost of providing service.”13  The Commission 

directed staff to conduct outreach and to convene technical workshops on the following 

four general issues:  (1) use of uplift payments; (2) offer price mitigation and offer price 

caps; (3) scarcity and shortage pricing; and (4) operator actions that affect prices.14  

During the fall of 2014, staff convened technical workshops and issued reports on these 

                                              
12 Id. P 194. 

13 Notice, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 2 (June 19, 2014). 

14 Id. at 1, 3-4. 
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topics.  In one of those reports, issued in October 2014, staff analyzed shortage pricing 

issues.15   

13. In its January 2015 Notice Inviting Comments, the Commission invited comments 

on specific questions that arose from the price formation technical workshops.16  In 

response, among other price formation issues, commenters addressed settlement intervals 

and shortage pricing, as detailed below. 

II. Discussion 

14. In the following section, for each of the two proposals, the Commission first 

summarizes the views of commenters in the price formation proceeding on settlement 

intervals and triggers for shortage pricing.  The Commission then explains the need for 

the reform set forth in the proposal and describes the proposed reform in detail.  To 

remedy the potential unjust and unreasonable rates that are based on the use of hourly 

integrated prices for settlement as well as on restrictions on shortage pricing discussed 

more fully herein, the Commission proposes, pursuant to section 206 of the Federal 

Power Act (FPA),17 to require that each RTO/ISO (1) settle energy transactions in its 

real-time markets at the same time interval it dispatches energy and settle operating 

                                              
15 See Shortage Pricing Paper. 
16 Notice Inviting Post-Technical Workshop Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000 

(Jan. 16, 2015).  A list of commenters and the abbreviated names the Commission will 
use for them in this document appears in Appendix A.   

17 16 U.S.C. 824e. 
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reserves transactions in its real-time markets at the same time interval it prices operating 

reserves, and (2) trigger shortage pricing for any dispatch interval during which a 

shortage of energy or operating reserves occurs.18 

A. Settlement Intervals 

15. Some RTOs/ISOs do not settle resources at the same intervals at which they 

dispatch resources in their real-time energy markets.19  Rather, they settle resources based 

on hourly average prices, as shown below. 

                                              
18 The Commission is not at this time proposing to change the price paid by any 

RTO/ISO when shortage pricing is triggered. 

19 California Independent System Operator Corporation (CAISO), New York 
Independent System Operator, Inc. (NYISO), and Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (SPP) 
currently use a settlement interval that matches the dispatch interval.  ISO New England 
Inc. (ISO-NE) and Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc. (MISO) are 
considering moving to five-minute settlements.  PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. (PJM) has 
stated that PJM settles hourly and does not currently anticipate proposing to move to a 
different interval.  See Scarcity and Shortage Pricing, Offer Mitigation and Offer Caps 
Workshop, Docket No. AD14-14-000, Tr. 52:21-53:1, 53:11-54:11, 54:22-55:10  
(Oct. 28, 2014).    
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Table 1:  RTO/ISO Dispatch and Settlement Intervals 

 Real-Time Dispatch20 Real-Time 
Settlement21 

CAISO 5 minute 5 minute 
ISO-NE 5 minute hourly average 
MISO 5 minute hourly average 
NYISO 5 minute 5 minute 
PJM 5 minute hourly average 
SPP 5 minute 5 minute 

 

1. Comments on Settlement Intervals  

16. In the price formation proceeding, commenters discussed using shorter settlement 

intervals (i.e., sub-hourly) and provided implementation and transition recommendations. 

17. Commenters in support of sub-hourly settlements describe general benefits, as 

well as specific related improvements, from the adoption of sub-hourly settlements.  

Commenters from a broad range of the industry state that sub-hourly settlement intervals 

                                              
20 See CAISO, eTariff, § 34.5 (17.0.0); ISO-NE, Transmission, Markets and 

Services Tariff, Market Rule 1, § III.2.3 (15.0.0); MISO, FERC Electric Tariff, § 40.2 
(34.0.0); NYISO Markets and Services Tariff, § 4.4.2.1 (17.0.0); PJM OATT, 
Attachment K, Appendix, § 2.3 (2.0.0); SPP, OATT, Sixth Revised Volume No. 1, 
Attachment AE, § 6.2.2 (1.0.0). 

21 See CAISO, eTariff, §11.5 (2.0.0), Appendix A, Settlement Interval (2.0.0); 
ISO-NE, Transmission, Markets and Services Tariff, Market Rule 1, § III.2.2(b) (15.0.0); 
MISO, FERC Electric Tariff, §§ 40.3 (32.0.0), 40.3.1 (32.0.0), 40.3.3 (36.0.0); NYISO, 
NYISO Tariffs, NYISO Markets and Services Tariff, §§ 4.4.2.1, 4.4.2.8 (17.0.0); PJM, 
Intra-PJM Tariffs, OATT, Attachment K, Appendix, §§ 2.5(e), (4.0.0), 3.2.1(e), (f) 
(28.0.0); SPP, OATT, Sixth Revised Volume No. 1, Attachment AE, §§ 8.6, 8.6.1 (2.1.0). 
The above-tariff citations refer to internal transactions.  CAISO settles its intertie 
interchange transactions on fifteen-minute intervals.  See CAISO, CAISO eTariff, HASP 
Block Intertie Schedule (0.0.0). 
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would provide significant benefits to the market by compensating resources fully for their 

flexibility and ability to follow dispatch instructions.  According to these commenters, 

sub-hourly settlement intervals would permit resources to be rewarded for their ability to 

perform by earning greater revenues when prices fluctuate, which in the long run should 

induce more flexibility from new and existing resources and eventually lower dispatch 

costs and improve reliability.22  

18. Commenters detail other potential benefits to sub-hourly settlement in the real-

time market.  PJM Utilities Coalition notes that sub-hourly settlement would address 

price distortions and uneconomic incentives to produce power caused by the use of 

hourly settlements.23  PJM Utilities Coalition also states that sub-hourly settlement would 

                                              
22 See, e.g., ANGA Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 3-4 (Mar. 6, 2015); 

Brookfield Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 8 (Mar. 6, 2015); Calpine 
Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 11-12 (Mar. 6, 2015); Entergy Nuclear Power 
Marketing Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 12 (Mar. 6, 2015); Exelon 
Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 19 (Mar. 6, 2015); GDF SUEZ Comments, 
Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 9-10 (Mar. 6, 2015); ISO-NE Comments, Docket No. 
AD14-14-000, at 20-22 (Mar. 6, 2015); MISO Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 
16-17 (Mar. 6, 2015); New York Transmission Owners Comments, Docket No. AD14-
14-000, at 9 (Mar. 6, 2015); NYISO Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 12-13 
(Mar. 6, 2015); PJM Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 11-12 (Mar. 6, 2015); 
Potomac Economics Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 10 (Mar. 6, 2015); PSEG 
Companies Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 19-22 (Mar. 6, 2015); Wisconsin 
Electric Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 8 (Mar. 6, 2015); see also Xcel 
Comments at 4-5 (supporting sub-hourly settlement intervals but requesting that the 
Commission not require reporting sub-hourly settlement data in the Electric Quarterly 
Reports and if need be, direct the RTOs/ISOs to report that data). 

23 PJM Utilities Coalition Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 10-11 (Mar. 6, 
2015). 
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solve the problem of dispatching resources just before or after the clock hour and the 

resulting implications of averaging output during the clock hour.24  Wartsila states that 

the transition to sub-hourly settlements provides valuable price signals to flexible 

capacity and notes that internal combustion engines in SPP have seen a three-fold 

increase in their capacity factor since SPP adopted sub-hourly real-time settlements, thus 

increasing compensation to those resources and lowering overall system costs.25  

19. PSEG Companies state that the inefficiencies of hourly settlements in PJM’s real-

time market are evident when the LMP becomes relatively high during the first few 

dispatch intervals.26  PSEG Companies add that internal resources will ramp up to 

respond to the price signal and other resources and external suppliers will also schedule 

interchange into PJM to capture the higher prices; when demand falls off in the 

subsequent intervals, however, resources will not reduce output in response to the lower 

prices (because they know they will be compensated at the hourly average prices), which 

has led to operational problems.27  EPSA supports sub-hourly real-time market settlement 

in order to better align dispatch with price.28   

                                              
24 Id. 
25 Wartsila Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 1-2 (Mar. 6, 2015). 
26 PSEG Companies Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 20 (Mar. 6, 2015). 
27 Id. at 20-21. 
28 EPSA Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, Attach. A, Post-Technical 

Conference Questions for Comment: EPSA Responses, at 28 (Mar. 6, 2015). 
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20. At the Scarcity and Shortage Pricing, Offer Mitigation and Offer Caps Workshop 

held on October 28, 2014, representatives from RTOs/ISOs discussed the effect of 

settlement intervals on appropriately compensating resources based on actual 

performance, on providing an incentive for resources to follow dispatch signals, and on 

reducing uplift.29  At the Uplift Workshop held on September 8, 2014, the representative 

from Potomac Economics asserted that settling transactions on an hourly price, when 

dispatch instructions change every five or fifteen minutes, has caused flexible units in 

MISO to operate inflexibly in order to obtain a higher hourly price.  According to this 

panelist, this disparity between settlement and dispatch intervals has prompted 

development of a class of uplift payments meant to hold inflexible generators harmless 

for following dispatch instructions and to ensure generators’ flexibility.  This panelist 

suggested that aligning settlement and dispatch intervals could eliminate such uplift 

payments.30 

21. In its comments, CAISO indicates that it uses both fifteen-minute and five-minute 

settlement intervals in its real-time market and that these intervals provide a dynamic 

price signal to reflect grid conditions.  According to CAISO, fifteen-minute intertie 

schedules and prices provide an incentive for variable energy resources to offer economic 

                                              
29 See, e.g., Scarcity and Shortage Pricing, Offer Mitigation and Offer Caps 

Workshop, Docket No. AD14-14-000, Tr. 52:16-55:10 (Oct. 28, 2014).   

30 Uplift Workshop, Docket No. AD14-14-000, Tr. 45:4-23 (Sept. 8, 2014). 
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bids into the CAISO market, which can reduce variable energy resources’ exposure to the 

difference between day-ahead and five-minute real-time prices.31 

22. Commenters in the price formation proceeding express caution about 

implementation and costs resulting from RTOs’/ISOs’ adoption of sub-hourly 

settlements—costs both to RTOs/ISOs and market participants.  SPP states that its  

sub-hourly settlement rules cost more to implement due to increased data storage and 

validation requirements.32  ISO-NE and GDF SUEZ state that the one impediment to 

implementing sub-hourly real-time settlements in the ISO-NE market is the need for  

five-minute revenue quality metering; ISO-NE states that, according to stakeholders, it 

could take several years to implement and cost up to $20 million to install the necessary 

equipment, software, and data systems.33  PJM similarly states that moving to sub-hourly 

settlements will require it to make software and hardware changes to multiple 

applications and systems at a cost that is anecdotally comparable to a moderately 

complex market integration proposal.34  

23. Several commenters stress that, while sub-hourly settlements can bring benefits 

and efficiencies to the real-time market, transitioning to that settlement structure would 

                                              
31 CAISO Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 18-19 (Mar. 6, 2015). 
32 SPP Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 4 (Mar. 6, 2015). 

33 ISO-NE Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 23 (Mar. 6, 2015); GDF 
SUEZ Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 10 (Mar. 6, 2015).   

34 PJM Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 12 (Mar. 6, 2015). 
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require significant expenditures.  Some RTOs/ISOs assert that there will be significant 

costs to make the necessary upgrades to metering equipment, software, hardware, and 

data systems, and that some of these upgrades could take several years to implement.  As 

a result of these expenditures, some commenters note that action to align the settlement 

and dispatch interval may not occur absent a Commission directive.35  Other commenters 

observe that load-serving entities might incur significant costs associated with telemetry 

and related equipment upgrades; increases in RTO/ISO administrative charges; and 

additional costs to meter, transfer, and store the data and to process settlements in 

accordance with RTO/ISO timelines.36       

24. Due to the anticipated costs, several commenters request that the Commission 

require cost-benefit analyses before adoption of sub-hourly settlements, or that the 

Commission leave the decision to adopt sub-hourly settlements to RTO/ISO 

stakeholders.37  Some commenters assert that RTO/ISO stakeholders must vet the 

                                              
35 ISO-NE Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 23 (Mar. 6, 2015);  

PJM Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 12 (Mar. 6, 2015).  GDF SUEZ echoes 
ISO-NE’s statements about cost and timing to implement sub-hourly settlements in the 
ISO-NE market and requests that the Commission provide direction to overcome the lack 
of incentives facing meter readers to implement sub-hourly settlements.  GDF SUEZ 
Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 10 (Mar. 6, 2015). 

36 PJM Utilities Coalition Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 11  
(Mar. 6, 2015); TAPS Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 16-17 (Mar. 6, 2015). 

37 Direct Energy Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 8 (Mar. 6, 2015); OMS 
Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 4 (Mar. 2, 2015); PJM Utilities Coalition 
Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 11 (Mar. 6, 2015); TAPS Comments, Docket 
No. AD14-14-000, at 16 (Mar. 6, 2015). 
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implementation of sub-hourly settlements to ensure that appropriate market power 

mitigation measures are in place.38  Exelon states that, while sub-hourly settlements can 

improve market efficiency, the timing and prioritization of adopting sub-hourly 

settlements should be evaluated when RTOs/ISOs develop work plans to analyze the 

causes of uplift.39 

25. Commenters also provide the Commission with recommendations for 

implementation of sub-hourly settlement.  PJM Utilities Coalition recommends that any 

move to sub-hourly settlements include at least one year notice of intent to allow for 

system readiness.40  PJM Utilities Coalition suggests that RTOs/ISOs could first 

transition to fifteen-minute settlement intervals before moving to five-minute settlement 

intervals with stakeholders vetting the costs and benefits.41  ANGA recommends that, to 

the extent possible, five-minute settlement intervals be made consistent across different 

RTOs/ISOs.  According to ANGA, inconsistencies across RTO/ISO boundaries can 

increase market and interchange volatility and result in large price fluctuations that are 

                                              
38 APPA and NRECA Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 38 (Mar. 6, 2015); 

see also PJM Utilities Coalition Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 11 (Mar. 6, 
2015). 

39 Exelon Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 19 (Mar. 6, 2015). 
40 PJM Utilities Coalition Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 11 (Mar. 6, 

2015). 

41 Id. 
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not based upon market fundamentals and which could create an incentive for gaming 

between markets as market participants arbitrage distorted prices.42 

2. Need for Reform of Settlement Intervals 

26. The Commission preliminarily finds that the use of hourly integrated prices for 

real-time settlement may have the unintended effect of distorting price signals and, in 

certain instances, contributing to markets failing to respond appropriately to operating 

needs.  Specifically, hourly integrated prices for real-time settlement may (1) not 

accurately reflect the value a resource provides to the system; (2) discourage resources 

from following dispatch instructions; and (3) cause increased uplift payments.  Therefore, 

the Commission preliminarily finds that the use of hourly integrated prices for real-time 

settlement may result in rates that are unjust and unreasonable. 

27. First, because hourly prices are an integrated average of sub-hourly dispatch 

interval prices over an hour, the hourly price does not reflect system needs and costs 

within a dispatch interval; thus, resources are not necessarily paid a price that reflects the 

value of the service they provide to the system during the dispatch interval.  For example, 

a resource providing energy during high-priced dispatch intervals, that is then paid based 

on a lower hourly integrated price, is not compensated based on a price that reflects 

actual market conditions or the price at which it was economic to dispatch this resource.   

                                              
42 ANGA Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 4 (Mar. 6, 2015). 
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28. Real-time settlement using prices that are averaged over an hour cannot capture 

the varying value of the service resources provide over the hour, which decreases the 

efficiency of RTO/ISO operations because RTOs/ISOs require resources to move within 

the hour to address changing operating conditions.  Such settlement prices become the 

prices made transparent to the market and, when they are averaged to the point of not 

reflecting operating conditions and resultant supply and demand conditions, they may be 

unjust and unreasonable.  In Order No. 719, the Commission found that then-existing 

rules on shortage pricing “that do not allow for prices to rise sufficiently during an 

operating reserve shortage to allow supply to meet demand” may be unjust and 

unreasonable.43  Similarly, the Commission preliminarily finds here that market rules that 

settle real-time transactions at hourly integrated prices may be unjust and unreasonable 

because they result in settlement prices that do not reflect actual operating conditions or 

the value of energy resulting from supply and demand.  

29. Second, the use of hourly integrated prices for settling transactions can provide an 

unwarranted incentive for resources to disregard dispatch instructions.  For example, 

PSEG Companies and PJM Utilities Coalition explain that high prices in the beginning of 

an hour can cause internal resources to ramp up and external transactions to schedule into 

PJM to capture higher prices; when demand and prices fall in subsequent intervals, 

                                              
43 Order No. 719, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,281 at P 192. 
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however, hourly integrated prices create an incentive to continue producing or importing 

energy, regardless of dispatch instructions to reduce output.44   

30. As PSEG Companies illustrate by example, the use of hourly integrated prices for 

real-time settlement can create incentives that do not necessarily align with the system 

operator’s dispatch instructions.45  Consider a resource with $100/MWh cost, and an 

LMP that is $500/MWh for the first fifteen minutes of the hour (three intervals).  Even if 

the LMP dropped to $0/MWh for the remainder of the hour, the hourly integrated price 

($125/MWh) would still exceed the resource’s cost of production.  This settlement 

structure would provide an incentive to generate as much energy as possible, not only 

during the first fifteen minutes of very high prices, but during the entire hour, irrespective 

of the five-minute price thereafter.  Studies have shown that, due to the incentives created 

by hourly integrated settlements, resources can earn significant additional payments by 

not following dispatch signals.46 

                                              
44 PSEG Companies Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 20 (Mar. 6, 2015); 

PJM Utilities Coalition Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 10-11 (Mar. 6, 2015).  

45 PSEG Companies Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 20 & n.25 (Mar. 6, 
2015). 

46 An analysis of actual LMP data showed how hourly settlement price signals can 
allow a resource to earn nearly twice the profit compared to if the resource is paid based 
on five-minute LMP price signals.  See E. Ela et al., National Renewable Energy 
Laboratory and Argonne National Laboratory, Evolution of Wholesale Electricity Market 
Design with Increasing Levels of Renewable Generation, at 62-66 (Sept. 2014), available 
at http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy14osti/61765.pdf. 
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31. Failing to follow dispatch instructions can impair the ability of the system operator 

to manage dispatch costs.  Specifically, failing to follow dispatch instructions can result 

in power imbalances that the system operator must address by taking action, such as 

increasing use of regulating reserves or committing additional resources, which may 

result in increased uplift.  These actions result in additional costs that are ultimately 

passed on to consumers.  Because hourly integrated prices can impair the ability of the 

system operator to manage dispatch and the costs of dispatch, the Commission finds 

preliminarily that hourly integrated prices for real-time settlement can lead to unjust and 

unreasonable rates.47  

32. Third, as MISO notes, dispatching resources within the hour based on their offers, 

but then compensating those resources based on a lower hourly integrated price can result 

in uplift costs because additional uplift payments are then necessary to enhance 

incentives for resources to follow dispatch instructions.48  A study by Potomac 

                                              
47 In Order No. 764, the Commission similarly found that impairing the ability of 

the system operator to manage costs resulted in unjust and unreasonable rates; it 
determined a need for reform of scheduling practices and data reporting practices where 
“existing practices . . .impair[ed] the ability of public utility transmission providers and 
their customers to manage costs associated with [Variable Energy Resource] integration 
effectively.”  Integration of Variable Energy Resources, Order No. 764, FERC Stats. & 
Regs. ¶ 31,331, at PP 21-22, order on reh’g and clarification, Order No. 764-A, 141 
FERC ¶ 61,232 (2012), order on clarification and reh’g, Order No. 764-B, 144 FERC 
¶ 61,222 (2013).  It adopted reforms to those practices to “remedy undue discrimination 
and ensure just and reasonable rates through more efficient utilization of transmission and 
generation resources.”  Id. P 22.  

48 MISO Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 17-18 (Mar. 6, 2015).  
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Economics shows that changes to sub-hourly settlement intervals can reduce uplift 

payments.  Specifically, Potomac Economics estimates that, if MISO had implemented a 

real-time settlement interval that was equal to its dispatch interval (i.e., five minutes) in 

2014, it would have reduced uplift payments by approximately $6.6 million.49  

33. For these reasons, the Commission proposes to require that each RTO/ISO settle 

energy transactions in its real-time markets at the same time interval it dispatches energy 

and settle operating reserves transactions in its real-time markets at the same time interval 

it prices operating reserves.  The Commission also seeks comment on two additional 

aspects of the proposal, relating to intertie transactions and to operating reserves. 

3. Commission Proposal 

34. To remedy any potentially unjust and unreasonable rates caused by the use of 

hourly integrated prices for real-time settlement, the Commission proposes, pursuant to 

section 206 of the FPA,50 to require that each RTO/ISO settle energy transactions in its 

real-time markets at the same time interval it dispatches energy and settle operating 

                                              
49 Potomac Economics, 2014 State of the Market Report for the MISO Electricity 

Markets at 43-44 & Figure 19 (2015), available at 
https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Report/IMM/2014%20State%20of%20t
he%20Market%20Report.pdf.    

50 16 U.S.C. 824e. 
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reserves transactions in its real-time markets at the same time interval it prices operating 

reserves.51   

35. As explained further below, in the short term, the settlement interval reform 

proposed in this NOPR should improve incentives for resources to respond quickly to 

dispatch instructions, which should in turn lead to operators taking fewer out-of-market 

actions to ensure that supply meets demand.  In the long-term, these reforms should 

provide more accurate price signals, which should provide, together with other market 

price signals, the appropriate incentives to build or maintain resources that can respond to 

an energy or operating reserve deficiency.  In addition, where settlement and dispatch 

intervals are aligned, resources dispatched economically during high-priced periods 

would receive those high prices rather than an hourly average of the dispatch interval 

LMPs, thereby reducing the need to make uplift payments.  Apportioning a greater 

proportion of a resource’s revenue through payments for energy and operating reserves, 

rather than through uplift payments, would increase transparency to the market by 

reflecting the costs of resource dispatch in settlement prices that are factored into a 

market price.  In contrast, uplift payments bundle together a multitude of costs that are 

not factored into a market price.  This increased transparency, in turn, better informs 

decisions to build or maintain resources and enhances consumers’ ability to hedge.  

                                              
51 All RTOs/ISOs dispatch internal resources using five-minute intervals.  See 

supra Table 1.  Some RTOs/ISOs, however, such as CAISO, schedule external 
transactions, such as intertie transactions, on a different interval. 
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36. By improving resources’ response to dispatch instructions, the settlement interval 

reform proposed herein would result in a more efficient use of generation resources to the 

benefit of all consumers.  As described above, Wartsila explains that internal combustion 

engines have seen a three-fold increase in their capacity factor since SPP adopted  

sub-hourly real-time settlements, thus increasing compensation to those resources and 

lowering overall system costs.52 

37. As the Commission has concluded in the past, more efficient use of generation 

resources can ensure that jurisdictional services are provided at rates, terms, and 

conditions of service that are just and reasonable and not unduly discriminatory or 

preferential, in accord with the Commission’s statutory obligations.53 

38. While the Commission expects that the settlement interval reform proposed in this 

NOPR should provide significant benefits, the Commission understands that modifying 

settlement systems can be a complex and costly endeavor.54  Accordingly, the 

                                              
52 Wartsila Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 1-2 (Mar. 6, 2015). 
53 Order No. 764, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,331 at P 5 (reforms adopted “allow 

for the more efficient utilization of transmission and generation resources to the benefit 
of all customers.  This, in turn, fulfills our statutory obligation to ensure that 
Commission-jurisdictional services are provided at rates, terms, and conditions of service 
that are just and reasonable and not unduly discriminatory or preferential.”).  

54 See, e.g., ISO-NE Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 23 & nn.28-30 
(Mar. 6, 2015) (citing Meter Reader Working Group, Sub-hourly Time & Cost Estimate, 
at slide 9 (July 10, 2014), available at http://www.iso-ne.com/committees/markets/meter-
reader) (citing estimates from meter reader entities in New England that implementation 
of five-minute market settlements could cost more than $20 million and take more than 
seven years).   
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Commission proposes to allow twelve months from the date of the compliance filings for 

implementation of reforms to settlement systems to become effective.  Further, the 

Commission seeks comment on the potential cost and time necessary to implement the 

reforms proposed in this NOPR.  Specifically, the Commission seeks comment on 

required software changes, increased data storage and validation, and required changes to 

market participant metering or other equipment that would result from implementing the 

reforms proposed in this NOPR.  The Commission also seeks comment on whether the 

changes necessary to implement the settlement interval reform proposed in this NOPR 

would be necessary in whole or in part to implement other reforms planned by the 

RTOs/ISOs or sought by stakeholders.  The Commission further requests comments 

concerning whether such a long implementation period is necessary and how that 

implementation period may be shortened. 

39. The Commission also seeks comment on two aspects of the substance of the 

settlement interval proposal relating to external transactions and to operating reserves.  

First, the logic underlying our reforms to settlement of internal transactions appears to 

apply equally to intertie transactions.  While the Commission does not propose to extend 

the reforms to intertie transactions, the Commission seeks comment on whether 

settlement reforms are appropriate for intertie transactions that are scheduled on intervals 

different from the intervals on which RTOs/ISOs dispatch internal real-time energy.55  

                                              
55 The Commission clarifies that it is not proposing to modify the scheduling 

requirements adopted in Order No. 764.   
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The Commission also seeks comment on whether it is necessary to align the settlement 

interval for intertie transactions with external scheduling intervals, i.e., fifteen minutes.   

40. Second, the Commission recognizes that dispatch and pricing of energy and 

operating reserves are closely linked through co-optimization in the real-time market.  

This co-optimization ensures that resources are compensated for following RTO/ISO 

instructions and are indifferent to providing either energy or operating reserves during 

periods of high energy or operating reserves prices.  Despite the close linkage between 

energy and operating reserves, the Commission understands that some of the problems 

associated with the use of hourly integrated prices for settling energy transactions might 

not apply as fully to settling operating reserves transactions.  Further, the Commission 

recognizes the set of resources that are paid the real-time operating reserve price are 

potentially much smaller than the set of resources that are paid the real-time energy price.  

The Commission understands that certain RTOs/ISOs acquire operating reserves on a 

different interval than these RTOs/ISOs dispatch energy.  Accordingly, the Commission 

seeks comment on whether the Commission should require RTOs/ISOs to settle all real-

time operating reserves transactions at the same interval as real-time energy dispatch and 

settlement intervals or whether a settlement interval that differs from an RTO’s/ISO’s 

real-time energy dispatch interval would be appropriate for some operating reserves 

transactions. 
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B. Shortage Pricing Triggers 

1. Comments on Shortage Pricing Triggers 

41. Panelists at the October 28, 2014 Shortage Pricing/Mitigation Workshop and 

commenters in the price formation proceeding discussed shortage pricing triggers.    

Panelists and commenters were divided on whether all shortage events should trigger 

shortage pricing.56  Some favored such a trigger.  These panelists explained that 

triggering shortage pricing for any shortage would allow pricing to reflect fluctuations 

across the hour better and also to offer more granular and accurate compensation.57  In 

contrast, the panelist from PJM was more hesitant in sending a shortage price signal 

when a combined-cycle turbine with a thirty-minute startup time took five additional 

minutes to come online, explaining that a shortage price signal during such an event 

would diverge from an operator’s understanding that the system is not experiencing a 

shortage.58 

42. In its comments, EPSA argues that it is a high priority for all markets to establish 

shortage pricing based on operating reserves demand curves and co-optimized with the 

energy market.59  New York Transmission Owners argue that if the electric system is 

                                              
56 See, e.g., Scarcity and Shortage Pricing, Offer Mitigation and Offer Caps 

Workshop, Docket No. AD14-14-000, Tr. 38:19-51:8 (Oct. 28, 2014). 
57 Id. at 46:1-47:17, 50:13-19. 

58 Scarcity and Shortage Pricing, Offer Mitigation and Offer Caps Workshop, 
Docket No. AD14-14-000, Tr. 48:13-49:7 (Oct. 28, 2014). 

59 EPSA Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 36 (Mar. 6, 2015). 
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short of resources, even for only five or ten minutes, that shortage should trigger shortage 

pricing.60  Similarly, NYISO and Potomac Economics state that pricing each shortage, 

even a “transient shortage,” provides incentives to resources that have the capability to 

respond to brief-duration shortages.61   

43. Several commenters favor triggering shortage pricing without any minimum 

duration for the event.62  Arguments in favor of triggering shortage pricing for any 

shortage rely on the need to send price signals that provide an incentive for resources to 

offer their full flexibility and for market entry by reflecting actual system conditions in 

real time.63  EEI states that generators should be able to recover reasonable and 

supportable costs incurred in unexpected circumstances.64  PSEG Companies maintain 

that, while the ISO-NE and NYISO markets’ rules (which price all shortages, no matter 

the duration) enable them to provide accurate price signals, PJM’s market rules (which 

                                              
60 New York Transmission Owners Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 23 

(Mar. 6, 2015). 

61 NYISO Comments, Docket No. AD4-14-000, at 28-29 (Mar. 6, 2015); Potomac 
Economics Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 26 (Mar. 6, 2015). 

62 See, e.g., CAISO Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 40 (Mar. 6, 2015); 
Calpine Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 20 (Mar. 6, 2015); GDF SUEZ 
Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 19 (Mar. 6, 2015); NYISO Comments,  
Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 28 (Mar. 6, 2015); Potomac Economics Comments, Docket 
No. AD14-14-000, at 25 (Feb. 24, 2015). 

63 Calpine Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 20 (Mar. 6, 2015); NYISO 
Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 28-29 (Mar. 6, 2015); Potomac Economics 
Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 25-26 (Feb. 24, 2015). 

64 EEI Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 5 (Mar. 6, 2015). 
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restrict “transient shortage” events from triggering shortage pricing) can distort its market 

prices.65   

44. In contrast, Wisconsin Electric and PJM prefer that a shortage event last a 

minimum duration before triggering shortage pricing.  Wisconsin Electric argues that 

there should be a minimum duration for invoking shortage pricing, and that this duration 

should allow flexibility to account for the nature of transmission limits and reserve levels 

in the operating environment, with shorter minimum intervals to invoke shortage pricing 

applicable under extreme load and temperatures.66  PJM states that the minimum duration 

for shortage pricing should be at least as long as (and perhaps longer than) the settlement 

interval and that a minimum interval for triggering shortage pricing is required to 

stimulate investment.67 

45. Some commenters argue that a “transient” or relatively brief shortage is not a 

“real” shortage because either the shortage is merely a mathematical artifact of the 

modeling, or the shortage will soon be resolved before generators can respond to shortage 

prices, even though the system is technically short of resources.68   

                                              
65 PSEG Companies Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 31 (Mar. 6, 2015). 
66 Wisconsin Electric Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 16 (Mar. 6, 2015). 
67 PJM Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 22 (Mar. 6, 2015). 
68 MISO Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 37 (Mar. 6, 2015); OMS 

Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 6 (Mar. 2, 2015); PG&E Comments, Docket 
No. AD14-14-000, at 6 (Mar. 6, 2015); PJM Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 22 
(Mar. 6, 2015); SCE Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 7 (Mar. 6, 2015); TAPS 
Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 24 (Mar. 6, 2015). 
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2. Need for Reform of Shortage Pricing Triggers 

46. Shortage prices send a short-term price signal to provide an incentive for the 

performance of existing resources and help to maintain reliability.69  However, some 

RTOs/ISOs currently restrict the triggering of shortage pricing to shortages due only to 

certain causes, or they require a shortage to exist for a certain time, e.g., thirty minutes, 

before invoking shortage pricing.70 

47. As several commenters during the price formation proceeding noted, not invoking 

shortage pricing when there is a shortage (regardless of the duration or cause of that 

shortage) distorts price signals that are designed to elicit increased supply and to 

compensate resources for the value of the services they provide when the system needs 

energy or operating reserves.  Moreover, prices in each dispatch interval should reflect 

the value provided by dispatched resources.  In times of shortage, the value of services a 

resource provides increases because operating needs have increased.  When shortage 

pricing is not applied when a shortage exists, the resulting price fails to reflect adequately 

the value that a resource provides to the system.  This failure impairs efficient system 

dispatch and hinders appropriate incentives for resources to address an energy or 

                                              
69 See Shortage Pricing Paper at 4-5. 

70 See Scarcity and Shortage Pricing, Offer Mitigation and Offer Caps Workshop, 
Docket No. AD14-14-000, Tr. at 30:15-31:16 and 47:19-49:12 (describing PJM’s 
practice); SPP, OATT, Sixth Revised Volume No. 1, Attachment AE, §§ 5.1.2.1 (1.0.0), 
8.3.4.2 (0.0.0).  



Docket No. RM15-24-000 - 31 - 

operating reserves shortage.  Because of such effects, the Commission finds preliminarily 

that the resulting price is not just and reasonable. 

48. In making this preliminary finding, the Commission’s rationale here is similar to 

the rationale the Commission relied on in Order No. 719.  In that order, the Commission 

required shortage pricing in RTOs and ISOs.  The Commission reasoned that “rules that 

do not allow for prices to rise sufficiently during an operating reserve shortage to allow 

supply to meet demand are unjust, unreasonable, and may be unduly discriminatory.”71  

The Commission added:  “In particular, [such rules] may not produce prices that 

accurately reflect the value of energy . . . .”72  For similar reasons, the Commission now 

believes that not invoking shortage pricing during a shortage may result in unjust and 

unreasonable rates because prices do not accurately reflect the value of energy during a 

shortage.  Accordingly, the Commission preliminarily finds that restricting shortage 

pricing to shortages lasting longer than one dispatch interval, or not invoking shortage 

pricing during relatively brief shortages, even though a shortage exists, results in rates 

that may be unjust and unreasonable. 

49. Commenters that do not support triggering shortage pricing during “transient 

shortages” argue that such shortages can be either merely a mathematical artifact of the 

modeling, or a shortage that will soon be resolved before generators can respond to 

                                              
71 Order No. 719, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,281 at P 192. 

72 Id. 
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shortage prices, even though the system is technically short of resources.73  The 

Commission, however, believes there are steps an RTO/ISO can take to mitigate 

seemingly artificial shortages, such as using the RTO’s/ISO’s look-ahead capability to 

prevent or minimize the occurrence of shortages that are caused by modeling or other 

operating deficiencies.74  The Commission believes that reflecting the shortage in prices 

is still necessary even when a reserve shortage is so short-lived that resources may be 

unable to respond to the price signal, so that resources operating during the shortage are 

compensated for the value of the service that they provide.  The Commission 

acknowledges that an RTO/ISO may need to calibrate administrative shortage prices to 

better reflect the value of the service.75        

                                              
73 MISO Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 37 (Mar. 6, 2015); OMS 

Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 6 (Mar. 2, 2015); PG&E Comments, Docket 
No. AD14-14-000, at 6-7 (Mar. 6, 2015); PJM Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000,  
at 22-23 (Mar. 6, 2015); SCE Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 7-8 (Mar. 6, 
2015); TAPS Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 24 (Mar. 6, 2015). 

74 One panelist at the Scarcity and Shortage Pricing, Offer Mitigation and Offer 
Caps Workshop stated that a look-ahead process can position resources so that changing 
operating conditions do not lead to reserve shortages.  See Scarcity and Shortage Pricing, 
Offer Mitigation and Offer Caps Workshop, Docket No. AD14-14-000, Tr. 43:23-45:3 
(Oct. 28, 2014) (“One of the drivers of putting in our forward-looking dispatch tools, our 
dispatch tools are looking out 60 minutes in a time-link dispatch, so they see upcoming 
system events.”). 

75 See, e.g., Scarcity and Shortage Pricing, Offer Mitigation and Offer Caps 
Workshop, Docket No. AD14-14-000, Tr. 40:1-42:12 (Oct. 28, 2014) (“So now in MISO, 
most of those scarce, transient events are really very small shortages against their total 
requirement produces a much smaller pricing impact, but we still think it's important.  A 
shortage is a shortage.  We should try and make some estimation of what the marginal 
value of that shortage is and include that in pricing.”). 
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50. Based upon information gathered during the price formation proceeding and as 

discussed above, the Commission preliminarily determines that prices that result from a 

failure to trigger shortage pricing for any dispatch interval during which a shortage of 

energy or operating reserves occurs may be unjust and unreasonable. 

3. Commission Proposal 

51. In order to remedy the potentially unjust and unreasonable rates caused by 

restrictions on shortage pricing, the Commission proposes, pursuant to section 206 of the 

FPA,76 to require that RTOs/ISOs trigger shortage pricing for any dispatch interval 

during which a shortage of energy or operating reserves occurs.  The Commission seeks 

comments on this proposal. 

52. The shortage pricing reform in this NOPR should ensure that a resource is 

compensated based on a price that reflects the value of the service the resource provides.  

Implementing the shortage pricing reform proposed in this NOPR would ensure that 

resources have appropriate incentives to address energy or reserve shortages.  The 

Commission expects that if shortage pricing is triggered for all shortage events, then 

resources are expected to take actions to ensure that they are available to respond to high 

prices.  Resources taking actions to ensure their availability should, in turn, alleviate 

shortages and avoid shortage pricing during subsequent dispatch intervals.  

                                              
76 16 U.S.C. 824e. 
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53. The shortage pricing reform proposed in this NOPR addresses the trigger for 

invoking shortage pricing, not the shortage price.  While the Commission asked 

commenters to address the level of shortage pricing in the price formation proceeding,77 

the Commission is not at this time proposing to change the price paid by any RTO/ISO 

when it triggers shortage pricing. 

54. The Commission expects that implementation of the shortage pricing reform 

proposed in this NOPR would not be as complex as implementing the proposed 

settlement interval reform.  The Commission therefore proposes that the deadline for full 

implementation of the shortage pricing reform be effective within four months from the 

date of the compliance filing in response to a final rule in this proceeding.  The 

Commission seeks comment on whether that proposed compliance and implementation 

timeline would provide sufficient time for RTOs/ISOs to develop and implement changes 

to technological systems and business processes in response to a final rule adopting the 

proposed shortage pricing reform. 

III. Compliance 

55. The Commission proposes to require that each RTO/ISO submit a compliance 

filing within four months of the effective date of the final Rule in this proceeding to 

demonstrate that it meets the proposed requirements set forth in the final Rule.  While the 

Commission believes that four months is a reasonable deadline for RTOs/ISOs to submit 

                                              
77 Notice Inviting Post-Technical Workshop Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-

000, at 9 (Jan. 16, 2015). 
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compliance filings, the Commission understands that the proposed settlement interval 

reform could take more time to implement than the proposed shortage pricing reform due 

to the complexity of settlement systems.  As discussed above, the Commission proposes 

(1) to allow twelve months from the date of the compliance filings for implementation of 

reforms to settlement systems to become effective and (2) to allow four months from the 

date of the compliance filings for implementation of reforms to shortage pricing to 

become effective. 

56. The Commission seeks comment on the proposed deadline for RTOs/ISOs to 

submit the compliance filing four months following the effective date of the final rule in 

this proceeding.  Specifically, the Commission seeks comment on whether the proposed 

compliance timeline would allow sufficient time for RTOs/ISOs to develop and 

implement changes to technological systems and business processes in response to a final 

rule.   

57. To the extent that any RTO/ISO believes that it already complies with the 

settlement intervals and shortage pricing reforms proposed in this NOPR, the RTO/ISO 

would be required to demonstrate how it complies in the filing required four months after 

the effective date of the final rule in this proceeding.  The proposed implementation 

deadlines would apply only to RTOs/ISOs to the extent they do not already comply with 

the reforms proposed in this NOPR.  
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IV. Information Collection Statement 

58. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA)78 requires each federal agency to seek and 

obtain Office of Management and Budget (OMB) approval before undertaking a 

collection of information directed to ten or more persons or contained in a rule of general 

applicability.  OMB’s regulations,79 in turn, require approval of certain information 

collection requirements imposed by agency rules.  Upon approval of a collection(s) of 

information, OMB will assign an OMB control number and an expiration date.  

Respondents subject to the filing requirements of a rule will not be penalized for failing 

to respond to these collection(s) of information unless the collection(s) of information 

display a valid OMB control number.  

59. The reforms proposed in this NOPR would amend the Commission’s regulations 

to improve the operation of organized wholesale electric power markets operated by 

RTOs and ISOs.  The Commission proposes to require that each RTO/ISO (1) settle 

energy transactions in its real-time markets at the same time interval it dispatches energy 

and settle operating reserves transactions in its real-time markets at the same time interval 

it prices operating reserves and (2) trigger shortage pricing for any dispatch interval 

during which a shortage of energy or operating reserves occurs.  The reforms proposed in 

this NOPR would require one-time filings of tariffs with the Commission and potential 

                                              
78 44 U.S.C. 3501-3520. 

79 5 CFR 1320. 
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software and hardware upgrades to implement the reforms proposed in this NOPR.  The 

Commission anticipates the reforms proposed in this NOPR, once implemented, would 

not significantly change currently existing burdens on an ongoing basis.  With regard to 

those RTOs and ISOs that believe that they already comply with the reforms proposed in 

this NOPR, they could demonstrate their compliance in their compliance in the filing 

required four months after the effective date of the final rule in this proceeding.  The 

Commission will submit the proposed reporting requirements to OMB for its review and 

approval under section 3507(d) of the Paperwork Reduction Act.80   

60. While the Commission expects the adoption of the reforms proposed in this NOPR 

to provide significant benefits, the Commission understands that implementation and 

modifying settlement systems can be a complex and costly endeavor.  The Commission 

solicits comments on the accuracy of provided burden and cost estimates and any 

suggested methods for minimizing the respondents’ burdens, including the use of 

automated information techniques.  Specifically, the Commission seeks detailed 

comments on the potential cost and time necessary to implement aspects of the reforms 

proposed in this NOPR, including (1) hardware, software, and business processes 

changes; (2) increased data storage and validation; (3) changes to market participant 

metering or other equipment; and (4) processes for RTOs and ISOs to vet proposed 

changes amongst their stakeholders.  

                                              
80 44 U.S.C. 3507(d). 
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61. The Commission also seeks comment on whether changes in settlement systems 

would disrupt existing contractual relationships and, if so, what burdens this might 

impose and how the Commission should address any potential issues resulting from such 

disruption.   

Burden Estimate and Information Collection Costs:  The Commission believes that the 

burden estimates below are representative of the average burden on respondents, 

including necessary communications with stakeholders.  The estimated burden and cost81  

for the requirements contained in this NOPR follow.82 

                                              
81 The estimated hourly cost (salary plus benefits) provided in this section are 

based on the salary figures for May 2014 posted by the Bureau of Labor Statistics for the 
Utilities sector (available at http://www.bls.gov/oes/current/naics2_22.htm#13-0000) and 
scaled to reflect benefits using the relative importance of employer costs in employee 
compensation from March 2015 (available at 
http://www.bls.gov/news.release/ecec.nr0.htm).  The hourly estimates for salary plus 
benefits are: 

• Legal (code 23-0000), $129.87 
• Computer and mathematical (code 15-0000), $58.25 
• Information systems manager (code 11-3021), $94.55 
• IT security analyst (code 15-1122), $63.55 
• Auditing and accounting (code 13-2011), $51.11 
• Information and record clerk (code 43-4199), $37.50 
• Electrical Engineer  (code 17-2071), $66.45 
• Economist (code 19-3011),  $73.04 
• Computer and Information Systems Manager (code 11-3021), $94.55 
• Management (code 11-0000), $78.04 

The average hourly cost (salary plus benefits), weighting all of these skill sets evenly, is 
$74.69.  The Commission rounds it to $75 per hour.  

82 The RTOs and ISOs (CAISO, ISO-NE, MISO, NYISO, PJM, and SPP) are 
required to comply with the reforms proposed in this NOPR.  Three RTOs/ISOs (CAISO, 
NYISO, and SPP) currently align real-time energy settlement with their dispatch intervals 
 

(continued...) 
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Data Collection 
FERC 516 

(modifications in 
NOPR in  

RM15-24-000) 

Number of 
Respondents 

Annual 
Number of 
Responses 

per 
Respondent 

Total 
Number of 
Responses 

Average 
Burden 

Hours & 
Cost per 
Response 

Annual 
Burden 

Hours & 
Total 

Annual 
Cost 

  (1)  (2) (1)×(2)=(3)  (4) (3)×(4)=(5) 
Tariff filings one-
time in Year 1 
For RTOs/ISOs that 
currently align real-
time settlement with 
dispatch intervals 

3 RTOs or 
ISOs 1 3 

80 hrs; 
$6,000 

240 hrs; 
 $18,000 

Tariff filings one-
time in Year 1 
For RTOs/ISOs that 
do not currently align 
real-time settlement 
with dispatch 
intervals 

3 RTOs or 
ISOs 1 3 

160 hrs; 
$12,000 

480 hrs; 
 $36,000 

Related Burden 
Hours for 
Implementation of 
changes each year in 
Years 1 & 2 
For RTOs/ISOs that 
currently align real-
time settlement with 
dispatch intervals 

3 RTOs or 
ISOs 1 3 

550 hrs; 
$41,250 

1,650 hrs; 
$123,750 

                                                                                                                                                  
and thus likely would be burdened less by that aspect of the reforms proposed in this 
NOPR.  
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Data Collection 
FERC 516 

(modifications in 
NOPR in  

RM15-24-000) 

Number of 
Respondents 

Annual 
Number of 
Responses 

per 
Respondent 

Total 
Number of 
Responses 

Average 
Burden 

Hours & 
Cost per 
Response 

Annual 
Burden 

Hours & 
Total 

Annual 
Cost 

  (1)  (2) (1)×(2)=(3)  (4) (3)×(4)=(5) 
Related Burden 
Hours for 
Implementation of 
changes each year in 
Years 1 & 2 
For RTOs/ISOs that 
do not currently align 
real-time settlement 
with dispatch 
intervals 

3 RTOs or 
ISOs 1 3 

1,600 hrs; 
$120,000 

4,800 hrs; 
$360,000 

 
Cost to Comply:  The Commission has projected the total cost of compliance as 

follows:83 

• Year 1:  $18,000 + $36,000 + $123,750 + $360,000 = $537,750 

• Year 2: $123,750 + $360,000 = $483,750 

After Year 2, the reforms proposed in this NOPR, once implemented, would not 

significantly change existing burdens on an ongoing basis.   

                                              
83 The costs for year 1 would consist of filing proposed tariff changes to the 

Commission within four months of a Final Rule plus initial implementation.  The costs 
for year 2 would consist of any remaining implementation within the twelve months after 
the tariff filing is required. 



Docket No. RM15-24-000 - 41 - 

The Commission notes that these estimates do not include costs for software and 

hardware.  Based on comment from industry, current estimates of overall costs for 

software and hardware could be as high as $20,000,000, for market participants and 

RTOs/ISOs combined, for each RTO/ISO that does not yet comply with the settlement 

interval reform proposed in this NOPR.84  As stated above, the Commission requests 

comment on the estimated costs for any additional software and hardware needed to 

comply with the reforms proposed in this NOPR. 

Title:  FERC-516, Electric Rate Schedules and Tariff Filings. 

Action:  Proposed revisions to an information collection. 

OMB Control No. 1902-0096. 

Respondents for this Rulemaking:  RTOs and ISOs. 

Frequency of Information:  One-time during years one and two. 

Necessity of Information:  The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission proposes this 

rule to improve competitive wholesale electric markets in the RTO and ISO regions.   

Internal Review:  The Commission has reviewed the proposed changes and has 

determined that such changes are necessary.  These requirements conform to the 

Commission’s need for efficient information collection, communication, and 

                                              
84 ISO-NE Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 23 (Mar. 6, 2015); GDF 

SUEZ Comments, Docket No. AD14-14-000, at 10 (Mar. 6, 2015).   
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management within the energy industry.  The Commission has specific, objective support 

for the burden estimates associated with the information collection requirements. 

62. Interested persons may obtain information on the reporting requirements by 

contacting the following:  Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 888 First Street, NE, 

Washington, DC  20426 [Attention:  Ellen Brown, Office of the Executive Director],      

e-mail:  DataClearance@ferc.gov, Phone:  (202) 502-8663, fax:  (202) 273-0873.  

Comments concerning the collection of information and the associated burden 

estimate(s), may also be sent to the Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs,  

Office of Management and Budget, 725 17th Street, NW, Washington, DC  20503 

[Attention:  Desk Officer for the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, phone:   

(202) 395-0710, fax (202) 395-7285].  Due to security concerns, comments should be 

sent electronically to the following e-mail address:  oira_submission@omb.eop.gov.  

Comments submitted to OMB should include FERC-516 and OMB Control  

No. 1902-0096. 

V. Regulatory Flexibility Act Certification 

63. The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 (RFA)85 generally requires a description 

and analysis of rules that will have significant economic impact on a substantial number 

of small entities.  The RFA does not mandate any particular outcome in a rulemaking.  It 

                                              
85 5 U.S.C. 601-12. 

mailto:DataClearance@ferc.gov
mailto:oira_submission@omb.eop.gov
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only requires consideration of alternatives that are less burdensome to small entities and 

an agency explanation of why alternatives were rejected. 

64. This rule would apply to six RTOs and ISOs (all of which are transmission 

organizations).  The average estimated annual cost to each of the RTOs/ISOs is $89,625 

in year 1, and $80,625 in Year 2.  This one-time cost of filing and implementing these 

changes is significant.86  The RTOs and ISOs, however, are not small entities, as defined 

by the RFA.87  This is because the relevant threshold between small and large entities is 

500 employees and the Commission understands that each RTO and ISO has more than 

500 employees.  Furthermore, because of their pivotal roles in wholesale electric power 

markets in their regions, none of the RTOs/ISOs meet the last criterion of the two-part 

RFA definition a small entity:  “not dominant in its field of operation.”  As a result, the 

Commission certifies that the reforms proposed in this NOPR would not have a 

significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities.  The Commission 

does not expect other entities to incur compliance costs as a result of the reforms 

                                              
86 This estimate does not include costs for hardware and software, for which the 

Commission requests comment. 

87 The RFA definition of “small entity” refers to the definition provided in the 
Small Business Act, which defines a “small business concern” as a business that is 
independently owned and operated and that is not dominant in its field of operation.  The 
Small Business Administrations’ regulations at 13 CFR 121.201 define the threshold for 
a small Electric Bulk Power Transmission and Control entity (NAICS code 221121) to be 
500 employees.  See 5 U.S.C. 601(3), citing to Section 3 of the Small Business Act,  
15 U.S.C. 632. 
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proposed in this NOPR, but seeks detailed comments on whether other entities, such as 

load-serving entities, would incur costs as a result of the reforms proposed in this NOPR. 

VI. Environmental Analysis 

65. The Commission is required to prepare an Environmental Assessment or an 

Environmental Impact Statement for any action that may have a significant adverse effect 

on the human environment.88  The Commission concludes that neither an Environmental 

Assessment nor an Environmental Impact Statement is required for this NOPR under 

section 380.4(a)(15) of the Commission’s regulations, which provides a categorical 

exemption for approval of actions under sections 205 and 206 of the FPA relating to the 

filing of schedules containing all rates and charges for the transmission or sale of electric 

energy subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction, plus the classification, practices, 

contracts and regulations that affect rates, charges, classifications, and services.89 

VII. Comment Procedures 

66. The Commission invites interested persons to submit comments on the matters and 

issues proposed in this notice to be adopted, including any related matters or alternative 

proposals that commenters may wish to discuss.  Comments are due [60 days after 

publication in the FEDERAL REGISTER].  Comments must refer to Docket  

                                              
88 Regulations Implementing the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 

Order No. 486, 52 FR 47,897 (Dec. 17, 1987), FERC Stats. & Regs., Regulations 
Preambles 1986-1990 ¶ 30,783 (1987). 

89 18 CFR 380.4(a)(15).   
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Nos. RM15-24-000, and must include the commenter’s name, the organization they 

represent, if applicable, and their address. 

67. The Commission encourages comments to be filed electronically via the eFiling 

link on the Commission's web site at http://www.ferc.gov.  The Commission accepts 

most standard word processing formats.  Documents created electronically using word 

processing software should be filed in native applications or print-to-PDF format and not 

in a scanned format.  Commenters filing electronically do not need to make a paper 

filing. 

68. Commenters that are not able to file comments electronically must send an 

original of their comments to:  Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Secretary of the 

Commission, 888 First Street NE, Washington, DC 20426. 

69. All comments will be placed in the Commission’s public files and may be viewed, 

printed, or downloaded remotely as described in the Document Availability section 

below.  Commenters on this proposal are not required to serve copies of their comments 

on other commenters. 

VIII. Document Availability 

70. In addition to publishing the full text of this document in the Federal Register, the 

Commission provides all interested persons an opportunity to view and/or print the 

contents of this document via the Internet through the Commission’s Home Page 

(http://www.ferc.gov) and in the Commission’s Public Reference Room during normal 

business hours (8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Eastern time) at 888 First Street, NE, Room 2A, 

Washington, DC 20426. 

http://www.ferc.gov/
http://www.ferc.gov/
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71. From the Commission’s Home Page on the Internet, this information is available 

on eLibrary.  The full text of this document is available on eLibrary in PDF and 

Microsoft Word format for viewing, printing, and/or downloading.  To access this 

document in eLibrary, type the docket number of this document, excluding the last  

three digits, in the docket number field. 

72. User assistance is available for eLibrary and the Commission’s website during 

normal business hours from the Commission’s Online Support at (202) 502-6652 (toll 

free at 1-866-208-3676) or email at ferconlinesupport@ferc.gov, or the Public Reference 

Room at (202) 502-8371, TTY (202) 502-8659.  E-mail the Public Reference Room 

at public.referenceroom@ferc.gov. 

 
List of subjects in 18 CFR Part 35  
Electric power rates 
Electric utilities 
Non-discriminatory open access transmission tariffs 
 
By direction of the Commission. 

( S E A L ) 
 
 
 
 
 

Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr., 
Deputy Secretary. 

 
  

mailto:ferconlinesupport@ferc.gov
mailto:public.referenceroom@ferc.gov
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Regulatory Text 
 In consideration of the foregoing, the Commission proposes to amend Part 35, 

Chapter I, Title 18, Code of Federal Regulations, as follows: 

PART 35 – FILING OF RATE SCHEDULES AND TARIFFS 

1. The authority citation for part 35 continues to read as follows: 

 Authority: 16 U.S.C. 791a-825r, 2601-2645; 31 U.S.C. 9701; 42 U.S.C. 7101-

7352. 

2. Amend § 35.28 as follows: 

 (a) Paragraph (g)(1)(iv)(A) is revised. 

 (b) Add a new paragraph (g)(1)(vi). 

§ 35.28 Non-discriminatory open access transmission tariff. 

  *  *  *  *  * 

 (g) Tariffs and operations of Commission-approved independent system 

operators and regional transmission organizations. * * * 

  (1) Demand response and pricing.* * * * 

   (iv) Price Formation during periods of operating reserve 

shortage.  (A) Each Commission-approved independent system operator and regional 

transmission organization must modify its market rules to allow the market-clearing price 

during periods of operating reserve shortage to reach a level that rebalances supply and 

demand so as to maintain reliability while providing sufficient provisions for mitigating 

market power.  Each Commission-approved independent system operator and regional 
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transmission organization must trigger shortage pricing for any dispatch interval during 

which a shortage of energy or operating reserves occurs. * * * * 

  (vi) Settlement intervals.  Each Commission-approved independent 

system operator and regional transmission organization must settle energy transactions in 

its real-time markets at the same time interval it dispatches energy and must settle 

operating reserves transactions in its real-time markets at the same time interval it prices 

operating reserves.  
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Note: The following appendix will not be published in the Federal Register. 
 
 

APPENDIX A:  List of Short Names/Acronyms of Commenters 

 
Short Name/Acronym   Commenter 

 
APPA and NRECA American Public Power Association 

and National Rural Electric 
Cooperative Association 
 

ANGA America’s Natural Gas Alliance 

Brookfield Brookfield Renewable Energy 
Marketing LP 
 

CAISO California Independent System 
Operator Corporation 
 

Calpine Calpine Corporation 

Direct Energy Direct Energy Business Marketing, 
LLC, Direct Energy Business, LLC 
and affiliated companies 
 

EEI Edison Electric Institute 

EPSA Electric Power Supply Association 

Entergy Nuclear Power 
Marketing 

Entergy Nuclear Power Marketing, 
LLC 
 

Exelon Exelon Corporation 

GDF SUEZ GDF SUEZ North America, Inc. 

ISO-NE ISO New England, Inc. 

MISO Midcontinent Independent System 
Operator, Inc. 
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NYISO New York Independent System 
Operator, Inc. 
 

New York Transmission 
Owners 

New York Transmission Owners 
(Central Hudson Gas & Electric 
Corporation, Consolidated Edison 
Company of New York, Inc., Power 
Supply of Long Island, New York 
Power Authority, New York State 
Electric & Gas Corporation, Niagara 
Mohawk Power Corporation d/b/a 
National Grid, Orange and Rockland 
Utilities, Inc., and Rochester Gas and 
Electric Corporation) 
 

OMS Organization of MISO States 

PG&E Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

PJM PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. 

PJM Utilities Coalition PJM Utilities Coalition (American 
Electric Power Service Corporation, 
the Dayton Power and Light 
Company, FirstEnergy Service 
Company, Buckeye Power, Inc., and 
East Kentucky Power Cooperative) 
 

Potomac Economics Potomac Economics, Ltd. 

PSEG Companies PSEG Companies (Public Service 
Electric and Gas Company, PSEG 
Power LLC and PSEG Energy 
Resources & Trade LLC) 
 

SCE Southern California Edison Company 

SPP Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

TAPS Transmission Access Policy Study 
Group 
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Wartsila Wartsila North America, Inc. 

Wisconsin Electric Wisconsin Electric Power Company 

Xcel Xcel Energy Services Inc. 
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Background
• FERC opened proceeding in June 2014 to explore 

regional market price formation issues (Docket No. 
AD14‐14)

• Issues covered use of uplift payments, offer price 
mitigation, scarcity and shortage pricing and unpriced
operator actions

– Workshops held on each topic in Fall 2014

– Comments provided by many entities

• This Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NOPR) on 
settlements issues and shortage pricing are two of the 
topics from AD14‐14

4



Commission’s Basis for NOPR

• Commission is responsible for just and reasonable and 
not unduly discriminatory or preferential rates for 
electricity service under its jurisdiction

• Commission takes action to correct rates that have 
become or are shown to be unjust and unreasonable

• Commission takes action not only when rates do not 
reflect cost but also when underlying features, rate 
design, or market design fail to align

5



Topic for Comment (Settlement Intervals)

Commission proposes that each RTOs and ISO:

 settle energy in real‐time in the same time interval as it 
dispatches energy and 

 settle operating reserves in real‐time at the same time interval 
in which operating reserves are priced

NOPR notes that SPP, CAISO, and NYISO currently use a 
settlement interval that matches their dispatch interval

Failure to do this:

 may not compensate resources at prices that reflect the value 
of service provided to the system

 may create disincentives for resources to respond to dispatch 
signals
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Topic for Comment (Shortage Pricing)

Commission proposes to require RTOs/ISOs to trigger 
shortage (aka “scarcity”) pricing for any dispatch interval in 
which a shortage of energy or operating reserves occurs

Commission includes brief, “transient” shortages

Commission states this is important in order to:

 provide proper incentives for resources to respond in shortage 
conditions and 

 ensure that resources are properly compensated for actions in 
shortage conditions

Only the “trigger” for invoking shortage pricing, not the 
shortage price itself, is at issue in this NOPR

7



Next Steps

• SPP is reviewing the NOPR independently and with the 
ISO‐RTO Council to determine if it will file comments 
independently and/or with the ISO‐RTO Council

• Comment are due on November 30

8
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MWG RR January 2016 MOPC Schedule
MWG RR Submission Deadline for Non-Expedited

11/23/2015
MWG RR Posting Deadline for Non-Expedited

12/1/2015
MWG Meeting before MOPC for RRs

12/15/2015
ORWG Meeting before MOPC for RRs

12/3/2015
RTWG Meeting before MOPC for RRs

12/17/2015
MOPC Meeting Materials due date

12/31/2015



Mitigation 
Thresholds in 
Market System

Jodi Woods
October MWG



Background

• Per Section 3.7 of Attachment AE of the Tariff, impact 
test thresholds are to be set as follows:

– At market start

 LMP, MCP, and MWP impact threshold is $5 per MWH

– At the beginning of each 6 month period after market 
start

 LMP, MCP, and MWP impact threshold will be increased by 
$10 per MWH

– The periodic increases will continue until the LMP, MCP, 
and MWP impact threshold is $25 per MWH

2



Background

• The impact test threshold is used to determine if the 
mitigated market solution should be used

• SPP identified that for the time periods of 3/1/2014 to 
2/28/2015, some of the impact test thresholds were 
incorrectly set

– MWP  Impact Test Threshold was higher than should have been for 
12 months (3/1/2014 to 2/28/2015) potentially resulting in under‐
mitigation for those months

– LMP and MCP Impact Test Thresholds were lower than should have 
been for 6 months (9/1/2014 to 2/28/2015) potentially resulting in 
over‐mitigation for those months

3



Impact Test Threshold Settings

Beginning Date Impact Test 
Threshold

Should Be Equal To 
($/MWH)

Was Set At
($/MWH)

3/1/2014 LMP 5 5

MCP 5 5

MWP 5 25

9/1/2014 LMP 15 5

MCP 15 5

MWP 15 25

3/1/2015 LMP 25 25

MCP 25 25

MWP 25 25

4



Impacts to Market

• SPP evaluated the instances of over‐mitigation and the 
impact to those MPs that were incorrectly mitigated 
and did not recover at least their normal offer 

– Approximately $191K* over the 12 Month Period 

• SPP evaluated the instances of under‐mitigation and 
the impact to those MPs that should have been 
mitigated and only paid their mitigated offer

– Approximately $22* over the 12 Month Period 

*Estimate based on Operations analysis.  MMU is conducting independent analysis.
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Moving Forward – Option 1

• File a waiver with FERC to request permission for not 
complying with the Tariff for the 12 month period

– SPP would not reprice the DA and RTBM Markets for the 
12 month period

– SPP believes the impact to repricing the market for that 
time period far outweighs any impact to the 
settlements that may be associated with that reprice

 While the overall DA Market solution would not significantly 
change, there could be large negative impacts on a per MP 
basis associated with new deviations, etc.  

– MPs made decisions based on the original DA Market results
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Moving Forward – Option 2

• Complete Price Corrections per Protocol Section 7.2.2.2 and 
Tariff Section 8.4 for Price Corrections Identified After the 
End of the Notice Period 

• SPP shall request a Tariff waiver from FERC to perform the 
necessary price correction.

– First, SPP shall review with the appropriate SPP organizational group the need for the 
price correction and the schedule for fixing the market software and/or data input 
error causing the need for price correction;

– Second, SPP shall seek approval of the SPP Board of Directors for filing a price 
correction Tariff waiver request at FERC. Prior to seeking the Board’s approval, SPP 
shall submit its request proposal to the SPP Market Working Group and the SPP 
Markets and Operations Policy Committee for approval; and

– Third, after approval by the SPP Board of Directors, SPP shall file the price correction 
Tariff waiver request at FERC as soon as reasonably practicable
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SPP Board of Director’s 
Action Item for MOPC and 
MWG ‐ Re: MMU 
Recommendations from 
the 2014 Annual State of 
the Market Report 

October 20, 2015



Background 
• During the July 2015 SPP Board of Directors (BOD) meeting, the SPP 

MMU presented its Annual State of the Market (ASOM) report 

• The ASOM includes nine recommendations from the MMU for changes 
or enhancements to the Integrated Marketplace design  

• At the conclusion of the presentation, BOD Chairman Jim Eckelberger
asked the Chairs of the MOPC and MWG to review the ASOM and the 
MMU recommendations, look at the ideas that should be pursued if 
they are not already, and prepare responses/recommendations for 
presentation to the BOD in a future meeting  

• Today’s discussion begins that process of preparing a response or 
recommendation from the MWG/MOPC to the BOD on each of the 
MMU recommendations
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MMU Recommendation Completed Work in Progress  MWG ‐ 10/20‐21

1. Quick‐Start Logic RR99 ‐ Short‐Term RUC
RR116 – Quick‐Start 

Enhancements

X

2. Ramped Constrained Shortage 
Pricing

X

3. Manipulation of MWP 
Provisions

X

4. Day‐Ahead Must‐Offer X

5. TCR and ARR System 
Availability 

RR91 – Annual Allocation 
Percent Change

X

6. Transmission Outage 
Reporting and Modeling

RR96 – Transmission Outage 
Timing Requirements 

Modification

X

7. TCR Bidding at Electrically
Equivalent Settlement Locations

X

8. Remove Bilateral Settlement 
Schedules (BSSs) from Allocation
of Over‐Collected Losses (OCL)

FERC Doc. ER15‐763 
declined requests to 

remove  BSSs 

X

9. Mitigation Conduct
Thresholds 

SPP MMU will submit a 
Revision Request in 2015



1.  Quick Start Logic

MMU Summary

• The MMU supports the development of new rules governing the 
dispatch of quick‐start resources that (1) do not subject quick‐starts to 
RUC commitment; and (2) do not provide make whole payment 
eligibility for RTBM dispatch

Related Work in Progress

• RR99 – Short‐Term RUC (STRUC) with QSR Carve Out

 Runs a Reliability Commitment closer to real‐time and therefore can 
wait to commit units, including QSRs, closer to real‐time

 Approved by MOPC on 7/14/15; BOD approval not needed 

 Scheduled for implementation in QTR 2, 2016
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1.  Quick Start Logic (cont’d)

Related Work in Progress (cont’d)

• RR116 – Quick‐Start Real‐Time Commitment

 Approved by MOPC on 10/13/15; pending BOD approval and subsequent 
FERC filing

 QSRs will not be committed by RUC except for a reliability issue

 SPP will use STRUC logic to facilitate a “Real‐time commitment” at the 
point of dispatch; therefore make whole eligibility is still available due to 
commitment

 Implementation date TBD

Discussion

• The RRs do not directly address the MMU concerns because there is 
still a RUC commitment

• MWG: response, further action, next steps
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2.  Ramp‐Constrained Shortage Pricing

MMU Summary

• Ramp‐constrained operating reserve shortages should be priced in a 
manner similar to the operating reserve capacity shortages

Background

• Marketplace applies scarcity pricing demand curves to set price during 
capacity shortages – when there is not enough online generation to meet 
energy demand and operating reserve (OR) requirements

• A ramp‐constrained operating reserve shortage occurs when there is 
enough capacity online, but due to ramp constraints, the market is unable 
to meet both energy and OR requirements. 

• There is currently not a scarcity pricing mechanism in Marketplace to set 
price during ramp‐constrained shortages

• MMU recommends adding a scarcity pricing demand curve for ramp‐
constrained shortages
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2.  Ramp‐Constrained Shortage Pricing (cont’d)

Related Work in Progress

• There is currently no work in progress to address this recommendation

Discussion

• Considerations from the 9/17/15 FERC NOPR (RM15‐24‐000) on 
Shortage Pricing – presented earlier by Patti Kelly

• MWG: response, further action, next steps
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3.  Manipulation of Make Whole Payment 
Provisions
MMU Summary

• Potential for make whole payment manipulation for resources 
committed across the midnight hour, fixed regulation bids, Out‐of‐
Merit energy payments, and jointly‐owned units should be eliminated 
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Area of potential MWP 
Manipulation 

MMU Concerns/Recommendations

Resources committed 
across the midnight 
hour

Evaluate solutions adopted by other RTOs to reduce exposure to market 
manipulation in make whole payment provisions for resources committed 
across the midnight hours. 

Fixed Regulation Bids Disqualify resources with fixed Regulation bids from receiving the Regulation 
Deployment Adjustment Charge.

Out‐of‐Merit energy 
(OOME) payments

Utilize automatic mitigation provisions for local reliability commitments for 
local reliability OOME events.

Jointly‐Owned Units 
(JOUs)

Remove the ability to manipulate make whole payments under the JOU 
Combined Resource Option and improve market efficiency in the JOU 
design. 



3.  Manipulation of Make Whole Payment 
Provisions (cont’d)
Related Work in Progress

• Regarding the concern with manipulation of MWPs by JOUs using the 
Combined Resource Option:

– Several options for design changes to address this have been presented 
and discussed at MWG

– In the September MWG meeting, MWG asked staff to bring cost estimates 
for two of the options; those estimates will be presented in this current 
October MWG meeting

Discussion

• The ASOM report acknowledges and supports the work already 
underway by MWG on possible design changes related to JOU MWPs

• MWG thoughts on the other areas of concern by the MMU 

• MWG: response, further action, next steps
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4.  Day‐Ahead Must‐Offer Requirement
MMU Summary

• The MMU recommends that SPP eliminate the limited day‐ahead must‐
offer provision and revise the physical withholding rules to include a 
penalty for non‐compliance. In the event that the limited must‐offer 
provision is continued, SPP should address design weaknesses. 

Background

• Important to note that this recommendation refers to two different 
market design components: 1) Day‐Ahead Must Offer and 2) Physical 
Withholding

– MMU recommends eliminating the Day‐Ahead Must Offer provision, which 
means the Day‐Ahead market would be become voluntary

– MMU suggests that if the DA Market is voluntary, then an incentive to 
withhold generation may exist, and recommends enhancing the physical 
withholding rules to include a penalty provision in order to provide 
additional protection

• As directed by SPP Stakeholders, SPP Staff has performed extensive analysis 
and has reported results and proposed options on the limited Day‐Ahead 
Must Offer at various times throughout the past year

– The original Day‐Ahead Must Offer design remains in place for  now
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4.  Day‐Ahead Must‐Offer Requirement (cont’d)
Related Work in Progress

• RR125 – Removal of Day‐Ahead Limited Must Offer

– Submitted by AEP on 10/2/2015; up for discussion and eligible for approval 
at this October MWG meeting

– MMU submitted comments to RR125 on 10/15/2015

 Further explains the MMU’s physical withholding recommendation, 
and lists weakness of the current Day‐Ahead Must Offer that should be 
addressed if it is not eliminated

– GSEC submitted comments in opposition to RR125 on 10/12/2015

Discussion

• MWG thoughts on MMU’s proposed physical withholding change

• What if the Day‐Ahead Must Offer is not eliminated; different response?

• MWG: response, further action, next steps
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5.  TCR and ARR System Availability
MMU Summary

• TCR and ARR system availability should be reduced to minimize the 
over‐allocation of TCRs and ARRs that Day‐Ahead Market congestion 
revenues do not support

Related Work in Progress

• RR91‐Annual Allocation Percent Change

– Reduces Annual ARR Allocation system capacity from 100% for all 
months/seasons to 100% for June, 90% for July‐September, and 80% for 
the Fall, Winter and Spring seasons

– Approved by MOPC and BOD in July 2015; change will be implemented in 
the 2016 ARR/TCR Process

• SPP staff has researched other possible ways to minimize over‐
allocation of TCRs and ARRs and presented TCR Enhancement ideas to 
the MWG in September; MWG will be providing direction and 
prioritization towards a plan for implementing the enhancements

Discussion

• MWG: response, further action, next steps
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6.  Transmission Outage Reporting and Modeling
MMU Summary

• The MMU supports SPP’s current efforts to improve planned outage 
reporting and suggests adding flexibility to outage inclusion criteria for 
ARR and TCR modeling. 

Related Work in Progress

• RR96‐Transmission Outage Timing Requirements Modification

– Proposed updates to SPP Criteria to add additional time to planned 
outages in order for SPP to perform additional analysis required for 
reliability, and additional adjustments and clarification to document 
compliance with IRO‐017.

– Both MMU and MWG have communicated that the “additional time” for 
planned outages in RR96 is not enough to help with more accurate outage 
data in TCR modeling 

Discussion

• MWG: response, further action, next steps
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7.  TCR Bidding at Electrically Equivalent 
Settlement Locations

MMU Summary

• A systematic block of TCR bidding at electrically equivalent settlement locations 
should be implemented to prevent ongoing tariff violations. 

Background

• Per SPP Tariff and Protocols regarding TCR bid submittal, “Market Participants 
may not submit offers to buy TCRs between Settlement Locations that are 
collocated and electrically equivalent.”

– MPs who do this are in violation of the Tariff. SPP RTO is not in violation of 
the Tariff.

• Current RTO Approach – not systematic, but helps MPs comply: 

– Post a list of prohibited settlement location pairs

– Inform AOs when prohibited bids are submitted

– Manually remove prohibited bids from ARR Allocations and TCR Auctions
14



Discussion

• Does the act of submitting a prohibited pair constitute a Tariff violation? 

– From the MMU ASOM:

• MWG: Should there be a validation to prevent submitting/bidding of 
prohibited pairs, or is the current manual approach sufficient?

• MWG: response, further action, next steps

7.  TCR Bidding at Electrically Equivalent 
Settlement Locations (cont’d)
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8.  Allocation of Over‐Collected Losses
MMU Summary

• SPP should remove the Bilateral Settlement Schedule transactions from 
the over‐collected losses distribution calculation and consider over‐
collected losses distributions to exports relative to interface 
transaction profit margins to assess potential distortion of market 
incentives. 

Background

• FERC Order Docket No. ER15‐763 issued on March 31 2015

– Conditionally accepted Tariff revisions in RR212 which proposed changes to 
the SPP Marketplace Over‐Collected Losses (OCL) refund mechanism.

– MMU and Xcel Energy had filed comments arguing that Bilateral 
Settlement Schedules (BSSs) should be removed from the OCL distribution

– FERC in this docket disagreed with MMU and Xcel and stated that their 
concerns are “speculative and unsupported at this time”.

• Per MWG direction earlier this year, SPP Staff had begun work on a proposed 
design to remove BSSs from OCL distribution, but halted that work when this 
FERC Order was issued 

Discussion

• MWG: response, further action, next steps
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9.  Market Power Mitigation Conduct Thresholds

MMU Summary

• The MMU supports a modest increase in offer conduct thresholds for 
start‐up offers, regulation offers, and for energy offers for Frequently 
Constrained Areas. 

Background

• Current thresholds for FCAs are at 17%; MMU will propose an increase 
to 25%

Discussion

• MMU plans to submit a Revision Request for the FCA change by the 
end of this year

• A Revision Request with a proposed conduct threshold increase for 
start‐up and regulation offers will be submitted by MMU at a later 
date, pending analysis on what the new thresholds should be 

• MWG: response, further action, next steps
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Application of 
External Impacts 
in Market Studies
And
ARR/TCR Parallel 
Flow Forecast

Jodi Woods and 
Ty MitchelI



External Impacts in Real‐Time Balancing Market 
(RTBM)

• External Impacts in RTBM

– Determined using real‐time information or from the 
State Estimator

– Real‐time information is received every 4 seconds

– State Estimator runs every two minutes and uses the 
latest real‐time data

– RTBM runs every 5 minutes and uses the latest data 
form State Estimator
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External Impacts in Forward Looking Studies

• When constraints are activated in forward looking 
studies such as DA Market, DA RUC, and ID RUC 
external impacts are applied according to the type of 
constraint activation used

– Physical Flow

 This includes the MW flows from the external entities in the 
determination of the shadow price on the constraint.

– Market Flow

 This excludes the MW flows from the external entities in the 
determination of the shadow price on the constraint.
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Physical Flow Activation

• Most common constraint activation type

– Mainly used for constraints found within SPP’s footprint 
in which the majority of the flow across the constraint is 
SPP market flow

• Applies impacts of flows from external entities 
through the use of the External Injection Withdrawal 
(EIW) file

• Each daily EIW file used is determined by support staff 
using forecasted load and wind information that most 
accurately represents the Operating Day being studied
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EIW File Creation and Application

• The EIW file is composed of historical injections and 
withdrawals at external buses

– This file is an hourly average of RTBM state estimator 
data for the specified reference day

• The application of these impacts form the anticipated 
“loop flow” on the SPP activated constraints

• These injections and withdrawals at these external 
buses are applied during the study solution and these 
impacts are included in determining the final 
flow/congestion on a constraint
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Market Flow Activation
• Less common constraint activation type typically used for:

 Constraints found within SPP’s footprint, in which the flow 
across the constraint has a large external impact. 

 Non‐SPP constraints that must be monitored by SPP

– Some RCF constraints are a good example of this

• Purpose is to limit the SPP Market flow to a value that 
represents the forecasted market flow for the Operating 
Day being studied

– Constraint is activated with a limit set to the projected max 
flow for the SPP market across the constraint

– EIW impacts are ignored due to limit creation already taking 
into account external impacts
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ARR/TCR PARALLEL FLOW 
FORECAST
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ARR/TCR Parallel Flow Forecast (PFF)

• External impacts captured from real‐time historical 
flowgate (FG) data

• For a FG single value defined using previous year data:

– at the 50th percentile

– hours specific to monthly or seasonal products (On and 
Off peak)

• Value found per FG is essentially used as base flow on 
each FG, i.e. Flowgate Right

– Flowgate Right is then used as target value in External 
Parallel Flow (EPF) forecast process
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External Parallel Flow (EPF)

• PFF is per FG; the underlying transmission system also 
needs parallel flow impacts

• Injections/withdraws on interface settlement locations 
(SLs) are calculated to approximate underlying flows

• Modeled as External Fixed Option (OPT) PTP TCRs

– OPT vs OBL = no counter flow vs allows counter flow 

– Approximation in the EPF process can not always reach 
an exact solution of all target values simultaneously

 Creates Obligation (OBL) style flowgate right correction factors 
in order to achieve target value on the FG
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Sample of EPF Data 
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Name Source Sink Flowgate
Hedge 
Type Class MW

EPF_282 MISO* TVA OPT ON 1282

EPF_290 SPA TVA OPT ON 411

EPF_293 TVA SOCO* OPT ON 4649

EPF_347 5331 OBL ON 6.8

EPF_423 20442 OBL ON ‐5.5

EPF_348 1683 OBL ON 13.9

MISO *

• ALTW, AMRN, BBA, BCA, BRAZ, BUBA, 
CLEC, DENL, DERS, DPC, EES, GRE, LAFA, 
LEPA, MDU, MEC, MHEB, MISO, NSP, 
OMLP, ONT, OTP, PLUM, PUPP, SMEP

SOCO *

• AEC, FMPP, FPC, FPL, HST, JEA, NSB, SC, 
SEC, SEHA, SERU, SETH, SOCO, TAL, TEC



• Parallel‐Flow Forecast  (PFF)

• External Parallel Flow (EPF)

– Select Injection/Withdrawal

• Stresses Underlying 
Transmission

External Parallel Flow (EPF)
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EXT_SL_B

EXT_SL_A

EPF:
EXT_SL_A ‐> EXT_SL_B  @ 1000 MW
FG_1 @ 2 MW

12

FG_1
Inject: 1000 MW

Withdraw: 1000 MW

200 MWPFF:
FG_1 100MW

Original 100 MW FGR – 98 MW Loopflow = 2 MW

External Parallel Flow



Applying further Parallel Flow Adjustments

• Study is done to compare how historic data is trending 
to more recent, e.g. last month, Day‐Ahead and or 
RTBM data

– Adjustments made (above or below historic 50TH %)

 Hours for which a FG is bound;

 New Temp FGs that lack history;

 Previous months forecast error per FG and or; 

 SPP’s knowledge of changes in existing system conditions since 
last year (e.g. new elements, topological configurations, etc.…)
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Potential Enhancements for EPF

• EPF uses interface (INT) SLs as source and sinks

– DC ties are excluded

– As footprint expands amount of discrete 
injection/withdraw points reduced

 Western area is no longer an external interface

 All of MISO is one point; north to south flow is not as 
efficiently and effectively modeled

 To improve the EPF algorithm solution more granular gen/load 
based sets of injection/withdraw pairs are being evaluated for 
potential use
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The information, practices, processes and procedures 
outlined and contained in this publication are the 

intellectual property of Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
(“SPP”) and are protected by law.  SPP provides the 

information contained herein “as is” and makes no further 
representations or warranties of any kind, express or 

implied, with respect to the accuracy or adequacy of the 
information.  SPP shall have no liability to recipients of 
this information or third parties for the consequences 

arising from errors or discrepancies in this information, for 
recipients’ or third parties’ reliance upon such 

information, or for any claim, loss or damage of any kind 
or nature whatsoever arising out of or in the connection 
with (i) the deficiency or inadequacy of this information 
for any purpose, whether or not known or disclosed to 
SPP, (ii) any error or discrepancy in this information, (iii) 
the use of this information, or (iv) any loss of business or 

other consequential loss or damage whether or not 
resulting from any of the foregoing. 

   
This publication, or any part thereof, is for training 

purposes only and may not be reproduced or transmitted 
in any form or by any means without express written 

permission of SPP. 
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Integrated 
Marketplace: 
ARR Allocation In-Depth 

Integrated Marketplace 
Training Team 
training@spp.org  
501.614.3200 

Agenda  
 
• Introduction 

• ARR Overview 

• ARR Allocation Process 

• Strategy and Results 

• Results Validation 

• TCR Go-Live 

• Wrap-Up 

• Appendix 
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INTRODUCTION 
Section 1 
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Training Administration Details 

• Attendees should have registered for this training 
through the LMS. 

• To receive credit for attending this training: 

– You must have registered in the LMS. 

– If you are not registered, send your name via WebEx Chat 
to the facilitator. 

– If you do not have an LMS account, you will need to  
create one. 

• This training is not eligible for NERC CEH credits. 

• This training does not include a knowledge assessment. 
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• ACP – Auction Clearing Price 

• ARR – Auction Revenue Right 

• BC – Binding Constraint 

• CEH – Continuing Education Hours 

• DA – Day-Ahead 

• FPTP – Firm Point-to-Point 

• GB – Gigabytes 

• GFA – Grandfathered Agreement 

• I/W – Injection/Withdrawal 

• LMS – Learning Management System 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• MB – Megabyte 

• MP – Market Participant 

• MW – Megawatt 

• NERC – North American Electric 
Reliability Corporation 

• NITS – Network Integrated 
Transmission Service  

• O – Observed Flow 

• OASIS – Open Access Same-Time 
Information System 

• PTDF – Power Transfer Distribution 
Factor 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Common Acronyms  
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• RMS – Request Management System 

• SF – Shift Factor  

• SFT – Simultaneous Feasibility Test 

• SL – Settlement Location 

• SPP – Southwest Power Pool 

• TC – Transmission Customer 

• TCR – Transmission Congestion Rights 

• TLR – Transmission Loading Relief  

• ToU – Time of Use 

• TSR – Transmission Service Request 

• WLS – Weighted Least Squares 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Common Acronyms (cont’d.)  
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Training Objectives 

• Identify key fundamentals of Auction Revenue  
Rights (ARRs). 

• Identify how SPP’s Simultaneous Feasibility Test (SFT) 
allocates ARRs. 

• Identify how Market Participant (MP) strategy impacts 
ARR Allocation results. 

• Identify how SPP validates ARR Allocation results. 

• Identify key dates for Transmission Congestion  
Rights (TCR) Go-Live. 

 

 9 

ARR OVERVIEW 
Section 2 

10 
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What’s an ARR? 

An Auction Revenue Right (ARR): 

• Is a Financial Instrument. 

• Is an entitlement to a share of 
revenue generated in the TCR 
Auction. 

• Is how Transmission Customers 
(TCs) are paid from the TCR  
Auction. 

• Can be a credit/charge based on 
the Annual TCR Auction Clearing 
Price (ACP) of the ARR path. 

 11 

What’s an ARR? (cont’d.) 

An ARR includes: 

12 

Holder:  MP_LOAD 

Period:  JUNE 

ToU:   ON 

Quantity:  100 MW 

Source SL:  GEN1 

Sink SL: LOAD 
 

Active 
Period 

Time of 
Use 

MW 
Quantity 

Source 
and Sink 
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Who Receives ARRs? 

13 

SPP assigns 
Candidate ARRs 
to MPs based on 
confirmed Firm 

Transmission 
Rights. 

MPs then 
submit ARR 

Nominations. 

SPP  
allocates  

ARRs annually 
(three rounds) 
and monthly 
(one round). 

• Network Integrated Transmission Service (NITS) Agreement 
• Firm Point-to-Point (FPTP) Transmission Service Request (TSR) 
• Grandfathered Agreements (GFAs) 

When are ARRs Allocated? 

14 

Annual Allocation:  Period and Class 

June, July, August, September (On/Off Peak) 

Fall, Winter, Spring (On/Off Peak) 

Monthly Allocation:  Class 

Monthly (On/Off Peak) 
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What can MPs do with ARRs?  
 
Poll Question #1: 

Is there a Secondary Market for ARRs or any  
other way a MP can relinquish its ARRs? 

A. Yes 

B. No 

 

 

15 

Write Notes Here: 
_______________
_______________
_______________
_______________
_______________ 

What can MPs do with ARRs? (cont’d.) 

16 

Candidate ARRs: 

Option Impact/Implication 

1 Abstain and do nothing 
 

• Will not get an ARR 

• May miss out on potential 
benefits of holding an ARR 

2 Nominate in 0.1 MW 
increments for specific 
source to sink pairs that total 
up to ARR Nomination Caps 

• Awarded ARR based 
on SFT 

• Exposed to potential 
benefits/risks of holding 
ARR 



8/26/2013 

9 

What can MPs do with ARRs? (cont’d.) 

17 

Awarded ARRs: 

Option Impact/Implication 

1 Self-Convert 
 

• Co-optimized with other Bids 
• Price modeled as “infinite” 

o Gives Self-Converts first priority 
o Must never be marginal  
o Causes odd behavior if infeasible 

2 ARR  
Non-Action 

• Still settled at system capacity 
• No Reserve Price 
• Will never result in TCR for ARR holder 

3 Self-Bid • Results in TCR if “Reserve” not met 
• Credit implications 

ARR ALLOCATION PROCESS 
Section 3 

18 
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ARR Allocation Process Overview 

19 

 

 

Step 1: 
Transmission 

service 
verification 

Step 2: 
Candidate 

ARRs 
assigned 

Step 3: 
  Candidate 

ARRs 
nominated 

Step 4: 
SFT run  

and ARRs 
allocated 

Step 5: 
TCR Auction 

held 
 

ARR Nominations 

Reminders: 

• Annual process consists of three-rounds 

• Allows MPs time to adjust nomination strategies between rounds 

• Each round offers progressively fewer restrictions on nominations 

 

20 

Three Rounds – Details 

Round  % of NITS Cap 
Available 

% of FPTP 
Cap Available 

Source/Sink Restrictions 

1 50% Up to 50% Same Source/Sink as parent TSR 

2 100% 100% Same Source/Sink as parent TSR 

3 100% 100% Any Source/Sink 
Settlement Location (SL) 
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Candidate ARR Example 

Parameters: 

• 4-bus model 

• Two MPs 

• Candidate ARR Paths/MWs  
and Global Nomination Caps: 

 

21 

MP1 Cap 

AB 150MW 

AC 50MW 

Global 200MW 

MP2 Cap 

CD 150MW 

BA 50MW 

Global  200MW 

Limit: 50 MW 

Candidate ARR Example (cont’d.) 
 
Poll Question #2: 

Assuming FPTP Service, how many MWs  
can each MP nominate in Round 1? 

A. 50 MW 

B. 100 MW 

C. 150 MW 

 

 

22 

Write Notes Here: 
________________________
________________________
________________________
________________________
________________________
________________________ 
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Candidate ARR Example (cont’d.) 
 
Legend: 

 

 

23 

Abbreviation Description 

CAP Path Cap or Global Cap 

RD#/NO Round Nomination 

RD#/AW Round Award 

REMAIN Remaining Candidate 
ARRs after Round 

T/AW Total Awarded ARRs 

Example: Round 1 Nominations 

24 

AB; 100 MW 

CD; 100 MW 

Limit: 50 MW 

MP1 Cap RD1/NO 

AB 150MW 100MW 

AC 50MW 0MW 

Global 200MW N/A 

MP2 Cap RD1/NO 

CD 150MW 100MW 

BA 50MW 0MW 

Global  200MW N/A 
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Example: Round 1 SFT 

Shift Factor (SF) Means: 

• Observed flow (O) 

• Injection/Withdrawl (IW) 

• SF = O/IW * 100% 

In this example (Line CD): 

• SF-CDCD = 75/100 * 100% = 75% 

• SF-CDAB = 25/100 * 100% = 25% 

• SF-CDBD = 25/100 * 100% = 25% 

• SF-CDAC = -25/100 * 100% = -25% 

 

 
25 

Example: Round 1 SFT (cont’d.) 

• All ARRs treated with 
equal importance 

• “Bid” curve of 10 
along value axis 

• Is this a dollar?  

– Same place as 
$ in auction 

– Optimization 
textbooks call 
it a “Utile” 

 
26 

1 

0 

0 X 

U
ti

le
s 

MW 
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Example: Round 1 SFT (cont’d.) 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

1. AB had smaller SF; 
Curtailed less 

2. CD had larger SF; 
Curtailed more 
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1 

0 

0 100 

0.6 

0.2 

80 40 

MP2 

MP1 

MP1 Cap RD1/NO 

AB 150MW 100MW 

AC 50MW 0MW 

Global 200MW N/A 

MP2 Cap RD1/NO 

CD 150MW 100MW 

BA 50MW 0MW 

Global  200MW N/A 

Example: Round 1 SFT (cont’d.) 
 
Poll Question #3: 

Why was MP2 curtailed three 
times as much as MP1? 

A. MP2 wasn’t curtailed 
three times as much; 
it was awarded 
half as much. 

B. The SF is three  
times the size. 
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1 

0 

0 100 

0.6 

0.2 

80 40 

MP2 

MP1 

Curtailed 
60 MW 

Curtailed 
20 MW 
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Manual Solution of Weighted Least Squares (WLS) 

A. Find Shift Factors (SF) 

29 

75.0:25.0:

75,25,100,100
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Legend 

L  Limit 

Ri   Requested MW 

Fi  MW Flow on constraint 

Ci  MW Curtailed from request 

λi  Shift factor on constraint 

XS  Sum of all X 

S   Price of Constraint 

Qi  Quantity Awarded 

Manual Solution of WLS (cont’d.) 

B. Curtailment 

 

 

C. Price 

30 

Legend 

L  Limit 

Ri   Requested MW 

Fi  MW Flow on constraint 

Ci  MW Curtailed from request 

λi  Shift factor on constraint 

XS  Sum of all X 

S   Price of Constraint 

Qi  Quantity Awarded 

50 1)
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s
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2
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1
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1

1
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Manual Solution of WLS (cont’d.) 

D. Solve Simultaneous Equations 
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Legend 

L  Limit 

Ri   Requested MW 

Fi  MW Flow on constraint 

Ci  MW Curtailed from request 

λi  Shift factor on constraint 

XS  Sum of all X 

S   Price of Constraint 

Qi  Quantity Awarded  

 

20
75.025.0

25.050
 3)

 3)

 3)

2
2

 2)

 1)

221

2

2

2

1

1

1

2

111111

2

21

2

2

11

1

1

2

11

2



















C

C
C

CCCCC

CC

C
S

CC
C

S

SS

S

S



















60
2

16075.0

2
 2)

160
25.0

2022
 2)

2

2

1

1











S
C

C
S





Manual Solution of WLS (cont’d.) 

E. Find Awarded Amounts 
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Legend 

L  Limit 

Ri   Requested MW 

Fi  MW Flow on constraint 

Ci  MW Curtailed from request 

λi  Shift factor on constraint 

XS  Sum of all X 

S   Price of Constraint 

Qi  Quantity Awarded 

4060100

8020100
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Price Equation “2” 

• In the WLS method, we must find the min./max  
of a function. 

• To do this, we take the first derivative of the  
objective function and set this to 0.  

– e.g. the derivative of x2 = 2x  
(this is where the 2 comes from) 

• This is similar to the NERC Transmission Loading 
Relief (TLR) method (Power Transfer Distribution 
Factors (PTDF) Squared). 

 

 
33 

Example: Round 1 Results 

34 

MP1 Cap RD1/NO RD1/AW REMAIN 

AB 150MW 100MW 80MW 70MW 

AC 50MW 0MW 0MW 50MW 

Global 200MW N/A N/A 120MW 

MP2 Cap RD1/NO RD1/AW REMAIN 

CD 150MW 100MW 40MW 110MW 

BA 50MW 0MW 0MW 50MW 

Global  200MW N/A N/A 160MW 
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Example: Round 2 Nominations 

35 

A


C
; 

5
0

 M
W

 

CD; 75 MW 

Preflows 
MP1 REMAIN RD2/NO 

AB 70MW 0MW 

AC 50MW 50MW 

Global 120MW N/A 

MP2 REMAIN RD2/NO 

CD 110MW 75MW 

BA 50MW 0MW 

Global  160MW N/A 

Example: Round 2 SFT 

 

• A 50 MW nomination  
AC means 12.5 MW 
counterflow. 

• Nomination CD can  
get more: 

– O  /  SF  =  Available 

– 12.5/0.75 = 16.6 MW 

 

 
O = Observed Flow 

 
36 

A


C
;  

5
0

 M
W

 (aw
ard

ed
) 

CD; 16.6 MW 
(awarded) 

Preflows 
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Example: Round 2 SFT (cont’d.) 

• MP1 got 100%:  
What does this mean? 

– No one else wanted this 
capacity. 

– MP1 provided someone  
else's counterflow. 

• MP2 got 22%:  
What does this mean? 

– MP2 is seeing competition. 

– MP2 is competing with 
Round 1 Fixed ARRs.  

 37 

Example: Round 2 Results 

38 

MP1 Cap RD1/AW RD2/NO RD2/AW REMAIN 

AB 150MW 80MW 0MW 0MW 70MW 

AC 50MW 0MW 50MW 50MW 0MW 

Global 200MW N/A N/A N/A 70MW 

MP2 Cap RD1/AW RD2/NO RD2/AW REMAIN 

CD 150MW 40MW 75MW 16.6MW 93.4MW 

BA 50MW 0MW 0MW 0MW 50MW 

Global  200MW N/A N/A N/A 143.4MW 
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Example: Round 3 Nominations 

39 

CD; 75 MW 

Preflows 
MP1 REMAIN RD3/NO 

AB 70MW 0MW 

AC 0MW 0MW 

Global 70MW N/A 

MP2 REMAIN RD3/NO 

CD 93.4MW 75MW 

BA 50MW 0MW 

Global  143.4MW N/A 

No 
capacity: 

0MW 
awarded 

Example: Final Results  

40 

MP1 Cap RD1/AW RD2/AW RD3/NO RD3/AW REMAIN 

AB 150MW 80MW 0MW 0MW 0MW 70MW 

AC 50MW 0MW 50MW 0MW 0MW 0MW 

Global 200MW N/A N/A N/A N/A 70MW 

MP2 Cap RD1/AW RD2/AW RD3/NO RD3/AW REMAIN 

CD 150MW 40MW 16.6MW 75MW 0MW 93.4MW 

BA 50MW 0MW 0MW 0MW 0MW 50MW 

Global  200MW N/A N/A N/A N/A 143.4MW 
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Example: Final Results (cont’d.) 

• MP1 has 130 MW/200 MW cap. 

– This is 65% of peak load. 

– It still has flexibility in the Day-Ahead 
(DA) Market for 35% of peak load. 

– It is not over-hedged during  
off-peak. 

• MP2 has 56.6 MW/200 MW cap. 

– It received NOTHING in Round 3   
(No capacity available). 

– This is only 22% of peak load. 

– To hedge more, it must BUY a TCR. 

41 

MP1 Cap T/AW 

AB 150MW 80MW 

AC 50MW 50MW 

Global 200MW 130MW 

MP2 Cap T/AW 

CD 150MW 56.6MW 

BA 50MW 0MW 

Global  200MW 56.6MW 

Example: Are All ARRs Equal? 

42 

Nome, AK 

Miami Beach, FL 

Is 130 MW > 56.6 MW? 
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Example: TCR Auction Results – ARR Settlement 

43 

-$100 $100 

-$33 $33 

MP2 

ARR3: 40MW * (-$100 – $100) = -$8,000  

ARR4: 16.6MW * (-$100 – $100) = -$3,320 

Net Gain: $11,320 Net Settlement: -$11,320 

MP1 

ARR1: 80MW * (-$33 – $33) = -$5,280  

ARR2: 50MW * ($100 – $33) = $3,350 

Net Gain: $1,930 Net Settlement: -$1,930 

STRATEGY AND RESULTS 
Section 4 

44 
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100% Nomination 

• ARRs are based on TSRs. 

• What if all TSRs were 
nominated among all MPs? 

– Tested frequently during 
model builds 

– Often produces higher 
award percentage 

• Interpretation:  
Strategy is Important! 

45 

MP2 – Original Round 2 
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Original Round 2 

MP2 RD2/NO RD2/AW 

CD 75MW 16.6MW 

BA 0MW 0MW 

Global  N/A N/A 
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MP2 – What if…? 

…MP2 also nominated  
50 MW BA in Round 2? 
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MP2 RD2/NO RD2/AW 

CD 75MW 16.6MW 

BA 0MW 0MW 

Global  N/A N/A 

50MW ? 

? 

MP2 – What if…? (cont’d.) 

…MP2 also nominated 50 MW BA in Round 2? 

Basically, MP2 provided its own counterflow. As a result: 
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MP2 Cap RD1/AW RD2/AW RD3/AW T/AW 

CD 150MW 40MW 33.3MW 0MW 73.3MW 

BA 50MW 0MW 50MW 0MW 50MW 

Global  200MW N/A N/A N/A 123.3MW 

MP2 received all 
50 MW BA… 

…and instead receives 33.3 MW CD. 
(16.6 MW (original) + 16.7 MW (additional) = 33.3 MW 

In addition, MP2 has a 62% 
hedge vs. 21% hedge (negligible 
settled difference – next slide). 
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MP2 – What if…? (cont’d.) 

…MP2 also nominated 50 MW BA in Round 2? 

• Settle at: -$11,360 vs.. -$11,320 
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MP2 (Original Settlement) 

ARR3: 40MW * (-$100 – $100) = -$8,000  

ARR4: 16.6MW * (-$100 – $100) = -$3,320 

Net Gain: $11,320 

MP2 (What if... Settlement) 

ARR3: 40MW * (-$100 – $100) = -$8,000  

ARR4: 33.3MW  * (-$100 – $100) = -$6,660 

ARR5: 50MW  * ($33 - -$33) = $3,300 

Net Gain: $11,360 

 Net Settlement: -$11,320 

 Net Settlement: -$11,360 

 33.3MW 

 50MW 

0.3% or $40 
settled 

difference 

MP1 – Original Round 2 and 3 
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MP1 RD2/NO RD2/AW 

AB 0MW 0MW 

AC 50MW 50MW 

Global N/A N/A 

Original Round 2 

Original Round 3 

MP1 RD3/NO RD3/AW 

AB 0MW 0MW 

AC 0MW 0MW 

Global N/A N/A 
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MP1 RD2/NO RD2/AW 

AB 0MW 0MW 

AC 50MW 50MW 

Global N/A N/A 

MP1 RD3/NO RD3/AW 

AB 0MW 0MW 

AC 0MW 0MW 

Global N/A N/A 

MP1 – What if…? 

…MP1 instead nominated  
AB only in Rounds 2 and 3? 
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0MW 

70MW 

? 

? 

52.5 MW 

0 MW 
Awarded 

0MW 

70MW 

? 

? 

52.5 MW 

0 MW 
Awarded 

MP1 – What if…? (cont’d.) 

…MP1 instead nominated  
AB only in Rounds 2 and 3? 

52 

MP2 Cap RD1/AW RD2/AW RD3/AW T/AW 

CD 150MW 40MW 0MW 0MW 40MW 

BA 50MW 0MW 0MW 0MW 0MW 

Global  200MW N/A N/A N/A 40MW 

MP1 Cap RD1/AW RD2/AW RD3/AW T/AW 

AB 150MW 80MW 0MW 0MW 80MW 

AC 50MW 0MW 0MW 0MW 0MW 

Global  200MW N/A N/A N/A 80MW 

Neither MP gets 
anything more 
(system is full). 

Neither MP gets 
anything more 
(system is full). 

MP1 does better with 
40% hedge rather 

than 65% (next slide). 

MP2 gets less MWs 
(originally 16.6 MW in 

RD2): MP1 is not 
providing counterflow 

(next slide). 
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MP1 – What if…? (cont’d.) 

…MP1 instead nominated AB only in Rounds 2 and 3? 

• MP1 settles at: -$5,280 vs. -$1,930 

 

 

 

• MP2 settles at: -$8,000 vs. -$11,320 
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MP2 (Original Settlement) 

ARR3: 40MW * (-$100 – $100) = -$8,000  

ARR4: 16.6MW * (-$100 – $100) = -$3,320 

Net Gain: $11,320 

MP1 (Original Settlement) 

ARR1: 80MW * (-$33 – $33) = -$5,280  

ARR2: 50MW * ($100 – $33) = $3,350 

Net Gain: $1,930  Net Settlement: -$1,930 

MP1 (What if… Settlement) 

ARR1: 80MW * (-$33 – $33) = -$5,280  

ARR2: 0MW   * ($100 – $33) = $0 

Net Gain: $1,930  Net Settlement: -$5,280 

 Net Settlement: -$11,320 

MP2 (What if… Settlement) 

ARR3:  40MW * (-$100 – $100) = -$8,000  

ARR4: 0MW   * ($100 – $33) = $0 

Net Gain: $11,320  Net Settlement: -$8,000 

 0MW 

 0MW 

Section Summary 

54 

• MP strategy and nomination 
affects all other MPs. 

• Nominations can vary greatly 
based on strategy. 

• Why do MPs not get 100%? 

– This is because ARRs are 
worth something.  

Let’s  

Review 
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RESULTS VALIDATION 
Section 5 

55 

Offline Reports for Operators 

SPP uses reports to  
validate results: 

• Use offline HEDGE to create 

• Manual, on-demand process 

• Allows operators to see  
fine details 

• Shows EVERYONE’s 
nominations/bids and results 

 

56 
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Offline Reports for Operators (cont’d.) 

57 

P
reflo

w
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u
ested
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ed

 

Shift Factors MP and TCR Data 

Flowgate Data 

Offline Reports for MPs? 

• 15,000 TCRs with 30 Binding Constraints (BCs): 12.4MB 

• 200,000 TCRs with 300 BCs: 1.7GB 

 

 

 

 

• 3-year or 7-year record keeping for market 

• Possible to store with modern servers 

• What about 50MPs trying to download 23GB at once? 

58 

3 ARR 
Rounds 

1.7GB 
1 TCR 
Round 

92.5GB 

14 
Products 

11 ARR 18 TCR 
2 

Products 

188GB 
/Year 
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Offline Reports for MPs? (cont’d.) 

• MPs have been reluctant 
to publicly show ARR 
strategy. 

• Private download would 
not be as useful without  
other MPs’ data. 

• Private download could 
still be used with OASIS to 
determine other MPs’ 
strategy. 

59 

TCR GO-LIVE 
Section 6 

60 
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Key TCR Go-Live Dates 

61 

October 2013 

1 2 3 4 5 

6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

20 21 22 23 24 25 26 

27 28 29 30 31 

November 2013 

      1 2 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

17 18 19 20 21 22 23 

24 25 26 27 28 29 30 

December 2013 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

15 16 17 18 19 20 21 

22 23 24 25 26 27 28 

29 30 31         

10/18 – 10/31 
Interim 

Candidate ARR 
Verification 

11/1 – 11/22 
Interim 3-Round 
ARR Allocation 

12/3 – 12/13 
Interim 1-Round 

TCR Auction 

Key TCR Go-Live Dates (cont’d.) 

Monthly ARR Allocation and Monthly TCR Auction 

62 

March 2014 

1 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

16 17 18 19 20 21 22 

23 24 25 26 27 28 29 

30 21 

April 2014 

    1  2 3 4 5 

6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

20 21 22 23 24 25 26 

27 28 29 30 

February 2014 

1 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

16 17 18 19 20 21 22 

23 24 25 26 27 28 

March:  
2/3 – 2/14 

May:  
4/7 – 4/18 

April: 
3/17 – 3/28 



8/26/2013 

32 

Resources and Upcoming Training 

Resources 

• TCR Business Practices Manual (in development) 

• Acquiring TCRs (Self-Study) in LMS 

• TCR Basics (Self-Study) in LMS 

• TCR Settlements (Self-Study) in LMS 

 

Upcoming Training: 

• TCR Bid Activity (Updated) – 10/1 (1:30 p.m. – 4:00 p.m.) 
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WRAP UP 
Section 7 

64 

https://spp.csod.com/client/spp/default.aspx
https://spp.csod.com/client/spp/default.aspx
https://spp.csod.com/client/spp/default.aspx
https://spp.csod.com/client/spp/default.aspx
https://spp.csod.com/client/spp/default.aspx
https://spp.csod.com/client/spp/default.aspx
https://spp.csod.com/client/spp/default.aspx
https://spp.csod.com/client/spp/default.aspx
https://spp.csod.com/client/spp/default.aspx
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Concerns, Ideas, Questions 

Jason Robison 

Phone:  501.688.1711 

RMS:   https://spprms.issuetrak.com/ 

SPP Customer 
Relations:  CustomerRelations@spp.org 

65 

Final Questions 

66 

https://spprms.issuetrak.com/
mailto:CustomerRelations@spp.org
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APPENDIX 
Section 8 

68 
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Manual Solution of WLS 

A. Find Shift Factors (SF) 

 

 

 

B. Curtailment 

 

 

C. Price 

 

 

 

 

A. Solve Simultaneous Equations 
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D. Solve Simultaneous Equations 
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E. Find Awarded Amounts  
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Proposed Outages 
to Enhance TCR
October 20 & 21, 2015

MWG

Casey Cathey, P.E.

Manager, Ops Analysis & Support



Current outage types TCR models accept

• Preliminary Approved

• Approved

• Implemented
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SPP Criteria Appendix 12 4.

Status  Definition

Proposed The outage request has been saved in the outage scheduler system and 

remains under the full revision control until the outage is entered into a 

Submitted state by the requestor.  If the requestor does not move a proposed 

request to the submitted status within 30 days of the planned start date, the 

outage is automatically Withdrawn.  Proposed outage request status dates DO 

NOT qualify for outage queuing in conflict resolution.  Proposed outage 

requests are not provided to external systems such as NERC SDX/IDC or SPP’s 

EMS.

Submitted The outage request has been submitted into the outage scheduler system and 

is ready for review by SPP.  The outage requestor does not possess revision 

control of the outage in this status.  A revision request may be submitted to 

SPP regarding an outage in Submitted status.  Outage requests in this state are 

provided to external systems such as NERC SDX/IDC or SPP’s EMS.
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Outage Impact on TCR Process

• Differences:

– Annual vs. Monthly TCR processes

 Requires monthly limit expansion to relieve over 
sold constraints

– Monthly TCR process vs. DA process

 Causes TCR uplift to relieve over sold constraints

• TCR = Monthly Product DA = Hourly Product

– Must select one “best fit” case for entire month
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Monthly boundaries are important

• SPP encourages member to submit transmission 
outages in a ‘Proposed’ status as far out as reasonable.  

• Key for TCR market is to maintain the monthly
boundary

– Example 1:  If it is March and an outage is scheduled to 
start the third week of May, and the outage may slide 
up to a week in either direction, please submit the 
outage in ‘Proposed’ status.  

– Example 2:  If it is March and an outage is scheduled to 
start the last three days of May, last 6 days, with a two 
week range of error, more scrutiny is encouraged prior 
to submitting in ‘Proposed’ status.  
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Outage Overview
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SPP Recommendation

• MWG approve the use of ‘Proposed’ Status 
transmission outages in the TCR Market
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Congestion Hedging 
MWG 
2015‐16 Process
1st Quarter Update

October 28, 2015

Ty Mitchell

Congestion Hedging 



Agenda

• 2015‐2016 1st Quarter Review (June – August)

• Transitional Allocation Review

• Appendix

– Limit Expansion

2



Monthly Auction Constraint Marginal Cost Decreased
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Outages Decreased
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Allocation Awards are Lower
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Top Underfunded Constraint
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TCR Flowgate 
ID

Monitored 
Element Contingent Element

Approximate 
Dollars 

Underfunded

TEMP24_20438
Siloam Springs to 
Siloam City Flint Creek to Tonnece $1,200,000

ARCKAMARCNOR
Arcadia to Kamo
Memorial Northwest to Acadia $400,000

TEMP56_21085 Tuco to Lubbock East Tuco to Jones Substation $400,000

TMP137_21123
WODWRD ‐ ALTIMX 
115kV RITCHE ‐ STUTRK 230kV $300,000

OSGCANBUSDEA
Osage to Canyon 
East

Bushland Interchange to 
Deaf Smith County 
Interchange $200,000

MISO Flowgate



Location of Top Underfunded Constraints
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ARR Surplus has decreased
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DA Funding % increased
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1st Qtr TCR Funding – Daily Breakdown

2015 Q1 Net Uplift: $.5 M         2014 Q1 Net Uplift: $11.6M

Temp24: Siloam City to Siloam Springs 

ftlo Tonnece to Flint Creek 161kV



TRANSITIONAL ALLOCATION 
REVIEW
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Previous Events Upcoming Events

Transitional Process Review

12

2015 Annual

•Parallel flow applied as 
normal in process (this 
included IS flows)

2015 
Transitional

• IS Parallel flow was “released” 

• IS AO’s were able to nominate 
on their area of the system

•ARRs were awarded for Fall, 
Winter, Spring Periods

2015 Annual and 
Transitional Awards 
will Baseload into 

Monthlies

2015 Annual Will 
Baseload TCRs and 

ARRs

The Monthly Process 
will be run as usual

The Transitional Will 
Baseload ARRs



Transitional Review

• 6 AOs Participated in each period (Fal, Win, Spr)

• Outages varied by period

– Fall – 153

– Winter – 71

– Spring – 42
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Transitional ARR Awards
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APPENDIX
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Quarterly Limit Expansion Report

Market Protocols for SPP Integrated Marketplace

– Section 5.5.3 – Monthly TCR Auction Clearing and 
Simultaneous Feasibility

 2.a – […] SPP will increase the ratings of the applicable 
transmission lines to ensure feasibility prior to the Round 1 
auction.  SPP will report back to the MWG on a quarterly basis 
regarding the number of times that that transmission line 
ratings had to be adjusted to ensure feasibility;
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Expanded Limits 
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What

•Element rating increase

When

•Monthly Allocation

•Monthly Auction

Why

•Protocol 5.4.3 (Annual awards must remain feasible in new models for monthly processes)

•Topology Change (typically new outages)



Annual Limit Expansion
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Monthly Limit Expansion
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Monthly Limit Expansion
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*No Limit Expansion performed in June



Participation Increased
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Monthly TCR Bid Awards are Lower

22



JOU Combined 
Options Cost 
Estimates

Micha Bailey

501.688.2522

mcbailey@spp.org



Option 1A

• Aggregate Energy Offer and Restate Economic 
Minimum

– Each share of a Combine JOU will submit their Energy Offer 
Curve as normal

– All Energy Offer Curves will be aggregated into one Energy 
Offer Curve and commitment will be based upon new Energy 
Offer Curve

– The MWP for the shares of the Combined JOU plant will be 
calculated and settled separately

Low ‐ $118,440
Target ‐ $148,050
High ‐ $177,660
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Option 1B

• Same as Option 1A except the settlement of MWPs 
will be calculated and settled based on the entire 
physical plant as a whole

Low ‐ $260,581
Target ‐ $325,726
High ‐ $390,871
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Option 2

• Adjustment of Energy Offers at minimum

– When any share of a Combine JOU option is cleared or 
dispatched to their economic minimum, substitute the 
greater of 

 Share’s mitigated offer price point at minimum; or

 Owner/Operator’s Energy off Curve price point at minimum

– Substitution will be done for each share after the market 
closes so that the offers will flow through each systems to 
settlements

Low ‐ $97,546
Target ‐ $121,232
High ‐ $144,918
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Revision Request Recommendation Report 

RR #: 98 Date: 09/03/2015 

RR Title: Expanding the Use of SPP CROW 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Submitter Name: Neil Robertson Company: Southwest Power Pool 

Email: nrobertson@spp.org Phone: 501-614-3322 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF ACTION AND RECOMMENDATION 

ORWG unanimously approved the revision request.  ORWG recommends that secondary working groups approve this revision 
request. 

OBJECTIVE OF REVISION 

Objectives of Revision Request:   
This revision request will make modifications to SPP Criteria Appendix 7 and add additional language to SPP Criteria Appendix 
12.  These language additions and modifications will define how SPP’s CROW Outage Scheduler will be used to submit the status 
information of reactors, capacitors, breakers, switches, special protection systems, power system stabilizers, and automatic voltage 
regulators. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS REQUIRED:   Yes      No 

Estimated Cost: $      
Cost is a rough order of magnitude estimate, approx. +/-50% 

Estimated Duration:       months 
Duration is a rough order of magnitude estimate, approx. 
+/-50%

Priority Rank for System Change:       1 – Critical       2 – High       3 – Medium       4 – Low  

SPP DOCUMENTS IMPACTED 
  Market Protocols Protocol Section(s):       Protocol Version:       
  Criteria Criteria Section(s): Appendices 7 & 12 Criteria Date: July 29, 2014 
  Tariff  Tariff Section(s):       
  Business Practice Business Practice Number:       

WORKING GROUP REVIEWS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
List Primary and any Secondary/Impacted WG Recommendations as appropriate 

Primary Working Group:   

ORWG 

Date: 09/03/2015 

Action Taken: Approved 

Abstained: None 

Opposed: None 

Reason for Opposition: N/A 

 

Regional Compliance Working 
Group Recommendation  

(if applicable) 

Date:       

Recommended Action:       
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Secondary Working Group: 
MWG 

 

Date: 10/20/2015 

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

Secondary Working Group: 
TWG 

 

Date: 11/17/2015 

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

MOPC  

 

Date: 1/12/2016 

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

BOD/Member Committee  

 

Date: 1/26/2016 

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       
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COMMENTS 

Comment Author: Regional Compliance Working Group (RCWG) 

Date Comments Submitted: 6/1/2015 

Description of Comments: The RCWG is concerned that this proposed change as written could add unnecessary 
reporting requirements for SPP Members each time an automatic voltage regulator is removed from service, 
regardless of duration.  For example, there are instances where the automatic voltage regulator will trip to 
manual and will be reset to automatic within minutes.  This Criteria should reference the proposed VAR-002-
4 standard, which was approved by the NERC BOT and awaits FERC approval, however not restate the 
NERC enforceable requirements.  Any additional requirements included in this Criteria beyond the NERC 
enforceable requirements shall be explicitly stated.  VAR-002-4 R3 requires the Generator Operator to notify 
the Transmission Operator within 30 minutes of a status change to the automatic voltage regulator.  If the 
status has been restored within 30 minutes of such change, then the Generator Operator is not required to 
notify the Transmission Operator.  Therefore, the RCWG recommends RR98 and these comments be 
submitted to the SPP Operating Reliability Working Group (ORWG) for review to determine if automatic 
voltage regulator outages less than 30 minutes need reported to CROW.   
 
Additionally, the RCWG recommends the ORWG review the other equipment listed in the proposed 
Appendix 7 to ensure the necessity and scope of the reporting requirements. 
Status: The ORWG incorporated the majority of the concepts introduced by the RCWG’s comments in the version of the RR that 
was approved. 

Comment Author: Ron Gunderson NPPD 

Date Comments Submitted: 8/12/2015 

Description of Comments: Appendix 7 is used by SPP to meet the requirements of IRO-010-1a R1 that require the RC to have a 
data specification for data and information to needed by the Reliability Coordinator to support Real-Time Monitoring, Operational 
Planning Analyses, and Real-Time Assessments. Real-time data is addressed in other sections of Appendix 7. The section proposed 
to be modified is really for planned outage information.  Suggested revisions to the latest proposal are found below.  

An alternative would be to remove all planned outage information from Appendix 7 and include it in Appendix 12.  Placing all 
planned outage reporting information in one location in SPP Criteria would be the preferred option. 

Status: These comments were incorporated into the version of the revision request language approved by the ORWG.  
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PROPOSED REVISION(S) TO SPP DOCUMENTS 

SPP Criteria 

 
SPP Criteria Appendix 7 Modifications and Additions 
 

Planned Outage Information

 
Data Type 

 
Description/Requirements 

 
Required  Exchange Mechanism 

 
Applicability 

Required  Effective

Date 

Reactive Devices 

Notification of expected or known risks to or removal of service 

time and associated expected return to service timePlanned 

outages with an expected duration of greater than 30 minutes of all 

Static and Dynamic Reactive Devices such as Capacitors, Inductors, 

Reactors, D‐Var’s, SVC’s, ect.  Also required is an explanation of the 

work being done ot other reason for the outage.  As information is 

updated, the outage shall be updated as appropriate (ex. expected 

return to service time, reason for the outage, ect.) 

Written notification to 

“Outage 
Coordination@spp.org”CROW 

Outage Scheduler 

Transmission  Operator, 

Balancing Authority, 

and/or Generator 

Operator 

February 1, 2012April
1, 2016 

Generator 
Automatic Voltage 
Regulator and Power 
System Stabilizers 

Planned outages of Generator Automatic Voltage Regulation 

capability and Power System Stabilizers with an expected duration of 

greater than 30 minutes.  Also required is an explanation of the work 

being done or other reason for the outage.  As information is 

updated, the outage shall be updated in CROW as appropriate (ex. 

Expected return to service time, reason for outage, etc.).  For the 

purposes of Generator start‐up, shutdown, and testing mode 

pursuant to a Real‐time communication or procedure previously 

provided to a Transmission Operator this does not apply.   

CROW Outage Scheduler  Generator Operator  April 1, 2016 

Special Protection 
Systems 

Notification of expected removal of service time and associated 

return to service timePlanned outages with an expected duration of 

greater than 30 minutes of all Special Protection Systems.  Also, 

notification planned outages that result in of degradation to the 

Special Protection System shall be provided.  As information is 

updated, the outage shall be updated inCROW as appropriate (ex. 

expected return to service time, reason for the outage, ect.) 

Written notification to 
OutageCoordination@spp.orgCROW
Outage Scheduler 

Transmission  Operator, 

Balancing Authority  

and/or Generator 

Operator 

February 1, 2012April
1, 2016 

Switching Equipment 

Planned outages with an expected duration of greater than 30 

minutes of Switching Equipment (Breakers and Switches) other than 

those that are in series with another reported transmission outage 

(ex. Breaker and switches on a single bus/single breaker configuration 

that are out of service in conjunction with a reported transmission 

line outage).  Also required is an explanation of the work being done 

or other reason for the outage.  As information is updated, the 

outage shall be updated in CROW as appropriate (ex. Expected return 

to service time, reason for outage, etc.) 

CROW Outage Scheduler 

Transmission  Operator 

and/or Generator 

Operator 

April 1, 2016 

 
SPP Criteria Appendix 12 Modifications and Additions 
 
The following language would be added to the end of the current SPP Criteria Appendix 12 
 
 Using CROW to Submit Other Types of Information to SPP 
 

CROW can be used as a mechanism to submit information to SPP other than outage and or status 
information on lines, transformers, and generators.  All other types of information exchange 
made using CROW not previously described in this Appendix 12 will follow the guidelines 
below. 
 
For Reactor, Capacitor, Circuit Breaker, Disconnect, and Protection Scheme (Special Protection 
System) Equipment Types 
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- All CROW submissions for these equipment types will be made in accordance with 
Appendix 12 Sections 1d, 1e, and 1f 

- Appendix 12 Section 3 Outage Review / Approval Process will not apply to these 
equipment types 

- These equipment types will not progress through the various states described in 
Appendix 12 Section 4 Outage Status Changes 

For Generator Automatic Voltage Regulator (AVR) and Power System Stabilizers Equipment 
Types 
 

- All CROW submissions for this equipment type will be made in accordance with 
Appendix 12 Sections 2c, 2d, and 2e 

- Appendix 12 Section 3 Outage Review / Approval Process will not apply to these 
equipment types 

- These equipment types will not progress through the various statuses described in 
Appendix 12 Section 4 Outage Status Changes 
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Revision Request Comment Form 

RR #:104 Date: 8/28/2015 

RR Title: DVER Minimum Economic Operating Capacity Limit & Ramp Rate Requirement Change 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Name: Carrie Dixon Company:  Xcel Energy Services Inc. 

Email: carrie.e.dixon@xcelenergy.com Phone: 303.571.6597 

COMMENTS  

This comment form is making a revision to the previous submitted ramp rate changes for the DVERs. 

Objectives of Revision Request: 

 
The purpose of this revision is to allow wind resources to submit a minimum economic operating capacity limit and minimum normal 
capacity operating limit to a value other than zero.  The reason for this need is that wind farms with automatic operating capability 
(AGC) cannot be curtailed all the way to zero without going off of AGC.  These resources need a way to submit the value they can 
obtain without going off AGC for more accurate representation of their actual dispatch capabilities.  

In addition to changing the minimum economic operating capacity limit, Xcel felt the need to also change the ramping limitation set 
forth in the document.  XES believes that this limit is too restrictive. XES believes that the regulation issue can be fixed by MPs 
working with the resources or SPP to discuss how the signal is sent or received. In many intervals the market dispatch would not be 
adversely impacted by a more rapid ramp rate and therefore the limit should not be enforced during all intervals.  To work towards 
achieving a better ramp limitation for wind resources, the proposal below helps get to a less restrictive goal without removing the 
ramp limitation all together.  XES still feels that this limitation should not be imposed on all hours. 

All changes are highlighted in yellow. 

PROPOSED REVISION  
Provide proposed modifications (redlined) to the revision request for which you are providing comments. Use language from the 
revision request and redline with your additional edits. 

Market Protocols 

 
4.2.2.5.5 Dispatchable Variable Energy Resources 

The following rules apply to Resources registered as Dispatchable Variable Energy Resources 
(“DVER”): 

(1) The Minimum Emergency Capacity Operating Limit, Minimum Economic Operating Capacity 
Limit and Minimum Normal Capacity Operating Limit submitted as part of the Day-Ahead Market 
and/or RTBM Resource Offer must be submitted as zero MW.  Otherwise, the Resource Offer will 
be rejected; 

(2) For DVERs with an Emergency Maximum Capacity Operating Limit of less than 200MW, the 
maximum ramp rate between MW specified in the Ramp-Rate-Up Curve and Ramp-Rate Down 
Curve in the RTBM Resource Offer multiplied by 5 cannot exceed 5040MW.  For DVERs with 
an Emergency Maximum Capacity Operating Limit greater than or equal to 200MW, the 
maximum ramp rate between MW levels specified in the Ramp-Rate-Up Curve and Ramp-Rate-
Down Curve in the RTBM Resource Offer multiplied by 5 cannot exceed 20% of the DVER’s 
Emergency Maximum Capacity Operating Limit; 
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(3) For the RUC processes, the maximum operating limit shall be the lesser of the Emergency 
Maximum Capacity Operating Limit as specified in the DVER RTBM Offer and SPP’s output 
forecast for that DVER.    DVERs for which SPP is calculating an output forecast are not eligible 
to receive RUC make whole payments as described under Section Error! Reference source not 
found.4.5.9.8; 

(4) For the Real-Time Balancing Market, DVER Dispatch Instructions are calculated assuming the 
DVER is dispatchable regardless of its Control Status.  DVERs eligible to clear Regulation-Down 
must submit a Control Status of “Regulating” if capable of providing Regulation-Down.  SPP will 
provide a dispatch flag to the DVER indicating whether or not the DVER should “follow” or 
“ignore” its Setpoint Instruction.  Use of these dispatch flags in calculating Setpoint Instruction is 
described under Section 4.4.3.1.  These flags are set as part of the RTBM solution as follows: 

(a) The default value of the dispatch flag will be “ignore”.  When the dispatch flag is “ignore”, 
the DVER’s maximum operating limit is set equal to the DVER’s actual output at the time 
of the current RTBM run; 

(b) The dispatch flag will be set to “follow” if (i) the DVER is dispatched below its maximum 
operating limit or (ii) the DVER is cleared for Regulation-Down; 

(5) For the Real-Time Balancing Market for the current RTBM run, if the dispatch flag is “follow” as 
set by the previous RTBM run, then the DVER’s maximum operating limit in each subsequent 
Dispatch Interval is set equal to either: 

(a) The lesser of (i) SPP’s output forecast for that DVER or (ii) the DVER’s Emergency 
Maximum Capacity Operating Limit; or 

(b)   The Emergency Maximum Capacity Operating Limit as specified in the DVER Offer if 
the SPP output forecast is not available for that DVER; or 

(c) SPP’s output forecast for that DVER if the Emergency Maximum Capacity Operating 
Limit: 
(i) Was not submitted in the DVER Offer; or 

(ii) Was not updated in the Offer during the Operating Hour prior to the Operating Hour 
in which the Resource limit would apply but before the lead time described in 
Section Error! Reference source not found.4.2.2; or 

(iii) Exceeds the maximum physical rating of the DVER that was submitted at market 
registration. 

Such maximum operating limit continues to be set as described above until such time that the 
Resource’s Dispatch Instruction is equal to the maximum operating limit, after which, the 
DVER’s maximum operating limit is calculated as described under (4)(a) above. 

4.2.2.5.6 Non-Dispatchable Variable Energy Resources 

The following rules apply to Resources registered as Non-Dispatchable Variable Energy Resources 
(“NDVER”): 
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(1) The Minimum Emergency Capacity Operating Limit, Minimum Economic Operating Capacity 
Limit and Minimum Normal Capacity Operating Limit submitted as part of the Day-Ahead Market 
and/or RTBM Resource Offer must be submitted as zero MW.  Otherwise, the Resource Offer will 
be rejected; 

(2) For the RUC processes, the maximum operating limit shall be as submitted in the Resource Offer, 
except that, for wind powered NDVERs, the lesser of the Resource Offer or SPP’s wind output 
forecast for that Resource shall be used to set the maximum operating limit; 

(a) NDVERs for which SPP is calculating an output forecast are not eligible to receive RUC 
make whole payments as described under Section Error! Reference source not 
found.4.5.9.8. 

(3) For the Real-Time Balancing Market, the Resource’s Energy Offer Curve shall not apply and offer 
prices shall be assumed equal to zero for the purposes of calculating production costs relating to 
RUC make-whole payments and cost allocation thereof under Sections Error! Reference source 
not found.4.5.9.8 and Error! Reference source not found.4.5.9.10.  The Resource must operate 
within Setpoint Instructions. The Setpoint Instructions will be an echo of actual SCADA output as 
updated every ten seconds. For NDVERs, the Control Status Mode is not required. If it is not 
provided, it will be set to Manual 

SPP Tariff (OATT) 

Attachment AE 

4.1.2.4  Dispatchable Variable Energy Resource   

Each Market Participant may submit Resource Offers for Dispatchable Variable 

Energy Resources using the same Offer parameters available to any other Resource, except 

that:  

(1) The Minimum Emergency Capacity Operating Limit submitted as part of the Day-

Ahead Market and/or RTBM Resource Offer must be submitted as zero MW  The 

minimum operating limits specified in the Resource Offer must be equal to zero; 

(2) The maximum operating limits for use in the Day-Ahead RUC and the Intra-Day 

RUC shall be calculated by the Transmission Provider as equal to the lesser of the 

maximum operating limits submitted in the Resource Offer or the Transmission 

Provider’s output forecast for that Resource to the extent that such output forecast 

is available; 

a) Dispatchable Variable Energy Resources for which the Transmission 

Provider is calculating an output forecast are not eligible to receive RUC 
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make whole payments as described under Section 8.6.5 of this Attachment 

AE. 

(3) For the purposes of issuing Dispatch Instructions to Resources as described under 

Section 4.1.2.4(6) of this Attachment AE, Dispatchable Variable Energy Resources 

with a maximum capability of less than two-hundred (200) MWs, submitted ramp 

rates multiplied by five (5) cannot exceed forty fifty (540) MWs;  

(4) For the purposes of issuing Dispatch Instructions to Resources as described under 

Section 4.1.2.4(6) of this Attachment AE, Dispatchable Variable Energy Resources 

with a maximum capability of greater than or equal to two-hundred (200) MWs, 

submitted ramp rates multiplied by five (5) cannot exceed twenty percent (20%) of 

the maximum capability;  

(5) For the RTBM, during times when the Transmission Provider issues a Dispatch 

Instruction to a Dispatchable Variable Energy Resource to reduce output, the 

Resource’s Setpoint Instruction shall be equal to the sum of the Resource’s 

Dispatch Instruction and any Regulation-Down deployment, even if the Market 

Participant has indicated that the Resource is not dispatchable;  

(6) For the RTBM, during times when the Transmission Provider issues a Dispatch 

Instruction to a Dispatchable Variable Energy Resource to increase output in 

Dispatch Intervals immediately following a Dispatch Interval in which a Dispatch 

Instruction was issued to reduce output as described in Section 4.1.2.4(5) of this 

Attachment AE, the Transmission Provider shall calculate the Resource maximum 

operating limit to be equal to:  

(a) The lesser of the maximum operating limits submitted in the Resource Offer 

or the Transmission Provider’s Dispatchable Variable Energy Resource 

output forecast for that Resource to the extent the such forecast is available, 

except that, the Transmission Provider’s output forecast for the Resource 

shall be used for the maximum operating limits when: (i) maximum 

operating limits have not been submitted; (ii) the maximum operating limits 

submitted in the Resource Offer are more than thirty (30) minutes old; or 

(iii) the maximum operating limits submitted in the Resource Offer exceed 

the maximum physical rating of the Resource as stated during market 

registration; or 
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(b) The maximum operating limits submitted in the Resource Offer if the 

Transmission Provider’s Dispatchable Variable Energy Resource output 

forecast for that Resource is not available. 

 

 The Transmission Provider shall continue to calculate such maximum operating 

limits for each subsequent Dispatch Interval until the maximum operating limit is 

equal to the lesser of the Transmission Provider’s Dispatchable Variable Energy 

Resource output forecast for that Resource or the maximum operating limit 

submitted in the Resource Offer, after which, the Dispatchable Variable Energy 

Resource’s maximum operating limit shall be calculated as described in Section 

4.1.2.4(7) of this Attachment AE. 

(7) For the RTBM, during times other than those times described under Section 

4.1.2.4(6) of this Attachment AE, the Resource’s maximum operating limit for use 

in the current Dispatch Interval shall be equal to the Resource’s actual output at the 

start of the Dispatch Interval and the ramping restrictions described under Sections 

4.1.2.4(3) and (4) of this Attachment AE shall not apply. 

4.1.2.5  Non-Dispatchable Variable Energy Resource   

Each Market Participant may submit Resource Offers for Non-Dispatchable 

Variable Energy Resources using the same Offer parameters available to any other 

Resource, except that 

(1) The Minimum Emergency Capacity Operating Limit submitted as part of the Day-

Ahead Market and/or RTBM Resource Offer must be submitted as zero MW The 

minimum operating limits specified in the Resource Offer must be equal to zero; 

(2) For the RTBM, the Resource’s Energy Offer Curve shall not apply;  

(3) For the RTBM, the Resource’s Dispatch Instruction shall be equal to the Resource’s 

actual output at the start of the Dispatch Interval and the Resources must operate as 

non-dispatchable;  

(4) Resource Energy Offer Curve prices shall be assumed equal to zero (0) for the 

purposes of calculating production costs relating to RUC make whole payments 

and cost allocation thereof under Sections 8.6.5 and 8.6.7 of this Attachment AE;    

(5) For the RTBM, during times when it is necessary to issue a Manual Dispatch 

Instruction to a Non-Dispatchable Variable Energy Resource to resolve an 
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Emergency Condition or reliability issue, the Transmission Provider will direct the 

Resource to a specified MW output.  In addition, the Transmission Provider will 

issue the dispatch instruction to the Resource in accordance with Section 6.2.4 of 

this Attachment AE; and 

(6) The maximum operating limits for use in the Day-Ahead RUC and the Intra-Day 

RUC shall be calculated by the Transmission Provider as equal to the lesser of the 

maximum operating limits submitted in the Resource Offer or the Transmission 

Provider’s output forecast for that Resource to the extent that such output forecast 

is available, otherwise the maximum operating limits shall be equal to those 

submitted in the Resource Offer; 

(a) Non-Dispatchable Variable Energy Resources for which the Transmission 

Provider is calculating an output forecast are not eligible to receive RUC 

make whole payments as described under Section 8.6.5 of this Attachment 

AE. 

SPP Criteria 

 
N/A 
 

SPP Business Practices 
 
N/A 
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Revision Request Recommendation Report 

RR #: 111 Date: 10/22/2015 

RR Title: Local Reliability Make Whole Payment Distribution Amount 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Submitter Name: Temper Williams Company: Southwest Power Pool 

Email: trwilliams@spp.org Phone: (501) 688-1714 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF ACTION AND RECOMMENDATION 

      

OBJECTIVE OF REVISION 

Objectives of Revision Request:   
Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve.  

Due to Settlement Area level cost allocation, certain loads are paying for other utilities not building out their local infrastructure. 
Currently, the RUC Make Whole Payment Distribution Amount is allocated by load to a single Settlement Area. This revision will 
allocate the cost of manual commitments for voltage related Local Reliability Issues proportionally to the Asset Owner based on the 
impacted loads.  All non-voltage related Local Reliability Issue will continue to use the current logic. 

Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision. 

Included in the above description of the problem. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS REQUIRED:   Yes      No 

Estimated Cost: $      
Cost is a rough order of magnitude estimate, approx. +/-50% 

Estimated Duration:       months 
Duration is a rough order of magnitude estimate, approx. +/-50%

Priority Rank for System Change:       1 – Critical       2 – High       3 – Medium       4 – Low  

SPP DOCUMENTS IMPACTED 
  Market Protocols Protocol Section(s): 4.5.9.10 Protocol Version: 32a 
  Criteria Criteria Section(s):  Criteria Date:  
  Tariff (OATT) Tariff Section(s): Attachment AE; 8.5.10, 8.6.7 
  Business Practice Business Practice Number:  

WORKING GROUP REVIEWS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
List Primary and any Secondary/Impacted WG Recommendations as appropriate 

Primary Working Group:  
MWG 

 

Date: 10/20/2015 

Action Taken: Approved 

Abstained: AECC, LES, GSEC, OMPA 

Opposed: AEP, Xcel, CUS, OGE, Basin, KMEA 

Reason for Opposition:       
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Secondary Working Group: 
      

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

Secondary Working Group: 
      

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

Secondary Working Group: 
      

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

MOPC  

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

BOD/Member Committee  

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

COMMENTS 

Comment Author: Kim Van Brimer on behalf of the RCWG 

Date Comments Submitted: 8/27/2015 
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Description of Comments: The RCWG would like to comment that they do not see any compliance issues related with this RR. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Kim van Brimer, RCWG Staff Secretary 

Status: Noted 

Comment Author: Carrie Dixon (Xcel) 

Date Comments Submitted: 9/8/2015 

Description of Comments: Cost allocation for manual commitments for voltage related Local Reliability reasons should remain at 
the Settlement Area level or at a level of beneficiary calculated by SPP.  There are many instances under the new proposal where 
cost allocation at the Asset Owner level would be unjust as there may be multiple beneficiaries of the Local Reliability manual 
commitment that would not be allocated their appropriate share of costs.  For example, SPP may identify a local transmission issue 
on one Market Participant’s network transmission that necessitates a RUC commitment.  However, the issue may be caused by load 
requirements of multiple Market Participants.  There also might be a need to commit a unit that is uneconomical due to an extended 
forced outage of a resource that would have been more economical.  In these instances, it is difficult justify assigning cost other 
than at the Settlement Area level.  Therefore we oppose this proposal and recommend its disapproval.   

 

Status: Reviewed 

Comment Author: Temper Williams 

Date Comments Submitted: 10/2/2015 

Description of Comments: There are instances where mitigation plans to solve a regional reliability issue, i.e. thermal issues, may 
result in a voltage issue for the local area. When this happens, the make-whole payments for the resources needed to solve the local 
voltage issue should be distributed system-wide. 

Status: Reviewed and accepted by MWG 

PROPOSED REVISION(S) TO SPP DOCUMENTS 

Market Protocols 

 

4.5.9.10RUC Make-Whole-Payment Distribution Amount 

(1) An RTBM system-wide charge or credit1 will be calculated at each Settlement Location for each 
Asset Owner for each hour in order to fund the payments made under Section Error! Reference 
source not found. to Resources committed by SPP to resolve a regional reliability issue.  This 
system-wide amount will be determined by multiplying the system-wide Asset Owner deviations 
by a daily system-wide RTBM MWP rate.  Additionally, a local charge will be calculated for each 
Asset Owners within each Settlement Area in order to fund the payments made under Section 
Error! Reference source not found. and Error! Reference source not found. to Resources 

                                                 
1 Note that this charge type will almost always produce a charge.  The credit is included here for the rare occasion when a credit 
may be produced as a result of a data error and/or a resettlement. 

 

Commented [MPRR237.1]: MPRR237 Awaiting FERC 
approval 
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committed by SPP, or at the request of a local transmission operator, to solve a Local Reliability 
Issue or committed by a local transmission operator to address a Local Emergency Condition.  For 
each voltage related Local Reliability Issue or each voltage related Local Emergency Condition, 
the impacted buses will be determined daily by performing a contingency analysis at peak system 
load for low voltage related issues and at minimum system load for high voltage related issues. 
Impacted buses are buses which do not meet the voltage standards set forth in the SPP Criteria 
Section 3.0 in that analysis.  Impacted loads are the loads in the SPP Integrated Marketplace located 
at the identified impacted buses for an Operating Day for which the voltage related Local Reliability 
Issue or voltage related Local Emergency Condition exists. For each voltage related Local 
Reliability Issue or voltage related Local Emergency Condition, the associated hourly amount for 
each specific voltage related Local Reliability Issue or specific voltage related Local Emergency 
Condition will be determined by multiplying an Asset Owner’s impacted hourly load by a rate 
determined by dividing (i) the daily sum of all make-whole-payments made under Section Error! 
Reference source not found. and 4.5.8.12 to Resources committed to address a specific voltage 
related Local Reliability Issue or specific voltage related Local Emergency Condition by (ii) the 
daily sum of the RTBM actual impacted load for a specific voltage related Local Reliability Issue 
or specific voltage related Local Emergency Condition.  For all non-voltage related Local 
Reliability Issues or in the event that no impacted loads are identified for voltage related 
commitments, Tthe local hourly amount will be determined by multiplying an Asset Owner’s 
RTBM actual load in the Settlement Area by a rate determined by dividing (i) the daily sum of all 
make-whole-payments made under Section Error! Reference source not found. and Error! 
Reference source not found. to Resources committed to address a Local Reliability Issue or Local 
Emergency Condition in the impacted Settlement Area by (ii) the daily sum of all Asset Owners’ 
RTBM actual load in the impacted Settlement Area.  A manual process is employed for the 
calculations and the charges will appear in the Miscellaneous Amount charge type defined in 
Section Error! Reference source not found.. In the event that a voltage related Local Reliability 
Issue develops as a result of mitigation plans to resolve a regional reliability issue, the make-whole 
payments made under Section 4.5.9.8 and 4.5.8.12 to Resources committed to address the voltage 
related Local Reliability Issue will be distributed system-wide. 

The system-wide hourly amount is calculated as follows: 

… 
 

SPP Tariff (OATT) 
 
Attachment AE 

8.5.10 Day-Ahead Make Whole Payment Distribution Amount 

Commented [MPRR237.2]: MPRR237 Awaiting FERC 
approval  

Commented [MPRR237.3]: MPRR237 Awaiting FERC 
approval  

Commented [MPRR237.4]: MPRR237 Awaiting FERC 
approval  
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A Day-Ahead Market system-wide and local charge will be calculated at each Settlement 

Location for each Asset Owner for each hour in order to fund the payments made under Section 

8.5.9 of this Attachment AE.  The system-wide amount will be determined by multiplying an Asset 

Owner’s system-wide distribution volume by a daily system-wide Day-Ahead Market make whole 

payment rate as described in this Section 8.5.10.  The local amount for each Asset OwnerLocal 

Settlement Area impacted by a Local Reliability Issue will be determined as described in Section 

8.6.7(B) of this Attachment AE. 

          The Day-Ahead System-Wide Make Whole Payment Distribution Amount shall be calculated 

as follows: 

Day-Ahead System-Wide Make Whole Payment Distribution Amount = 

(Day-Ahead SPP System-Wide Make Whole Payment Distribution Rate) * (Day-Ahead 

System-Wide Make Whole Payment Distribution Quantity)) 

(1) The Day-Ahead SPP System-Wide Make Whole Payment Distribution Rate is the sum of 

all make whole payments for the Operating Day as calculated under Section 8.5.9, 

excluding make whole payments made to Resources committed to address a Local 

Reliability Issue or a Local Emergency Condition, divided by the sum of all Asset Owners’ 

Day-Ahead System-Wide Make Whole Payment Distribution Quantities for all Settlement 

Locations for the entire Operating Day. 

(2) An Asset Owner’s Day-Ahead System-Wide Make Whole Payment Distribution Quantity 

at a Settlement Location for an hour is equal to that Asset Owner’s cleared Energy 

withdrawals at that Settlement Location for that hour.  An Asset Owner’s Energy 

withdrawal at a Settlement Location is calculated as the sum of cleared Demand Bids, 

Export Interchange Transaction Bids and Virtual Energy Bids at that Settlement 

Location. 

 

8.6.7 Reliability Unit Commitment Make Whole Payment Distribution Amount 

An RTBM system-wide and local charge will be calculated at each Settlement Location 

for each Asset Owner for each hour in order to fund the payments made under Section 8.6.5 and 

payments made under Section 8.5.9 of this Attachment AE to Resourcescommitted to address a 

Local Reliability Issue.  The system-wide amount will be determined by multiplying an Asset 

Owner’s system-wide distribution volume by a daily system-wide RUC make whole payment rate 

as described in Section 8.6.7(A) of this Attachment AE.  The local amount for each Asset 
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OwnerLocal Settlement Area impacted by a Local Reliability Issue will be determined by 

multiplying an Asset Owner’s Local Settlement Area distribution volume by the Local Settlement 

Area Make Whole Payment Distribution Rate as described in Section 8.6.7(B) of this Attachment 

AE. 

A. The RUC System-Wide Make Whole Payment Distribution Amount shall be calculated as 

follows: 

 The RUC System-Wide Make Whole Payment Distribution Amount = 

[(RUC System-Wide Make Whole Payment Distribution Rate) *  

(RUC System-Wide Make Whole Payment Distribution Volume)] 

(1) The RUC System-Wide Make Whole Payment Distribution Rate is the sum of all 

make whole payments for the Operating Day as calculated under Section 8.6.5 

excluding make whole payments made to Resources committed to address a Local 

Reliability Issue by the Transmission Provider at the request of a local transmission 

operator or committed by a local transmission operator to address a Local 

Emergency Condition, divided by the sum of Asset Owners’ RUC System-Wide 

Make Whole Payment Distribution Volumes for all Settlement Locations for the 

entire Operating Day. 

(2) An Asset Owner’s RUC System-Wide Make Whole Payment Distribution Volume 

at a Settlement Location for an hour is equal to the sum of following values that are 

calculated for each Dispatch Interval within the hour: 

(a) The absolute value of the sum of actual Real-Time Settlement Location 

deviations from Day-Ahead Market cleared amounts for load, virtual offer 

transactions and interchange transactions except that, during any Dispatch 

Interval in which the Transmission Provider has declared an Emergency 

Condition due to a capacity shortage, Real-Time actual load deviations from 

Day-Ahead Market cleared amounts shall be limited to deviations 

associated with actual Real-Time load in excess of amounts cleared in the 

Day-Ahead Market;  

(b) For Resources cleared in the Day-Ahead Market, (a) the positive difference 

between the RTBM Resource applicable minimum limits and Day-Ahead 

Market Resource cleared Energy quantity; or (b) if the Resource has cleared 

regulation in the RTBM and has not cleared regulation in the Day-Ahead 

Market, the positive difference between (1) the RTBM Resource regulation 
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minimum limit and (2) the greater of the Day-Ahead Market Resource 

cleared Energy quantity or the Resource’s Day-Ahead Market regulation 

minimum limit, provided that: 

(i) The applicable RTBM Resource minimum limit is greater than the 

comparable Day-Ahead Market Resource minimum limit by more 

than the Resource’s Operating Tolerance; and 

(ii) The applicable RTBM Resource minimum limit is greater than the 

Day-Ahead Market cleared Energy amount; and 

(iii) The Resource received a Dispatch Instruction less than or equal to 

the RTBM applicable minimum limit for at least one Dispatch 

Interval in the hour. 

(c) For Resources cleared in the Day-Ahead Market, (a) the positive difference 

between the Resource Day-Ahead Market cleared Energy quantity and the 

RTBM Resource applicable maximum limit or (b) if the Resource has 

cleared regulation in the RTBM and has not cleared regulation in the Day-

Ahead Market, the positive difference between (1) the lesser of the 

Resource’s RTBM regulation maximum limit or the Resource’s Day-Ahead 

Market Resource cleared Energy quantity and (2) the Resource’s RTBM 

regulation maximum limit, provided that: 

(i) The applicable RTBM Resource maximum limit is less than the 

comparable Resource maximum limit submitted for use in the Day-

Ahead Market by more than the Resource’s Operating Tolerance; 

and 

(ii) The applicable RTBM Resource maximum limit is less than the 

Day-Ahead Market cleared Energy amount; and 

(iii) The Resource received a Dispatch Instruction greater than or equal 

to the RTBM applicable maximum limit for at least one Dispatch 

Interval in the hour. 

(d) For Resources cleared in the Day-Ahead Market, the Resource’s Day-

Ahead Market cleared amount if that Resource is off-line in the RTBM and 

if the Resource has not been de-committed by the Transmission Provider; 

(e) For Resources that cleared in the Day-Ahead Market that are not able to 

follow Dispatch Instructions, the absolute value of the difference between a 
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Resource’s actual output and the Resource’s economic operating point.  The 

Resource’s economic operating point is calculated as described under 

Section 8.6.5(4)(d); 

(f) For Resources that were not offered in the Day-Ahead Market and that self-

committed following the close of the Day-Ahead Market, and for Resources 

that were offered and not cleared in the Day-Ahead Market and that self-

committed following the close of the Day-Ahead RUC, the actual Resource 

output if the Resource received a Dispatch Instruction less than or equal to 

the RTBM applicable minimum limit for at least one Dispatch Interval in 

the hour;  

(g) A Resource’s economic operating point, as calculated as described under 

Section 8.6.5(4)(d), for Resources that were committed following the close 

of the Day-Ahead Market if that Resource is off-line in the RTBM and that 

Resource was not de-committed by the Transmission Provider; and 

(h) The absolute value of a Resource’s URD if that Resource operated outside 

of its Operating Tolerance and the Resource has not been exempted from 

URD as described under Section 6.4.1.1 of this Attachment AE. 

B. Local Settlement Area Reliability Make Whole Payment Distribution Amount shall be 

calculated as follows: 

Local Settlement Area Reliability  Make Whole Payment Distribution Amount = Sum of 

the voltage related Local Reliability Issues [(Local Reliability Issue Make Whole Payment 

Distribution Rate) * (Local Reliability Issue Make Whole Payment Distribution Volume)] 

+ Sum of the non-voltage Local Reliability Issues [(Local Settlement Area Make Whole 

Payment Distribution Rate) * (Local Settlement Area Make Whole Payment Distribution 

Volume)] 

[(Local Settlement Area Make Whole Payment Distribution Rate) * (Local Settlement Area Make Whole 

Payment Distribution Volume)] 

 (1)     The Local Reliability Issue Make Whole Payment Distribution Rate is the sum of 

all       

make whole payments for the Operating Day as calculated under Sections 8.6.5, 

8.6.6, and 8.5.9 of this Attachment AE for Resources committed by the 

Transmission Provider at the request of a local transmission operator or by a local 

transmission operator to address a voltage related Local Reliability Issue, divided 
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by the sum of Asset Owners’ Local Reliability Issue Make Whole Payment 

Distribution Volume within the impacted area for the entire Operating Day.    

(2) An Asset Owner’s Local Reliability Issue Make Whole Payment Distribution Volume for the 

impacted area for an hour is equal to that Asset Owner’s Reported Loads in the SPP Integrated 

Marketplace at all impacted buses. For each voltage related Local Reliability Issue or each voltage 

related Local Emergency Condition, the impacted buses will be determined by performing a 

contingency analysis at peak system load for low voltage related issues and at minimum system 

load for high voltage related issues. Impacted buses are buses whose transmission elements do not 

meet the standards set forth in the SPP Criteria Section 3.0 in that analysis. Impacted loads are the 

loads in the SPP Integrated Marketplace located at the identified impacted buses for an Operating 

Day for which the voltage related Local Reliability Issue or voltage related Local Emergency 

Condition exists. In the event that no impacted loads are identified for the specific voltage related 

commitment, the Local Make Whole Payment Distribution Amount will be calculated as a non-

voltage Local Reliability Issue. In the event that a voltage related Local Reliability Issue develops 

as a result of mitigation plans to resolve a regional reliability issue, the make whole payments for 

the Operating Day as calculated under Sections 8.6.5, 8.6.6, and 8.5.9 of this Attachment AE for 

Resources committed by the Transmission Provider at the request of a local transmission operator 

or by a local transmission operator to address a voltage related Local Reliability Issue will be 

distributed system-wide. 

 (31) The Local Settlement Area Make Whole Payment Distribution Rate is the sum of 

all make whole payments for the Operating Day for a Local Settlement Area as 

calculated under Sections 8.6.5, 8.6.6, and 8.5.9 of this Attachment AE for 

Resources committed by the Transmission Provider at the request of a local 

transmission operator or by a local transmission operator to address a non-voltage 

related Local Reliability Issue in the Local Settlement Area, divided by the sum of 

Asset Owners’ Local Settlement Area Make Whole Payment Distribution Volumes 

within the impacted Local Settlement Area for the entire Operating Day. 

(42)  An Asset Owner’s Local Settlement Area Make Whole Payment Distribution 

Volume for the impacted Local Settlement Area for an hour is equal to that Asset 

Owner’s Reported Load in that Local Settlement Area for that hour. 

 
 
 



 

Page 10 of 10 
 

SPP Criteria 

 
      
 

SPP Business Practices 
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Revision Request Form 
SPP STAFF TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION 

RR #: 114 Date: 8/27/2015 

Impact Analysis Required?  No    Yes 

RR Title: Add Energy Storage Rules to Marketplace 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Name: Carrie Simpson Company: Invenergy LLC 

Email: csimpson@invenergyllc.com Phone: 303-800-9340 

REVISION REQUEST DETAILS 
Requested Resolution Timing:   Normal    Expedited    Urgent Action    

Reason for Expedited/Urgent Resolution:  

Type of Revision (select all that apply): 

  Correction 
  Clarification 

  Design Enhancement 
  New Protocol, Business Practice, Criteria, Tariff 

  Regulatory Mandate 
(describe):  

SPP Documents Requiring Revision:  
Please select your primary intended document(s) as well as all others known that could be impacted by the requested revision (e.g. 
a change to a protocol that would necessitate a criteria or business practice revision).   

  Market Protocols Protocol Section(s):1; 4.1.2.1.7; 4.2.2.2.2; 
4.5.4.2; 6.1.1; 6.1.10 Protocol Version: 33b 

  Criteria Criteria Section(s):  Criteria Date:  
  Tariff (OATT) Tariff Section(s): Attachment AE 1.1 R,S; 2.2; 2.12 
  Business Practice Business Practice Number:  

Objectives of Revision Request:  Add energy storage capability to the Marketplace rules. 
Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve. 

Prior to the system build of Marketplace, SPP removed Stored Energy Resources (SER) and Regulation Only Resources (ROR) via 
MPRR 32 and proposed to include SER logic after the initial Marketplace implementation. This RR reinstates the SER and ROR 
language deleted in MPRR 32 and enables energy storage to register in the market as a unique generator type.  This RR is intended 
to lay a foundation for Marketplace storage design and only proposes to add back in what was removed in MPRR 32. New Tariff 
language has been included to support the Protocol changes because no Tariff language existed for SERs or RORs when MPRR 32 
was drafted.  

In order to optimize the use of storage technology in the Marketplace, future RRs will likely be necessary (including stakeholder 
analysis and discussion) to build on this initial language. By approving this RR, SPP systems can be updated to enable Market 
Participants to register energy storage for participation in the existing market design, while SPP stakeholders consider the potential 
for design enhancements to be added in the future.   

Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision. 

This RR enables Market Participants to register and offer another resource type in the SPP Marketplace.  Energy storage is capable 
of providing a variety of benefits, including fast regulating capability. Other ISO/RTOs are able to support the registration of 
storage and this RR will enable SPP and its stakeholders to have a mechanism to utilize this technology in the Marketplace.  

 

REVISIONS TO SPP DOCUMENTS 
In the appropriate sections below, please provide the language from the current document(s) for which you are requesting 
revision(s), with all edits redlined.  

Market Protocols 
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1. Glossary 

Regulation-Only Resource  

A Regulation-Up Qualified Resource, Regulation-Down Qualified Resource or a Regulation Qualified Resource 
that cannot be cleared or dispatched for Energy or cleared for Contingency Reserve.  

Stored Energy Resource 

A device which replenishes the supply of its energy source (water, compressed air, battery or flywheel) through 
withdrawal of Energy from the system. 

 

4.1.2      Forecasting 

4.1.2.1.7. Stored Energy Resource Load 

Stored Energy Resources replenish the supply of their energy source (water, compressed air, battery or 
flywheel) through withdrawal of Energy from the system.  During these times, these Resources will appear as 
load if only one Settlement Location is used for settlement of Energy.  Therefore, loads associated with Stored 
Energy Resources are required to register as a separate load Settlement Location and will also be required to 
submit a consumption forecast as a non-conforming load which will then be incorporated into the final mid-
term and short-term load forecasts of their Settlement Area.  SPP models will include a separate pseudo-load 
asset that will represent this load.  The load asset is switched on-line in the Network Model when consumption 
occurs. 

4.2.2 Offer Submittal 

4.2.2.2.2. Dispatch Status  

There is a Dispatch Status for each product (Energy, Regulation-Up Service, Regulation-Down Service, 
Spinning Reserve and Supplemental Reserve) as follows: 

(1) Energy 

(a) Market – The Resource is available for SPP economic dispatch if committed; 

(b) Not Qualified – The Resource is not qualified to be dispatched to provide Energy.  This status is 
valid for only a Stored Energy Resource, Regulation Only Resource, Demand Response Resource 
or External Dynamic Resource that is not available for Energy dispatch but is available to be 
cleared for Regulation-Up Service, Regulation-Down Service and/or Contingency Reserve.  Use of 
the Not Qualified Status is required for an External Dynamic Resource in the Eastern 
Interconnection. Resources with this submitted Energy Dispatch Status are not subject to the 
charges and credits calculated under Section Error! Reference source not found. or the deviation 
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calculations under Sections Error! Reference source not found.(1)(a.5) and Error! Reference 
source not found.(1)(a.7). 

 

4.5.4 Calculation of LMPs, LMP Competent and MCPs 

4.5.4.2. MCP Calculations 

(5) The MCP formulations allow for the substitution of higher quality reserve products for lower quality 
reserve products to meet the Operating Reserve requirements to the extent that there is excess higher 
quality Operating Reserve available and these excess amounts provide a more economical solution.  In 
the case of allowing Regulation-Up Service to substitute for Contingency Reserve, only the Regulation-
Up Offers will be used in the evaluation.  Allowing for this substitution in combination with the “price-
cascading” rules described in (1) above ensures that the clearing for Operating Reserve produces 
Regulation-Up Service MCPs that are greater than or equal to Spinning Reserve MCPs and Spinning 
Reserve MCPs that are greater than or equal to Supplemental Reserve MCPs; 

(a) Due to the physical characteristics of Regulation-Only Resources, the Regulation-Up cleared on 
Regulation-Only Resources is ineligible to substitute for Spinning Reserve and Supplemental 
Reserve. Therefore, Regulation-Only Resource Regulation-Up MCPs can be less than Spinning 
Reserve and/or Supplemental Reserve MCPs. 

 (ab) Regulation-Down is not eligible to substitute for Spinning Reserve and Supplemental Reserve. 
Therefore, Resource Regulation-Down MCPs can be less than Spinning Reserve and/or 
Supplemental Reserve MCPs. 

 

6.1   Registration of Resources  

6.1.1. Responsibilities of the Resource Asset Owner 

Each Asset Owner shall be responsible for conducting its operations in accordance with all applicable SPP 
market rules and guidelines.  Each Asset Owner shall supply operating characteristics of its Resource, 
including, but not limited to: location of physical Resource, Legal owner and Resource type as specified below.  
Registration shall also include identification of the Settlement Location and Settlement Area of the Resource.  
The Asset Owner may also indicate if a Resource is a Quick Start Resource for which the Asset Owner chooses 
not to receive start-up and/or shutdown orders out of a short-term Intra-Day RUC as described in Section 
Error! Reference source not found..  At the time of registration, SPP will populate the Resource Offer 
parameters defined in Section Error! Reference source not found.. These Resource Offer parameters must be 
updated by the Market Participant to reflect Resource specific parameters during the 7 days prior to the 
Resource’s effective date. The Market Participant representing the applicable Asset Owner is responsible for 
ensuring that real-time settlement meter data is submitted to SPP.  Valid Resource Types are: 

(1) Generating Unit (“Gen”); 

(2) Plant (“PLT”); 

Commented [RR99.1]: RR99. Awaiting Implementation 



Page 4 of 6 
 

(3) Dispatchable Demand Response (“DDR”) Resource; 

(4) Block Demand Response (“BDR”) Resource; 

(5) Combined Cycle (“CC”) Resource; 

(6) Jointly Owned Unit (“JOU”) Resource (represents Physical JOU Resource only as defined under Section 
Error! Reference source not found.(1).  Each individual JOU Share Resource, as described under 
Section Error! Reference source not found.(2), must register as PLT”)); 

(7) Dispatchable Variable Energy Resource (“DVER”);  

(8) Non-Dispatchable Variable Energy Resource (“NDVER”); and 

(9) External Dynamic Resource (“EDR”);  

(10) Regulation Only Resource (“ROR”) 

(9)(11) Stored Energy Resource (“SER”) 

For each Resource registered, the Asset must specify whether Settlement Meter Data will be submitted on an 
hourly basis or on a 5-minute basis. 

 

6.1.10 Stored Energy Resource 

In addition to the responsibilities described under Section 6.1.1, Asset Owners registering a Stored Energy 
Resource (SER) must register an associated load Settlement Location for use during times when the SER is in 
the recharge mode (i.e. is withdrawing Energy from the system). 

6.1.10 11 Resources External to the SPP BA 

 

 
 

SPP Tariff (OATT) 
 
1.1 Definitions R 

 

 
 Regulation-Only Resource  

A Regulation-Up Qualified Resource, Regulation-Down Qualified Resource or a Regulation Qualified Resource 
that cannot be cleared or dispatched for Energy or cleared for Contingency Reserve.  

 
1.1     Definitions S 

 

 Stored Energy Resource 

Formatted: Font: Bold

Formatted: Font: Bold
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A device which replenishes the supply of its energy source (water, compressed air, battery or flywheel) through 
withdrawal of Energy from the system. 
 

2.2  Application and Asset Registration 

As part of the application process, Market Participants must register all Resources and load, including 

applicable load associated with Grandfathered Agreements (“GFAs”), Non-Conforming Load, Stored Energy 

Resource Load and Demand Response Load with the Transmission Provider in accordance with the registration 

process specified in the Market Protocols.  As part of Resource registration, Market Participants must specify 

whether settlement meter data will be submitted on a gross basis or net basis, where gross meter data does not 

include reductions for auxiliary load and net meter data is gross meter data reduced by auxiliary load.  Both 

Non-Conforming Load, Stored Energy Resource Load and Demand Response Load may only be associated 

with a single Price Node except that Non-Conforming Load, Stored Energy Resource Load and Demand 

Response Load may be associated with an aggregated Price Node that contains multiple electrically equivalent 

Price Nodes.  Non-participating embedded load and/or generation must either: (i) register its load and/or 

generation in the Integrated Marketplace; or (ii) transfer its load and/or generation to an external Balancing 

Authority. 

 

 

2.12 Non-Conforming Load and Stored Energy Resource Load 

Market Participants must: 

(1) Provide hourly estimates of their registered Non-Conforming Load and Stored Energy Resource 

Load to the Transmission Provider no later than 1700 hours Day-Ahead for the remainder of the 

Operating Day and for the next six (6) Operating Days; 

(2) Update their submitted Non-Conforming Load and Stored Energy Resource Load estimates as 

described in the Market Protocols;  

(3) Provide the Transmission Provider with actual Non-Conforming Load and Stored Energy 

Resource Load data in Real-Time to the extent that telemetering is available.   
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SPP Criteria 
 
      
 

SPP Business Practices 
      



Grid-Scale Energy Storage: 
Proven and Cost-Effective for 
Meeting Ancillary Service Needs
Colleen Lueken
Director, Market Analytics 
AES Energy Storage

October 20, 2015
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Improving lives through safe, reliable and sustainable energy solutions.
The AES Corporation
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 18 countries
 10 million customers
 18,500 employees

 $39 billion assets
 36,000 MW in operation
 world’s largest battery fleet of 

advanced battery energy storage
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Northern Ireland 
Project #1 

Alamitos 
US-CA 

Tait, 
US-OH

Laurel 
Mountain 
US-WV

Northern Ireland 
Project #2AdvancionTM

Applications 
Center 
US-PA
Warrior Run 
US-MD

Angamos
Chile

Cochrane
Chile

Operations: 86 MW

Construction: 50 MW

Late Stage Development: 210 MW

IPL
US-IN 

Largest fleet of battery-based energy storage, 8 yrs commercial operating experience

AES and Energy Storage

Los Andes
Chile

Netherlands 
Project 
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Electricity is fundamental to improving lives.

We have an opportunity here.
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Why energy storage? Why now?

 Electricity is critical, yet our system is challenged.
 Aging infrastructure
 Extreme weather
 Bad actors
 Need to be better stewards of existing resources

 Need for flexible, reliable resources.

Photo by Fcb981 and used under Creative Commons license.
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Commons:GNU_Free_Documentation_License



6Contains Forward Looking Statements

How do we maintain
and expand electricity benefits

amidst these challenges?

 meet capacity & flexibility needs

 improve utilization of existing assets
 reduce system-wide emissions
 support integration of renewable energy, AND

 increase reliability and resiliency of the grid?

We are doing this today with energy storage.
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126 MWr of AES assets in operation or construction
Energy Storage in PJM

 Provides frequency regulation – balancing supply and demand

 $20 million in savings annually

 Estimated 62,000 ton reduction in CO2 annually
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SCE adds 100 MWi of storage
Energy Storage at Southern California Edison

 World’s largest battery
 AES awarded 20 year PPA

 Substitutes for gas-fired peaking generation
 Selected by SCE in competitive solicitation
 100 MW peak power for 4 hours
 200 MW flexible resource
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Indianapolis Power and Light adding energy storage
Energy Storage at Indianapolis Power & Light

 IPL modernizing generation fleet

 Adding battery-based energy storage
 Peak generation
 Ramp support
 Balance supply and demand
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12 MW Los Andes in isolated Chilean grid is 
among most reliable reserve resources

COD: Dec-2009
Size: 12 MW
Commercial Availability: 100%

Capacity Release for Generators

1:02 am 1:16 am

Pre-programmed digital response 
when frequency dropped below 50 Hz

Effectively providing simulated inertia  

Loss of 200 MW in SING: November 24th 
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Current SPP Market Conditions That Make Energy 
Storage Attractive

 11 GW of wind with 2-3 GW of additional wind that will 
enter the market in the next few years.  
Recent record set a few months ago for wind providing 

38% of generation in the overnight hours (Off-Peak)
Wind ramps down in morning hours (Peak) when load 

picks up. Significant ramping constraints for existing 
generation fleet during these hours.

Wind Curtailment during periods of excess production to 
handle transmission congestion.  

Concerns on base load unit retirements and related 
transmission issues (reliability and congestion)
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How can we move forward?

 AES supports Invenergy’s request for reinstating the 
definition of energy storage resources (RR #114)
 Stored Energy Resources (SER)

 Regulation Only Resources (ROR)

 This will remove the initial barrier for energy storage 
resources to participate in the regulation market

 Several other ISO’s across the country have similar 
classifications for energy storage resources 
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 Frequency regulation

Impact:

 4 months from idea to 
COD

 Leveraging existing 
infrastructure 

 No noise, no direct 
emissions, no water or 
siting planning

Pay-for-performance Rewards Speed, Accuracy, and Impact

PJM Benefit for Contribution to System Security

40 MW Tait Resource
Ohio, USA
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Energy Storage is a Smart 
Investment Choice
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Additional Benefits from Energy Storage

 Emission free with           
no water usage

 Rapid deployment

 No minimum generation

 Always on

 High reliability + availability

 Can perform multiple jobs, 
highly utilized asset
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Induced Retirements from 
Policy Objectives…

Increasing Demands from 
Renewable Additions…

Energy Storage
Scalable, Dependable, Affordable

64 MW AES Laurel Mountain Battery Array
Competitively bid into PJM Interconnection

Key Takeaways: Energy Storage is a Dependable, Cost-
competitive Solution to Support Market Mandates
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Thank you.

Colleen Lueken
Director,  Market Analytics AES Energy Storage

www.aesenergystorage.com
Colleen.Lueken@aes.com
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Revision Request Recommendation Report 

RR #: 115 Date: 10/22/2015 

RR Title: Resource Retirement Timeline 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Name: Jon Langford Company: Southwest Power Pool 

Email: jlangford@spp.org Phone: (501)688-1794 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF ACTION AND RECOMMENDATION 

      

OBJECTIVE OF REVISION 

Objectives of Revision Request:   
Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve.  

SPP does not have established requirements for Market Participant/Generation Owners to provide notice of intent to deactivate, 
retire or mothball a Resource.  This creates a potential reliability and economic risk in that SPP is not provided sufficient time to 
study the effects on the SPP footprint.  This revision will require a 6 month notice prior to a Resource being deactivated, retired or 
mothballed. 

Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision. 

SPP will have sufficient time to study potential reliability and economic impacts of a Resource being deactivated, retired, or 
mothballed in order to mitigate potential reliability and economic risk 

 

IMPACT ANALYSIS REQUIRED:   Yes      No 

Estimated Cost: $      
Cost is a rough order of magnitude estimate, approx. +/-50% 

Estimated Duration:       months 
Duration is a rough order of magnitude estimate, approx. +/-50%

Primary Working Group System/Process Change Score:           

SPP DOCUMENTS IMPACTED 
  Market Protocols Protocol Section(s): Appendix E Protocol Version: 33b 
  Criteria Criteria Section(s):       Criteria Date:       
  Tariff (OATT) Tariff Section(s):       
  Business Practice Business Practice Number:       

WORKING GROUP REVIEWS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
List Primary and any Secondary/Impacted WG Recommendations as appropriate 

Primary Working Group:  MWG 

 

Date: 10/20/2015 

Action Taken: Approved 

Abstained: AEP 
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Secondary Working Group: 
      

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

Secondary Working Group: 
      

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

Secondary Working Group: 
      

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

MOPC  

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

BOD/Member Committee  

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

COMMENTS 

Comment Author:       
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Date Comments Submitted:       

Description of Comments:       

Status:        

Comment Author:       

Date Comments Submitted:       

Description of Comments:       

Status:       

PROPOSED REVISION(S) TO SPP DOCUMENTS 

Market Protocols 

 

Appendix E - Network and Commercial Model Update Timing 
Note: The TCR Update Duration is 30 days when the change is for a TCR Auction effective outside 

a commercial model change month and 45 days when the TCR Auction is effective for a 

commercial model change month. 

Anticipated types of SPP System Changes with Typical Durations for Related Updates 
New Market Registration Changes 

System Update 
Type 

Update 
Duration 

Comments TCR Update 
Duration 

Comments 

New Market 
Participant 
(MP) with 

physical assets 

6 Months This will include 
adding all associated 

Asset Owners, 
Resource and/or Load 
assets. This change is 

implemented 
following the New MP 
On-boarding process. 

1 Month A minimum of 7 Months, 
which includes 6 months for 

the addition of 
all associated assets in the 

applicable scheduled 
periodic Market Model 

Update and 1 month 
afterwards for implementing 

and publishing applicable 
TCR related change via the 
applicable scheduled TCR 

Model Update. These 
changes will be included in 
the applicable Monthly and 

Annual Auctions. 
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New Market 
Participant 

(MP) with no 
physical assets 

(Financial 
Only) 

4 Months  New MPs with no 
physical assets do not 

require the same 
testing as do new MPs 

with assets. This 
change is implemented 
following the New MP 
On-boarding process. 

N/A N/A 

New Asset 
Owner 

(Existing MP) 

45 Days  This is a 45-Day 
change for adding a 

new AO to an existing 
MP. Adding New AO 

with New MP will 
follow the New MP 

duration. 

1 Month A minimum of 1 month 
after the scheduled Market 

Model Update for 
implementing and 

publishing applicable TCR 
related change via the 

applicable scheduled TCR 
Model Update. 

New 
Transmission 

Customer (TC) 

45 Days / 2 
Months 

This is a 45-day to 2-
month change 
depending on 
complexity of 

addition. Duration 
applies whether entity 

is becoming a new 
MP or not. 

Monthly Auction 
30 - 45 Days  / 

Annual Auction 
105 days 

Monthly Auction - 30 to 45 
days (TC not a MP); Annual 

Auction - 75 to 105 days 
prior to June 1st.  The 

indicated durations include 
the time for implementing 

changes in the Market 
and/or Reliability Models as 

well as implementing and 
publishing these changes in 
the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
Transmission 

Customer (TC) 
to Asset Owner 
(AO) mapping 

45 Days/4 
Months/6 
Months 

This is a 45-Day 
change for existing TC 

and AO. If not 
existing, this change 
will be included in 

On-boarding process. 

Monthly Auction 
30 - 45 Days  / 

Annual Auction 
105 days 

Monthly Auction - 30 to 45 
days (TC not a MP); Annual 

Auction - 75 to 105 days 
prior to June 1st.  The 

indicated durations include 
the time for implementing 

changes in the Market 
and/or Reliability Models as 

well as implementing and 
publishing these changes in 
the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
New 

Transmission 
Owner (TO) 

45 Days / 2 
Months 

This is a 45-Day to 2 
months change 

depending on the 
complexity of 

addition. 

N/A N/A 
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New Meter 
Agent (MA) 

4 Months Adding a new Meter 
Agent requires testing 
to prove the entity is 
capable of supplying 
meter data to SPP. 

This change is 
implemented 

following the New MP 
On-boarding process 
as outlined in Section 

6. 

N/A N/A 

New Resource 
Asset (Unit, 
Plant, BDR, 

etc.) – Includes 
Settlement 
Location, 

Meter Data 
Submittal 
Location, 

Source/Sink, 
and Pnode 

Information 

45 Days / 6 
months 

This is a 45-Day 
change for limited 
scope additions to 

existing asset owning 
MP. It can take up to 6 
months for moderate 

to large scope 
additions, or when 

new ICCP connection 
is required. 

30 - 45 Days/ 1 
months / 105  days

Monthly Auction - 30 to 45 
days (limited scope) / 1 

month (moderate to large 
scope); Annual Auction - 75 

to 105 days prior to June 
1st.  The indicated durations 

include the time for 
implementing changes in the 

Market and/or Reliability 
Models as well as 
implementing and 

publishing these changes in 
the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
New Load 

Asset (Load 
Aggregate, 

DRL, etc.) – 
Includes 

Settlement 
Location, 

Meter Data 
Submittal 
Location, 

Source/Sink, 
and Pnode 

Information 

45 Days / 6 
Months 

This is a 45 -Day 
change for limited 
scope additions to 

existing asset owning 
MP. It can take up to 6 
months for moderate 

to large scope 
additions, or when 

new ICCP connection 
is required. 

30 - 45 Days/ 1 
months / 105  days

Monthly Auction - 30 to 45 
days (limited scope) / 1 

month (moderate to large 
scope); Annual Auction - 75 

to 105 days prior to June 
1st.  The indicated durations 

include the time for 
implementing changes in the 

Market and/or Reliability 
Models as well as 
implementing and 

publishing these changes in 
the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
New Market 

Hub – Includes 
Resource and 
Trading Hub 

6 Months The duration for 
modifying/terminating 

a Market Hub starts 
after the change has 

been approved 
following the 

established process 

120 Days The indicated durations 
include the time for 

implementing changes in the 
Market and/or Reliability 

Models as well as 
implementing and 

publishing these changes in 
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outlined in Section 
4.5.2.3.1. 

the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
New 

Settlement 
Area 

6 Months This is a 6-month 
change. Duration 
applies for areas 

within SPP BA and 
areas outside of the 

SPP BA. 

1 Month A minimum of 7 Months, 
which includes 6 months for 

the addition of 
all associated assets in the 

applicable scheduled 
periodic Market Model 

Update and 1 month 
afterwards for implementing 

and publishing applicable 
TCR related change via the 
applicable scheduled TCR 

Model Update. These 
changes will be included in 
the applicable Monthly and 

Annual Auctions. 
New Meter 

Data Submittal 
Location 
(MDSL) 

45 Days Adding an MDSL can 
be implemented in 
advance of the next 

scheduled model 
update if deemed 

necessary by MP and 
approved my SPP 

Management. 

N/A N/A 

New Source, 
Sink, or 

Source/Sink 

2 Weeks 
(Incremental) 

Adding a new source, 
sink, or source/sink 
can be implemented 

incrementally in 
advance of the next 

scheduled model 
update if deemed 

necessary by MP and 
approved by SPP 

Management. 

30 - 45 Days / 105 
days (For 

TCRs/ARRs, if 
applicable) 

Monthly Auction - 30 to 45 
days; Annual Auction - 75 
to 105 days prior to June 

1st.  The indicated durations 
include the time for 

implementing changes in the 
Market and/or Reliability 

Models as well as 
implementing and 

publishing these changes in 
the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
External 
Dynamic 
Resource 

(EDR) 

4 Months / 6 
Months 

This is a 4-Month 
change if it involves 

current Asset Owning 
MP. It can take up to 6 
Months (minimum) if 
change involves a new 
Asset Owning Market 

Participant. 

1 Month / 1 
Month 

A minimum of 5 Months 
(current MP) or 7 Months 

(new MP), which includes 4 
months (current MP) or 6 
months (new MP),for the 

addition of 
all associated assets in the 

applicable scheduled 
periodic Market Model 
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Update and 1 month 
afterwards for implementing 

and publishing applicable 
TCR related change via the 
applicable scheduled TCR 

Model Update. These 
changes will be included in 
the applicable Monthly and 

Annual Auctions, 
Modifications to Existing Registration (Including Terminations) 

System Update 
Type 

Update 
Duration 

Comments TCR Update 
Duration 

Comments 

Terminating a 
Market 

Participant 

6 Months / 1+ 
Years 

This is a complex 
change and must be 

implemented to 
coincide with the 

ARR/TCR Annuals 
process. This change 

is implemented 
following the timeline 
outlined in Section 6. 

Depending on the 
complexity, this 

change could take 
longer than a year. 

1 Month A minimum of 7 Months, 
which includes 6 months for 

the termination of 
all associated assets in the 

applicable scheduled 
periodic Market Model 

Update and 1 month 
afterwards for implementing 

and publishing applicable 
TCR related change via the 
applicable scheduled TCR 

Model Update. These 
changes will be included in 
the applicable Monthly and 

Annual Auctions. 
Market 

Participant 
(MP) without 
physical assets 
(financial only) 

becoming an 
MP with 

physical assets 

4 Months / 6 
Months 

Financial Only MPs 
which are acquiring 

physical assets will be 
required to complete 
the necessary training 
and testing effort for 
asset owning MPs. It 

could take up to 6 
months if ICCP 

connection is required. 
This change is 
implemented 

following the New MP 
On-boarding process. 

1 Month A minimum of 7 Months, 
which includes 6 months for 

the addition of 
all associated assets in the 

applicable scheduled 
periodic Market Model 

Update and 1 month 
afterwards for implementing 

and publishing applicable 
TCR related change via the 
applicable scheduled TCR 

Model Update. These 
changes will be included in 
the applicable Monthly and 

Annual Auctions. 
Market 

Participant 
Name Change 
(Long Name) 

45 Days This is a 45-Day 
change for limited 

scope.  

N/A N/A 
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Market 
Participant 

Name Change 
(Short 

Name/Acrony
m) 

6 Months This is a complex 
change and must be 

implemented to 
coincide with the 

ARR/TCR Annuals 
process. This change 

is implemented 
following the timeline 
outlined in Section 6. 

6 Months This is a complex change 
and must be implemented to 
coincide with the ARR/TCR 

Annuals process. 

Asset Owner 
Name Change 
(Long Name) 

45 Days This is a 45-Day 
change for limited 

scope.  

N/A N/A 

Asset Owner 
Name Change 

(Short 
Name/Acrony

m) 

6 Months This is a complex 
change and must be 

implemented to 
coincide with the 

ARR/TCR Annuals 
process. This change 

is implemented 
following the timeline 
outlined in Section 6. 

6 Months This is a complex change 
and must be implemented to 
coincide with the ARR/TCR 

Annuals process. 

Move Asset 
Owner from 
one MP to 

another 

6 Months This is a complex 
change and must be 

implemented to 
coincide with the 

ARR/TCR Annuals 
process. This change 

is implemented 
following the timeline 
outlined in Section 6. 

6 Months This is a complex change 
and must be implemented to 
coincide with the ARR/TCR 

Annuals process. 

Terminating 
an Asset 
Owner 

6 Months This is a complex 
change and must be 

implemented to 
coincide with the 

ARR/TCR Annuals 
process. This change 

is implemented 
following the timeline 
outlined in Section 6. 

6 Months This is a complex change 
and must be implemented to 
coincide with the ARR/TCR 

Annuals process. 

Transmission 
Customer 

(Long Name) 

45 Days Name change only - 
TC must submit new 
service agreements in 
new name.  (Process 
should be shortened 

and improved for this 
task.) 

30 - 45 Days / 105 
days 

Monthly Auction - 30 to 45 
days; Annual Auction - 75 
to 105 days prior to June 

1st.  The indicated durations 
include the time for 

implementing changes in the 
Market and/or Reliability 

Models as well as 
implementing and 
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publishing these changes in 
the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
Transmission 

Customer 
(Short 

Name/Acrony
m) 

6 Months This is a complex 
change and must be 

implemented to 
coincide with the 

ARR/TCR Annuals 
process. This change 

is implemented 
following the timeline 
outlined in Section 6.  

30 - 45 Days / 105 
days 

(Same as note above.) 

Terminating a 
Transmission 

Customer 

45 Days / 4 
Months 

This is a 45-Day 
change if TC is not a 
Market Participant. It 
could take 4 Months if 

TC is MP (TC may 
have outstanding 
requests, cannot 

terminate until end of 
contract.) 

30 - 45 Days/ 1 
month / 105 days 

Monthly Auction - 30 to 45 
days (TC not a MP) / 1 

month (TC is current MP 
with outstanding requests); 
Annual Auction - 75 – 105 
days prior to June 1st.  The 
indicated durations include 
the time for implementing 

changes in the Market 
and/or Reliability Models as 

well as implementing and 
publishing these changes in 
the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
Contact 

Information 
Changes 

2 Weeks Change will be 
implemented with the 
next scheduled model 

update. 

N/A N/A 

Terminating a 
Resource due 

to 
Deactivation, 
Retirement or 

Mothball 

6 Months Deactivated, retired or 
mothballed Resources 
could have reliability 

and/or economic 
impacts on the SPP 
footprint.  Market 
Participants must 
provide a 6 month 

notification prior to 
planned Resource 

deactivation, 
retirement, or 

mothball in order for 
SPP to have sufficient 
time to study possible 

impacts. 

30-45 Days / 1 
Month / 105 Days 

Monthly Auction - 30 to 45 
days (limited scope) / 1 

month (moderate to large 
scope); Annual Auction - 75 

to 105 days prior to June 
1st.  The indicated durations 

include the time for 
implementing changes in the 

Market and/or Reliability 
Models as well as 
implementing and 

publishing these changes in 
the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
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Modify/Termin
ate Resource 

Asset 
Configuration 

– Includes 
aggregating to 

a plant, de-
aggregating a 

plant, breaking 
out individual 
units from a 

plant, etc. 

45 Days / 4 
Months 

This is a 45-Day 
change for limited 
scope additions for 

current MP. It can take 
up to 4 months for 
moderate to large 

scope additions. This 
includes changes to 
related Settlement 

Location, Meter Data 
Submittal Location, 

and Source/Sink 
Information. 

30-45 Days / 1 
Month / 105 Days 

Monthly Auction - 30 to 45 
days (limited scope) / 1 

month (moderate to large 
scope); Annual Auction - 75 

to 105 days prior to June 
1st.  The indicated durations 

include the time for 
implementing changes in the 

Market and/or Reliability 
Models as well as 
implementing and 

publishing these changes in 
the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
External 
Dynamic 
Resources 

(EDR) 

45 Days / 4 
months 

This is a 45-Day 
change for limited 
scope additions for 

current MP. It can take 
up to 4 months for 
moderate to large 
scope additions. 

30 - 45 Days/ 1 
month / 105 days 

Monthly Auction - 30 to 45 
days (limited scope) / 1 

month (moderate to large 
scope); Annual Auction - 75 

to 105 days prior to June 
1st.  The indicated durations 

include the time for 
implementing changes in the 

Market and/or Reliability 
Models as well as 
implementing and 

publishing these changes in 
the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
Modify/Termin
ate Load Asset 
Configuration 

– Includes 
adding and 

removing bus 
level loads 

45 Days / 4 
Months 

This is a 45-Day 
change for limited 
scope additions for 

current MP. It can take 
up to 4 months for 
moderate to large 

scope additions. This 
includes changes to 
related Settlement 

Location, Meter Data 
Submittal Location, 

and Source/Sink 
Information. 

30-45 Days / 1 
Month / 105 Days 

Monthly Auction - 30 to 45 
days (limited scope) / 1 

month (moderate to large 
scope); Annual Auction - 75 

to 105 days prior to June 
1st.  The indicated durations 

include the time for 
implementing changes in the 

Market and/or Reliability 
Models as well as 
implementing and 

publishing these changes in 
the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
Modify/Termin

ate Market 
Hub – Includes 

6 Months The duration for 
modifying/terminating 

a Market Hub starts 

120 Days The indicated durations 
include the time for 

implementing changes in the 
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Resource and 
Trading Hub 

after the change has 
been approved 
following the 

established process 
outlined in Section 

4.5.2.3.1 

Market and/or Reliability 
Models as well as 
implementing and 

publishing these changes in 
the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
Modify/Termin
ate Settlement 

Location 

45 Days / 6 
Months 

This is a 45-Day 
change for limited 

scope. It could take up 
to 6 months for 

moderate to large 
scope. A settlement 

location with a hedge 
cannot be modified or 
terminated until the 
ARR/TCR expires. 

This change is 
implemented 

following the timeline 
outlined in Section 6. 

30 - 45 Days/ 1 
month / 105 days 

Monthly Auction - 30 to 45 
days (limited scope) / 5 

months (moderate to large 
scope); Annual Auction - 75 

to 105 days prior to June 
1st.  The indicated durations 

include the time for 
implementing changes in the 

Market and/or Reliability 
Models as well as 
implementing and 

publishing these changes in 
the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
Modify/Termin
ate Meter Data 

Submittal 
Location 
(MDSL) 

45 Days Changing an MDSL 
can be implemented in 

advance of the next 
scheduled model 
update if deemed 

necessary by MP and 
approved by SPP 

Management. 

N/A N/A 

Modify/Termin
ate Source, 

Sink, or 
Source/Sink 

2 Weeks 
(Incremental) 

Changing a source, 
sink, or source/sink 
can be implemented 

incrementally in 
advance of the next 

scheduled model 
update if deemed 

necessary by MP and 
approved by SPP 

Management. 

30 - 45 Days /  
105 days (For 

TCRs/ARRs, if 
applicable) 

Monthly Auction - 30 to 45 
days; Annual Auction - 75 
to 105 days prior to June 

1st.  The indicated durations 
include the time for 

implementing changes in the 
Market and/or Reliability 

Models as well as 
implementing and 

publishing these changes in 
the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
Modify/Termin

ate Meter 
Agent (MA) 

6 Months This is a 6-Month 
change. 

N/A N/A 
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Settlement 
Area Change / 
Termination 

4 Months / 6 
Months 

This is 4 months for 
limited scope changes. 

It could take up to 6 
Months for moderate 

to large scope 
changes. 

1 Month / 1 
Month 

A minimum of 5 Months 
(limited scope) or 7 Months 

(large scope), which 
includes 4 months (limited 
scope) or 6 months (large 
scope),for the addition of 
all associated assets in the 

applicable scheduled 
periodic Market Model 

Update and 1 month 
afterwards for implementing 

and publishing applicable 
TCR related change via the 
applicable scheduled TCR 

Model Update. These 
changes will be included in 
the applicable Monthly and 

Annual Auctions, 
Resource 

Reasonable 
Limit MW 

Value Changes 

2 Weeks 
(Incremental) 

Changing Reasonable 
Limit MW value can 

be implemented 
incrementally in 

advance of the next 
scheduled model 
update if deemed 

necessary by MP and 
approved by SPP 

Management. 

N/A N/A 

Resource 
Certification 

Flag Changes – 
Includes Reg 

Up, Reg Down 

45 Days Changing Resource 
Certification Flags can 

be implemented in 
advance of the next 

scheduled model 
update if deemed 

necessary by MP and 
approved by SPP 

Management. 

N/A N/A 

Resource 
Certification 

Flag Changes – 
Includes Spin, 

Supp 

2 Weeks 
(Incremental) 

Changing Resource 
Certification Flags can 

be implemented 
incrementally in 

advance of the next 
scheduled model 
update if deemed 

necessary by MP and 
approved by SPP 

Management. 

N/A N/A 
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1st Tier 
CA/External 

Aggregate 

45 Days / 4 
months 

This is a 45-Day 
change for limited 
scope changes. It 
could take up to 4 

months for moderate 
to large scope 

changes. 

30 - 45 Days / 1 
month / 105 days 

Monthly Auction - 30 to 45 
days (limited scope) / 1 

month (moderate to large 
scope); Annual Auction - 75 
– 105 days prior to June 1st.  

The indicated durations 
include the time for 

implementing changes in the 
Market and/or Reliability 

Models as well as 
implementing and 

publishing these changes in 
the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
Market 

Footprint 
Changes – 
Includes 
moving 

Footprint SA 
to 1st Tier and 

moving 1st 
Tier BA to 
Footprint.  

6 Months Implement in 
applicable scheduled 

seasonal/periodic 
update. 

1 Month A minimum of 7 Months, 
which includes 6 months for 

the addition of 
all associated assets in the 

applicable scheduled 
periodic Market Model 

Update and 1 month 
afterwards for implementing 

and publishing applicable 
TCR related change via the 
applicable scheduled TCR 

Model Update. These 
changes will be included in 
the applicable Monthly and 

Annual Auctions, 
Add EMS NETMOM / GENMOM / SCADAMOM Equipment 

System Update 
Type 

Update 
Duration 

Comments TCR Update 
Duration 

Comments 

In Market Footprint 
Asset Owner 

Company 
4 months / 6 

Months 
4 Months for limited 

scope changes. 6 
Months for Moderate 

to large scope 
changes.  This change 

will also impact 
commercial reliability 

and other models. 
(Include in applicable 

periodic Update) 

1 Month / 1 
Month 

A minimum of 5 Months 
(limited scope) or 7 Months 

(large scope), which 
includes 4 months (limited 
scope) or 6 months (large 
scope),for the addition of 
all associated assets in the 

applicable scheduled 
periodic Market Model 

Update and 1 month 
afterwards for implementing 

and publishing applicable 
TCR related change via the 
applicable scheduled TCR 
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Model Update. These 
changes will be included in 
the applicable Monthly and 

Annual Auctions, 

Units 45 Days / 4 
months 

4 Months for limited 
scope changes. 6 

Months for Moderate 
to large scope 

changes.  This change 
will also impact 

commercial reliability 
and other models. 

(Include in applicable 
periodic Update) 

30 - 45 Days / 1 
month / 105 days 

Monthly Auction - 30 to 45 
days (limited scope) / 1 

month (moderate to large 
scope); Annual Auction - 75 
– 105 days prior to June 1st.  

The indicated durations 
include the time for 

implementing changes in the 
Market and/or Reliability 

Models as well as 
implementing and 

publishing these changes in 
the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
Loads 45 Days / 4 

months 
4 Months for limited 

scope changes. 6 
Months for Moderate 

to large scope 
changes.  This change 

will also impact 
commercial reliability 

and other models. 
(Include in applicable 

periodic Update) 

30 - 45 Days / 1 
month / 105 days 

(Same as note above.) 

Other 
Equipment 

ND, LD, LN, 
CAP, XFMR, 
ZBR, DCLN, 
CB, DSC, LS 

45 Days / 4 
months 

4 Months for limited 
scope changes. 6 

Months for Moderate 
to large scope 

changes.  This change 
will also impact 

commercial reliability 
and other models. 

(Include in applicable 
periodic Update) 

30 - 45 Days / 1 
month / 105 days 

(Same as note above.) 

Outside of Market Footprint 
All Changes 45 Days / 4 

months 
4 Months for limited 

scope changes. 6 
Months for Moderate 

to large scope 
changes.  This change 

will also impact 
commercial reliability 

30 - 45 Days / 1 
month / 105 days 

Monthly Auction - 30 to 45 
days (limited scope) / 1 

month (moderate to large 
scope); Annual Auction - 75 
– 105 days prior to June 1st.  

The indicated durations 
include the time for 
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and other models. 
(Include in applicable 

periodic Update) 
(Same as note above.) 

implementing changes in the 
Market and/or Reliability 

Models as well as 
implementing and 

publishing these changes in 
the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
Change EMS NETMOM / GENMOM / SCADAMOM Equipment 

System Update 
Type 

Update 
Duration 

Comments TCR Update 
Duration 

Comments 

Changes - In Market Footprint 
Asset Owner 

Company 
45 Days / 4 

months 
45 Days for limited 

scope changes. 4 
Months for Moderate 

to large scope 
changes.  (Include in 

periodic Update) 

30 - 45 Days/ 1 
month / 105 days 

Monthly Auction - 30 to 45 
days (limited scope) / 1 

month (moderate to large 
scope); Annual Auction - 75 
– 105 days prior to June 1st.  

The indicated durations 
include the time for 

implementing changes in the 
Market and/or Reliability 

Models as well as 
implementing and 

publishing these changes in 
the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
Units 45 Days / 4 

months 
45 Days for limited 

scope changes. 4 
Months for Moderate 

to large scope 
changes.  (Include in 

periodic Update) 

30 - 45 Days/ 1 
month / 105 days 

(Same as note above.) 

Loads 45 Days / 4 
months 

45 Days for limited 
scope changes. 4 

Months for Moderate 
to large scope 

changes.  (Include in 
periodic Update) 

30 - 45 Days/ 1 
month / 105 days 

(Same as note above.) 

Other 
Equipment 

ND, LD, LN, 
CAP, XFMR, 
ZBR, DCLN, 
CB, DSC, LS 

45 Days / 4 
months 

45 Days for limited 
scope changes. 4 

Months for Moderate 
to large scope 

changes.  (Include in 
periodic Update) 

30 - 45 Days/ 1 
month / 105 days 

(Same as note above.) 
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All Other 
Changes 

45 Days / 4 
months 

45 Days for limited 
scope changes. 4 

Months for Moderate 
to large scope 

changes.  (Include in 
periodic Update) 

30 - 45 Days/ 1 
month / 105 days 

(Same as note above.) 

Remove EMS NETMOM / GENMOM / SCADAMOM Equipment 
System Update 

Type 
Update 

Duration 
Comments TCR Update 

Duration 
Comments 

In Market Footprint 
Asset Owner 

Company 
45 Days / 4 

months 
45 Days for limited 

scope changes. 4 
Months for Moderate 

to large scope 
changes.  (Include in 

periodic Update) 

30 - 45 Days/ 1 
month / 105 days 

Monthly Auction - 30 to 45 
days (limited scope) / 1 

month (moderate to large 
scope); Annual Auction - 75 
- 105 days prior to June 1st.  

The indicated durations 
include the time for 

implementing changes in the 
Market and/or Reliability 

Models as well as 
implementing and 

publishing these changes in 
the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
Units 45 Days / 4 

months 
45 Days for limited 

scope changes. 4 
Months for Moderate 

to large scope 
changes.  (Include in 

periodic Update) 

30 - 45 Days/ 1 
month / 105 days 

(Same as note above.) 

Loads 45 Days / 4 
months 

45 Days for limited 
scope changes. 4 

Months for Moderate 
to large scope 

changes.  (Include in 
periodic Update) 

30 - 45 Days/ 1 
month / 105 days 

(Same as note above.) 

Other 
Equipment 

ND, LD, LN, 
CAP, XFMR, 
ZBR, DCLN, 
CB, DSC, LS 

45 Days / 4 
months 

45 Days for limited 
scope changes. 4 

Months for Moderate 
to large scope 

changes.  (Include in 
periodic Update) 

30 - 45 Days/ 1 
month / 105 days 

(Same as note above.) 

In 1st Tier Entity 
Control 

Area/EMS 
Company 

45 Days / 4 
months 

45 Days for limited 
scope changes. 4 

Months for Moderate 

30 - 45 Days/ 1 
month / 105 days  

(If applicable) 

Monthly Auction - 30 to 45 
days (limited scope) / 1 

month (moderate to large 
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to large scope 
changes.  (Include in 

periodic Update) 

scope); Annual Auction - 75 
– 105 days prior to June 1st.  

The indicated durations 
include the time for 

implementing changes in the 
Market and/or Reliability 

Models as well as 
implementing and 

publishing these changes in 
the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
Loads 45 Days / 4 

months 
45 Days for limited 

scope changes. 4 
Months for Moderate 

to large scope 
changes.  (Include in 

periodic Update) 

30 - 45 Days / 1 
month / 105 days  

(If applicable) 

(Same as note above.) 

Other 
Equipment 

ND, LD, LN, 
CAP, XFMR, 
ZBR, DCLN, 
CB, DSC, LS 

45 Days / 4 
months 

45 Days for limited 
scope changes. 4 

Months for Moderate 
to large scope 

changes.  (Include in 
periodic Update) 

30 - 45 Days / 1 
month / 105 days  

(If applicable) 

(Same as note above.) 

Beyond 1st 
Tier 

45 Days / 4 
months 

45 Days for limited 
scope changes. 4 

Months for Moderate 
to large scope 

changes.  (Include in 
periodic Update) 

30 - 45 Days / 1 
month / 105 days  

(If applicable) 

(Same as note above.) 

Add or Remove EMS Contingency 
System Update 

Type 
Update 

Duration 
Comments TCR Update 

Duration 
Comments 

Both inside 
and outside of 

Market 
Footprint 

2 weeks / (45 
days if have 
associated 

TCR/ARR) 

Include in scheduled 
and coordinated 

rolling type updates. 
(This type change may 

need to be 
implemented prior to 

the next scheduled 
periodic Model 

Update.) 

30 - 45 Days /  
105 days (For 

TCRs/ARRs, if 
applicable) 

 

Monthly Auction - 30 to 45 
days, Annual Auction - 75 – 
105 days prior to June 1st.  

The indicated durations 
include the time for 

implementing changes in the 
Market and/or Reliability 

Models as well as 
implementing and 

publishing these changes in 
the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
Add New, Modify, or Remove Flowgate 
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System Update 
Type 

Update 
Duration 

Comments TCR Update 
Duration 

Comments 

In SPP Region 
AFC 45 Days Implement in 

applicable periodic 
update. 

30 - 45 Days / 105 
days 

Monthly Auction - 30 to 45 
days; Annual Auction - 75 – 
105 days prior to June 1st.  

The indicated durations 
include the time for 

implementing changes in the 
Market and/or Reliability 

Models as well as 
implementing and 

publishing these changes in 
the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
Coordinated 45 Days Implement in 

applicable periodic 
update. 

30 - 45 Days / 105 
days 

(Same as note above.) 

Reciprocal 45 Days Implement in 
applicable periodic 

update. 

30 - 45 Days / 105 
days 

(Same as note above.) 

Temporary On the fly Implement this type 
change as needed. 

N/A N/A 

In Other Regions 
Coordinated 45 Days Implement in 

applicable periodic 
update. 

30 - 45 Days / 105 
days 

Monthly Auction - 30 to 45 
days; Annual Auction - 75 – 
105 days prior to June 1st.  

The indicated durations 
include the time for 

implementing changes in the 
Market and/or Reliability 

Models as well as 
implementing and 

publishing these changes in 
the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
Reciprocal 45 Days Implement in 

applicable periodic 
update. 

30 - 45 Days / 105 
days 

(Same as note above.) 

Define New or Change ICCP Inbound 
System Update 

Type 
Update 

Duration 
Comments TCR Update 

Duration 
Comments 
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In Market 
Footprint 

1 Week /  6 
Months 

1 Week for basic 
ICCP/Scada Ref. 

additions.             
6 Months for 

Generation and load 
related changes 

30 - 45 Days/ 1 
month /  105 days 

(If applicable) 

Monthly Auction - 30 to 45 
days (basic additions) / 1 

month (gen and load 
changes); Annual Auction - 
75 – 105 days prior to June 
1st.  The indicated durations 

include the time for 
implementing changes in the 

Market and/or Reliability 
Models as well as 
implementing and 

publishing these changes in 
the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
In Reliability 

Area 
1 Week /  6 

Months 
1 Week for basic 
ICCP/Scada Ref. 

additions.             
6 Months for 

Generation and load 
related changes 

30 - 45 Days/ 1 
month / 105 days 

(If applicable) 

(Same as note above.) 

PNODE 1 Week /  6 
Months 

1 Week for basic 
ICCP/Scada Ref. 

additions.             
6 Months for 

Generation and load 
related changes 

30 - 45 Days/ 1 
month / 105 days 

(If applicable) 

(Same as note above.) 

EMS 
Equipment or 
Station Name 

1 Week /  6 
Months 

1 Week for basic 
ICCP/Scada Ref. 

additions.             
6 Months for 

Generation and load 
related changes 

30 - 45 Days/ 1 
month /  105 days 

(If applicable) 

(Same as note above.) 

IDC Bus or 
Machine ID 

1 Week /  6 
Months 

1 Week for basic 
ICCP/Scada Ref. 

additions.             
6 Months for 

Generation and load 
related changes 

30 - 45 Days/ 1 
month /  105 days 

(If applicable) 

(Same as note above.) 

Delete ICCP Inbound points 
System Update 

Type 
Update 

Duration 
Comments TCR Update 

Duration 
Comments 
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(Typical for 
any type ICCP 

Deletion) 

1 Week / 5 
Weeks 

The max time for 
deletions is five weeks 

unless there is no 
impact to any other 

system (local or 
remote).  If there is no 
impact, the request can 

be completed in the 
next ICCP model 

update. 

30 - 45 Days / 105 
days (If 

applicable) 

Monthly Auction - 30 to 45 
days; Annual Auction - 75 – 
105 days prior to June 1st.  

The indicated durations 
include the time for 

implementing changes in the 
Market and/or Reliability 

Models as well as 
implementing and 

publishing these changes in 
the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
Define New or Change ICCP Outbound  Points 

System Update 
Type 

Update 
Duration 

Comments TCR Update 
Duration 

Comments 

In Market 
Footprint 

1 Week / 6 
Months 

1 Week for basic 
ICCP/Scada Ref. 

additions. 
6 Months for 

Generation and load 
related changes. 

1 Month (If 
applicable) 

A minimum of 5 Months, 
which includes 4 months for 

the addition of 
all associated assets in the 

applicable scheduled 
periodic Market Model 

Update and 1 month 
afterwards for implementing 

and publishing applicable 
TCR related change via the 
applicable scheduled TCR 

Model Update. These 
changes will be included in 
the applicable Monthly and 

Annual Auctions, 
In Reliability 

Area 
1 Week / 6 

Months 
1 Week for basic 
ICCP/Scada Ref. 

additions. 
6 Months for 

Generation and load 
related changes. 

1 Month (If 
applicable) 

(Same as note above.) 

PNODE 1 Week / 6 
Months 

1 Week for basic 
ICCP/Scada Ref. 

additions. 
6 Months for 

Generation and load 
related changes. 

1 Month (If 
applicable) 

(Same as note above.) 

EMS 
Equipment or 
Station Name 

1 Week / 6 
Months 

1 Week for basic 
ICCP/Scada Ref. 

additions. 

1 Month (If 
applicable) 

(Same as note above.) 
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6 Months for 
Generation and load 

related changes. 
IDC Bus or 
Machine ID 

1 Week / 6 
Months 

1 Week for basic 
ICCP/Scada Ref. 

additions. 
6 Months for 

Generation and load 
related changes. 

1 Month (If 
applicable) 

(Same as note above.) 

Delete ICCP Outbound Points 
System Update 

Type 
Update 

Duration 
Comments TCR Update 

Duration 
Comments 

(Typical for 
any type ICCP 

Deletion) 

1 Week / 5 
Weeks 

The max time for 
deletions is five weeks 

unless there is no 
impact to any other 

system (local or 
remote).  If there is no 
impact, the request can 

be completed in the 
next ICCP model 

update. 

30 - 45 Days / 105 
days (If 

applicable) 

Monthly Auction - 30 to 45 
days; Annual Auction - 75 – 
105 days prior to June 1st.  

The indicated durations 
include the time for 

implementing changes in the 
Market and/or Reliability 

Models as well as 
implementing and 

publishing these changes in 
the TCR Models during the 
applicable scheduled Model 

updates. 
Add or Change Programmable Logic Controller (PLC) Points 

System Update 
Type 

Update 
Duration 

Comments TCR Update 
Duration 

Comments 

In Market Footprint 
Plant 4 Months Implement in 

applicable periodic 
update. 

N/A N/A 

Unit 4 Months Implement in 
applicable periodic 

update. 

N/A N/A 

Other 4 Months Implement in 
applicable periodic 

update. 

N/A N/A 

In Reliability Area 
Plant 4 Months Implement in 

applicable periodic 
update. 

N/A N/A 

Unit 4 Months Implement in 
applicable periodic 

update. 

N/A N/A 
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Other 4 Months Implement in 
applicable periodic 

update. 

N/A N/A 

IDC Model Change 
System Update 

Type 
Update 

Duration 
Comments TCR Update 

Duration 
Comments 

IDC Bus Name 
or Machine ID 

Change 

45 Days Changes are 
incorporated during 

periodic Model 
Updates.  IDC data 
updated on monthly 

and Semi-annual bases 
-- Monthly changes 
accumulate for the 

month and are 
implemented one day 
per month (includes 

time to re-map units to 
Market Systems).  

Semi-annual changes 
accumulate over six 

months and are 
implemented over four 

days twice a year.  
(June 1st and October 

1st are the update 
times) 

N/A N/A 

IDC Mapping 
Changes 

45 Days Changes are 
incorporated during 

periodic Model 
Updates.  IDC data 
updated on monthly 

and Semi-annual bases 
-- Monthly changes 
accumulate for the 

month and are 
implemented one day 
per month (includes 

time to re-map units to 
Market Systems).  

Semi-annual changes 
accumulate over six 

months and are 
implemented over four 

days twice a year.  
(June 1st and October 

1st are the update 
times) 

N/A N/A 
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External RSS 
System Update 

Type 
Update 

Duration 
Comments TCR Update 

Duration 
Comments 

Add New 
Resources 

1 Week Change to External 
RSS Table only.  (This 
type change may need 

to be implemented 
prior to the next 

scheduled periodic 
Model Update.) 

N/A N/A 

Change 
Resource 

Information 

1 Week (Same as note above.) N/A N/A 

Delete 
Resource 

Information 

1 Week (Same as note above.) N/A N/A 
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Revision Request Recommendation Report 

RR #: 124 Date: 9/29/2015 

RR Title: Rejection of Incomplete Market Registration Documentation 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Name: Eddie Watson  Company: Southwest Power Pool 

Email: ewatson@spp.org Phone: 501-614-3269 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF ACTION AND RECOMMENDATION 

      

OBJECTIVE OF REVISION 

Objectives of Revision Request:   
Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve.  

This Revision Requests adds wording from the SPP Tariff to the Market Protocols supporting SPP’s ability to reject incomplete 
Market Registration applications/documentation submitted by existing and/or potential Market Participants.    

Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision. 

This will provide and ensure consistency between the Tariff and Market Protocols, as well as provide a clear indication that the 
official implementation of all registration activities starts when SPP receives complete Market Registration applications and related 
documentation. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS REQUIRED:   Yes      No 

Estimated Cost: $      
Cost is a rough order of magnitude estimate, approx. +/-50% 

Estimated Duration:       months 
Duration is a rough order of magnitude estimate, approx. +/-50%

Primary Working Group System/Process Change Score:           

SPP DOCUMENTS IMPACTED 

  Market Protocols Protocol Section(s): 6, 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, 
6.4, 6.5, 6.6, and 6.6.1 Protocol Version: 33b 

  Criteria Criteria Section(s):       Criteria Date:       
  Tariff (OATT) Tariff Section(s):       
  Business Practice Business Practice Number:       

WORKING GROUP REVIEWS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
List Primary and any Secondary/Impacted WG Recommendations as appropriate 

Primary Working Group:  MWG 

 

Date: 10/20/2015 

Action Taken: Approved 

Abstained: CUS, XCEL 

 

Secondary Working Group: 
      

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       
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Reasons for Opposition:       

 

Secondary Working Group: 
      

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

Secondary Working Group: 
      

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

MOPC  

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

BOD/Member Committee  

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

COMMENTS 

Comment Author:       

Date Comments Submitted:       

Description of Comments:       

Status:        

Comment Author:       

Date Comments Submitted:       

Description of Comments:       
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Status:       

PROPOSED REVISION(S) TO SPP DOCUMENTS 

Market Protocols 

 

6. Market Registration 
All Market Participants must register their loads and Resources, excluding Behind the Meter Generation 
less than 10 MW, prior to participation in the SPP Integrated Marketplace.  Registration is accomplished 
by entering the required information via the SPP Market Registration Portal.  In addition, each Market 
Participant is required to execute the service agreement specified in Tariff Attachment AH.  Registration 
identifies each load and/or Resource to Asset Owners, associated Market Participants and Settlement 
Locations, Meter Agents, and settlement responsibilities.  A Market Participant may represent one or more 
Asset Owners and may appoint a Designated Agent to perform its functions under these protocols. 
 
Assets are the registered loads and Resources to an Asset Owner at specific Settlement Locations and 
have a designated Meter Agent.  Market Participants have the legal relationship with SPP.  The Market 
Participants may participate in the SPP Integrated Marketplace as any combination of Resource entities, 
load serving entities, Meter Agents, and/or power marketers.  The Market Participant is also responsible 
for einsuring that SPP receives Settlement Location data from the Meter Agent in a suitable electronic 
format.  
 
Registration data is used for operation and settlement of the SPP Integrated Marketplace, identifying 
responsibilities and identifying discrete entities.  The registration data is also used in the interaction of 
SPP Customer Relations personnel with Market Participants. 
 
Exhibit 6-1 provides an overview of how the registration data is used in developing settlement related 
items in the Commercial Model.  Please note the diagram does not show all of the Node to Meter 
Settlement Location to Meter Data Submittal Location relationships, only a sample subset.  Each Meter 
Data Submittal Location will have a minimum of a single PNode (Meter Settlement Location) associated 
with it and each PNode will have a single Node associated with it.   
 
Applications for a Market Participant to provide services in the Integrated Marketplace must be submitted 
to SPP prior to the expected date of participation consistent with Section 6.4.  New Market Participants 
will follow the timeframe as specified in Section 6.4 in addition to the detailed model update timing 
requirements in Appendix E.  Applications and required registration documentation must conform to the 
procedures and/or requirements specified in this Section.  Registration requests initially submitted with 
incomplete documentation may be rejected and scheduled for implementation during the appropriate 
Model Update after all completed documentation is received and approved by SPP.  Exceptions to this 
process may be made on a case-by-case basis as determined by SPP. 
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 Registration of Resources  

Any Market Participant operating Resources within SPP or representing Asset Owners that are not Market 
Participants that are operating Resources within SPP must register with SPP via the SPP Market 
Registration Portal and be capable of performing the functions of a Resource as described herein.  
Resources are registered on a nodal basis to Settlement Locations.  Resources at the same physical and 
electrically equivalent injection point to the transmission grid may register at the unit or plant level.  
Failure or refusal to register a Resource will result in SPP filing an unexecuted version of the service 
agreement as specified in Tariff Attachment AH for that Resource with FERC under the name of the 
generation interconnection customer under an interconnection agreement with SPP or the applicable TO. 
In the case of a Qualifying Facility exercising its rights under PURPA to deliver its net output to its host 
utility, such registration will not require the Qualifying Facility to participate in the Integrated Marketplace 
or subject the Qualifying Facility to any charges or credits related to the Integrated Marketplace.  The 
Integrated Marketplace charges and payments associated with the Qualifying Facility will be handled in 
accordance with Attachment AE to the SPP Tariff. 

Applications and required registration documentation must conform to the procedures and/or requirements 
specified in Section 6.  Registration requests initially submitted with incomplete documentation may be 
rejected and will be scheduled for implementation during the appropriate Model Update after all 
completed documentation is received and approved by SPP.   

 

 Registration of Load 

Any Market Participant with load within SPP must register with SPP via the SPP Market Registration 
Portal and be capable of performing the functions of load as described herein.  Loads are registered at 
Settlement Locations within Settlement Areas.  Loads may choose to be registered at a Settlement 
Location consisting of either a single Meter Settlement Location (PNode) or multiple Meter Settlement 
Locations (APNode).  For each load registered, the Asset Owner must specify whether Settlement Meter 
Data will be submitted on an hourly basis or on a five (5-) minute basis.  An APNode load Settlement 
Location is not limited by Settlement Area boundaries. 

Applications and required registration documentation must conform to the procedures and/or requirements 
specified in Section 6 and may be rejected if it is not complete.  Registration requests initially submitted 
with incomplete documentation may be rejected and scheduled for implementation during the appropriate 
Model Update after all completed documentation is received and approved by SPP.   

 Registration of Meter Agent 

All Meter Agents (MA) providing meter data under SPP Tariff must register with SPP via the SPP Market 
Registration Portal.  To become registered, a MA must be able to demonstrate to SPP that it is capable of 
performing the functions as described herein.  Meter data will be provided with the content and format 



 

Page 5 of 8 
 

prescribed in these protocols.  The Market Participant is also responsible for ensuring that SPP also 
receives Settlement Location Data from the Meter AgentMA in a suitable electronic format. 

 

 Network and Commercial Model Updates 

Exhibit 6-8, Model Update Implementation Timelines, illustrates when model changes are implemented.  
Detailed model update timing requirements for new market data registration and changes to existing 
market data are included in Appendix E.  Network Model changes are implemented on a monthly basis.  
Commercial Model Updates are completed on a bi-monthly basis.  New Market Participant On-boarding 
Registration related model additions and/or changes are implemented three (3) times per year.     

The "Update Duration", as detailed in Appendix E, starts when the completed registration documentation 
is submitted and all required technical information is received by SPP and ends when the change is fully 
implemented in all affected Models, systems, and/or databases such that the change is effective in the 
Production (PROD) environment.  Registration requests initially submitted with incomplete 
documentation may be rejected and will be scheduled for implementation during the appropriate Model 
Update after all completed documentation is received and approved by SPP.  Changes having an Update 
Duration of less than thirty (30) days may be implemented incrementally in advance of the next scheduled 
Model Update as outlined in Appendix E.   
 
Model changes will be effective on the 1st day of the applicable month. The changes will be available at 
least seven (7) days prior to the effective date to allow participants to submit necessary market data as 
applicable in preparation for the effective date.  Requests for a new Market Participant without physical 
assets must be received four (4) months in advance of the effective date desired.  Requests for a new 
Market Participant P with physical assets must be received six (6) months in advance of the effective date 
desired.   

SPP will work to implement each Model Update as soon as possible and einsure the updates are 
implemented in a period that is no later/longer than the applicable indicated update duration, unless 
otherwise noted. 
 

 
Exhibit 6-8: Model Update Implementation Timelines 

Model Upload 
Production 

Effective Date 

Network 
Model 

changes 
Effective 

*Commercial Model 
Changes Effective 
(Existing Market 

Participants) 

New Market 
Participant with 

Assets 
Registration 

EffectivePRODU
CTION model 

changes 
January 1st X    
February 1st X X  
March 1st X    
April 1st X X X 
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Model Upload 
Production 

Effective Date 

Network 
Model 

changes 
Effective 

*Commercial Model 
Changes Effective 
(Existing Market 

Participants) 

New Market 
Participant with 

Assets 
Registration 

EffectivePRODU
CTION model 

changes 
May 1st X    
June 1st X X  
July 1st X    
August 1st X X X 
September 1st X    
October 1st X X  
November 1st X    

December 1st 
X X X 

 

 Registration of External Participants in the Reserve Sharing Group 

Any external entity participating in the Reserve Sharing Group (RSG) shall complete the Reserve Sharing 
Group (RSG) registration process through the SPP Customer Relations Department to capture data for 
SPP’s Integrated Marketplace Ssettlements system, and to establish RSG member access to the 
Settlements interface of the SPP Marketplace Portal. The Marketplace Settlements system is the 
mechanism used for financial settlement of RSG activities with SPP as specified in the SPP Tariff. 

 TCR/ARR Related Network and Commercial Model Updates 

Exhibit 6-9 shows the TCR/ARR Related Model Update Timeline.  TCR/ARR related model changes for 
existing Market Participants take place as outlined in the table below.  New Market Participant related 
model changes take place three times per year as indicated in Exhibit 6-8.  TCR/ARR related model 
additions for new Market Participants will be implemented as part of the applicable New Market 
Participants Registration Production Model Updates.  Detailed model update timing information for the 
implementation of TCR/ARR related model updates for new and existing Market Participants, new assets, 
and changes to existing assets is included in Appendix E. 

The “TCR Update Duration”, as detailed in Appendix E, starts when either the final approved reliability 
change or Market change becomes effective in the Reliability and Commercial Production Models and 
ends when the change is fully implemented and effective in all affected TCR Production Models, systems, 
and/or databases such that the change is effective in the applicable monthly or annual TCR Auction. 

The dates provided for the TCR Update Duration are for Day-Ahead data updates. Due to the Commercial 
Model update being bi-monthly and the TCR updates being monthly, the model update requests and 
related information for updates to be included in the monthly TCR Auction (optional) must be provided 
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from at least 75 to 105 days prior to the requested effective date of the pertinent monthly TCR Auction in 
production. The request must be made 75 days in advance when the change is for a TCR Auction effective 
outside a Ccommercial mModel change month and 105 days when the TCR Auction is effective for a 
cCommercial Mmodel change month.  Model update requests and related information for the annual TCR 
Auction (optional) must be received o 165 days prior to the applicable June 1st Effective Date of the 
annual TCR Auction in production. "Reliability only” changes may be implemented and become effective 
in the TCR Auction in as soon as 45 days.  

Modification to the name or termination of a Settlement Location with an active TCR/ARR can only be 
completed after the expiration of applicable TCR/ARR.  Requests to modify or terminate a Settlement 
Location with an active TCR/ARR must follow the timing requirements outlined in Exhibit 6-9. 

 

Exhibit 6-1: TCR Related Model Update Timeline 
TCR Annual Production 
Model Effective Date 

Reliability only 
Changes Due 

Commercial Changes 
Due 

June 1 February 1st (120 days 
prior to June 1st) 

December 15th (165 
days prior to June 1st)* 

   
TCR Monthly Production 
Model Effective Date 

Reliability only 
Changes Received By

Commercial Changes 
Received By 

July 1  May 15 April 15
August 1  June 15 April 15
September 1  July 15 June 15
October 1  August 15 June 15
November 1  September 15 August 15 
December 1  October 15 August 15 
January 1  November 15 October 15 
February 1  December 15 October 15 
March 1  January 15 December 15 
April 1  February 15 December 15 
May 1  March 15 February 15 
     

   
 
*Commercial Model cChanges to be included in the TCR Annual Production Model must be included in 
the February YYYY Model Update.  Therefore, the applicable Commercial changes are due to SPP by 
December 15th of the previous year in order to be included in the February YYYY Model Update. 

6.6.1 Modeling with Future Effective Date 

Commercial Model cChanges scheduled to become effective in the Marketplace prior to or on June 1, 
YYYY, may be registered for inclusion in the YYYY Annual TCR Markets process. These changes must 
be included in the February YYYY Model Update with a Future Effective Date on or before June 1, 
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YYYY. Requests for these changes are due by December 15th of the previous year in order to be included 
in the February Model Update. 

Only changes with approved and confirmed Transmission Service Requests (TSRs) by December 15th will 
be approved for modeling in the February YYYY Model Update. Requests to register an asset with a 
Future Effective Date beyond June 1, YYYY, will be evaluated on a case by case basis. 

 
 

SPP Tariff (OATT) 
 

Included for reference only – no Tariff changes required. 

2.2 Application and Asset Registration  

(1) Applications for a Market Participant to provide services in the Integrated Marketplace 

must be submitted to the Transmission Provider prior to the expected date of participation 

consistent with Section 6.4 of the Market Protocols.  Applications must conform to the 

procedures specified in the Market Protocols and may be rejected if not complete. New 

Market Participants will follow the timeframe as specified in Section 6.4 of the Market 

Protocols in addition to the detailed model update timing requirements in Appendix E of 

the Market Protocols. 

 
SPP Criteria 

 
      
 

SPP Business Practices 
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Revision Request Form 
SPP STAFF TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION 

RR #: 125 Date: 10/2/2015 

RR Title: Removal of Day-Ahead Limited Must-Offer 

Impact Analysis Required?  No    Yes  

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Name: C. Richard Ross Company: American Electric Power 

Email: rross@sep.com Phone: 918.599.2966 
Only Qualified Entities may submit Revision Requests.   

Please select at least one applicable option below, as it applies to the named submitter(s). 
  SPP Staff  
  SPP Market Participant 
  SPP Member 
  SPP Transmission Customer 

  SPP Market Monitor
  Staff of government authority with jurisdiction over 

SPP/SPP member 
  SPP Committee, Working Group 

REVISION REQUEST DETAILS 
Requested Resolution Timing:   Normal    Expedited    Urgent Action    

Reason for Expedited/Urgent Resolution:       

Type of Revision (select all that apply): 
 

  Correction 
 

  Clarification 
 

  Design Enhancement 
 

  New Protocol, Business Practice, Criteria, Tariff 

  NERC Standard Impact (Specifically state if 
revision relates to/or impacts NERC Standards, list 
standard(s)) 

       

  FERC Mandate  (List order number(s)) 

       
 

 

 

REVISION REQUEST RISK DRIVERS 

Are there any risks driving completion of this RR?   Yes  No   

If yes, provided details to explain type of risk and any timelines associated: 

  Compliance (Tariff, NERC, Other)       

  Reliability/Operations        

  Financial       
 
SPP Documents Requiring Revision:  
Please select your primary intended document(s) as well as all others known that could be impacted by the requested revision (e.g. 
a change to a protocol that would necessitate a criteria or business practice revision).   

  Market Protocols 
Protocol Section(s): 4.2.1.1(deleted); 
4.2.1.1.1(deleted); 4.2.1.2; 4.5.11; 6.2.8; 
8.2.7(deleted) 

Protocol Version: 33b 

  Criteria Criteria Section(s):       Criteria Date:       
  Tariff (OATT) Tariff Section(s): AE [2.2; 2.11.1(deleted); 2.11.2]; AF [3.9(deleted)] 
  Business Practice Business Practice Number:       
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Objectives of Revision Request:   
Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve.   

The Market Working Group voted to remove the limited Day-Ahead must offer language at the November 2014 MWG. The MMU 
indicated that the Day-Ahead must offer requirement does not appear to be necessary at the August MWG. The MMU 
recommended that the MWG, if it wanted to keep the current design, then it should close the loopholes, exempt VERs, and resolve 
JOU commitments. Data has shown that for hours in which a penalty has been levied, there was more than enough generation 
offered. The majority of Market Working Group members, given the choice of continuing the current limited must offer or 
eliminating the must offer entirely, prefer to eliminate the must offer requirement entirely.  

Describe the benefits that will be realized from this revision. 

This RR removes the Day-Ahead must-offer requirement as recommended by the MMU in the Annual State of the Market report. 
The Day-Ahead must-offer is not necessary in the Integrated Marketplace, and removing it will reduce SPP workload.  

REVISIONS TO SPP DOCUMENTS 
In the appropriate sections below, please provide the language from the current document(s) for which you are requesting 
revision(s), with all edits redlined.  

Market Protocols 

4.2.1 Must-Offer Requirement 

Market Participants are required to offer available Resources to the Day-Ahead Market, RUC, and RTBM as 
described in this section below. 

4.2.1.1 Day-Ahead Market 

There is no requirement for any Resource to offer in the DA-Ahead Market.   

(A) Each Market Participant with registered load must satisfy the must offer obligation for each Asset 
Owner associated with that registered load as set forth in Section 4.2.1.1 based on the following criteria:     

 A Market Participant’s load for an Asset Owner for purposes of this section shall be equal to the 
Market Participant’s maximum hourly Reported Load for that Asset Owner for the Operating Day. 
When an Asset Owner selling power under a bilateral contract has registered the load of the Asset 
Owner that is buying power under the bilateral contract as described under Section 6.2.8, the 
buyer’s Reported Load shall be reduced by the amount of the buyer’s load registered by the seller 
and the seller’s Reported Load shall be increased by the amount of the buyer’s load registered by 
the seller. 

(1) A Market Participant’s daily Operating Reserve obligation for an Asset Owner shall be equal to the 
sum of that Market Participant’s maximum daily Regulation-Up Service, Regulation-Down 
Service and Contingency Reserve obligation for that Asset Owner as calculated by SPP as 
described in Section 4.1.3(4).   

(1) Resources submitted with a Commitment Status of Market, Self or Reliability may be used to 
satisfy this requirement. 

(1) A load-serving Market Participant’s net resource capacity, for an Asset Owner for purposes of this 

section shall include: 
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(a) Offered capacity by Resources identified in (3) above less the Operating Reserve obligation 

identified in (2) above; and 

(a) Firm Power purchases less the Firm Power sales, except that, if the seller has registered the 

buyer’s load associated with a firm power sale, such firm power sale shall not act to increase 

the buyer’s net resource capacity or act to reduce the seller’s net resource capacity. 

( ) For purposes of this Section 4.2.1.1, firm power purchases and firm power sales 

shall mean sales and purchases that are deliverable with service comparable to Firm 

Point-To-Point Transmission Service or Firm Network Integration Transmission 

Service with the supplier assuming the obligation to provide both capacity and 

energy.  Additionally, firm power purchases shall include an Asset Owner’s share 

of a Jointly Owned Unit to the extent that such shares have not been registered as 

separate Resources either under the JOU Individual Resource Option or the JOU 

Combined Resource Option as described under Section 4.2.2.5.4.  In order to verify 

firm power purchases and firm power sales, supporting documentation must be 

provided to the Market Monitor upon request.  Market Participants have the option 

to input information regarding firm power purchases and firm power sales into the 

Market Monitor website.  If no information is input into this website, the Market 

Monitor will contact the Market Participant for that information.  The Market 

Monitor may confirm the firm purchase or sale with the counterparty and will 

include the transacted MWs to calculate net resource capacity for both purchaser 

and seller.  If one of the parties dispute the firm purchase or sale to the Market 

Monitor, then the firm purchase or sale will not be used in the calculation of either 

the purchaser’s or seller’s net resource capacity. 

(A) A Market Participant’s compliance with the must-offer obligation for an Asset Owner is as follows: 

(1) A Market Participant that has offered all of its available Resources for an Asset Owner with a 
Commitment Status of Market, Self, or Reliability for an hour of the Operating Day is deemed to 
be compliant with the must-offer requirement for that Asset Owner for that hour regardless of its 
maximum hourly Reported Load and/or Operating Reserve obligation. 

( ) A Market Participant that does not have any registered Resources for an Asset Owner has 
met the must-offer requirement for that Asset Owner because it does not have any Resources 
with a Commitment Status of Not Participating for that Asset Owner. 

(1) A Market Participant that does not meet the condition described in (B)(1) above for an Asset 
Owner for an hour of the Operating Day, but has net resource capacity for that Asset Owner for 
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that hour greater than or equal to 90% of its load for that Asset Owner, as described in (A)(1) 
above, is deemed to be compliant with the must-offer requirement for that Asset Owner for that 
hour. 

 To the extent a Market Participant does not meet the conditions for an Asset Owner described in 
either Section (B)(1) and (2), the Market Participant shall be deemed noncompliant with the must-
offer requirement for that Asset Owner for that hour and will be assessed a penalty for that Asset 
Owner for that hour as described in Section 4.2.1.1.1. 

(2) Resources used as the source of a GFA Carve Out or FSE must be offered, if available, with a 
sufficient capacity to cover the GFA Carve Out Schedule or FSE Schedule.  GFA Carve Out or 
FSE treatment is only available to the extent that the Resources are offered into the DA Market 
using a Commitment Status of Market, Self or Reliability.  To the extent the source is external, an 
Import Interchange Transaction must be submitted in the DA Market with a sufficient capacity to 
cover the GFA Carve Out Schedule or FSE Schedule. 

(A) The Market Monitor shall monitor a Market Participant’s load, Operating Reserve obligation, offered 
Resources and net resource capacity, for an Asset Owner for each hour of the Operating Day to 
determine whether the Market Participant has complied with the must offer obligation for that Asset 
Owner set forth in Section 4.2.1.1 B. 

4.2.1.1.1 Penalty Calculation 

For each hour of the Operating Day that a Market Participant is found to be noncompliant as determined by the 
conditions set forth in Sections 4.2.1.1 B, that Market Participant shall be assessed a penalty.  The penalty 
amount and the distribution of penalty revenues shall be determined as follows: 

(0) An Asset Owner’s penalty amount in each hour is calculated by multiplying the Asset Owner’s Must-
Offer Penalty MW by the maximum of zero or the Asset Owner’s Must-Offer Penalty LMP for that 
hour. 

( ) Asset Owner Must-Offer Penalty MW is equal to the minimum of (i) the Asset Owner Shortage 
MW or (ii) the Asset Owner Not Offered MW; 
( ) Asset Owner Shortage MW is calculated as the difference between: 

(0) 90% of the Market Participant’s load for an Asset Owner as described in 
4.2.1.1A.(1); and 

(0) The Market Participant’s net resource capacity for an Asset Owner as described in 
4.2.1.1 A(3). 

( ) Asset Owner Not Offered MW is calculated as the sum of the reference levels for the 
Maximum Economic Capability Operating Limit, as determined by the process in Section 
8.2.2.8, less derate MW amounts approved and recorded in the outage scheduler tool for 
the Market Participant’s Resources for that Asset Owner with a Commitment Status of 
Not Participating. 

Commented [MPRR2391]: Awaiting FERC Filing and 
Implementation 

Commented [MPRR2392]: Awaiting FERC Filing and 
Implementation 

Commented [MPRR2393]: Awaiting FERC Filing and 
Implementation 

Commented [MPRR2394]: Awaiting FERC Filing and 
Implementation 
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 The Must-Offer Penalty LMP is calculated as the weighted average of the Day-Ahead LMP for 
the Market Participant’s Resources for that Asset Owner with a Commitment Status of Not 
Participating, where the weights for the calculation are the corresponding Not Offered MWs. 

(1) In any hour in which must-offer penalty revenues are collected, such revenues shall be distributed to 
Market Participants for an Asset Owner on a pro-rata basis for that Asset Owner’s Resources that were 
offered in compliance with the must-offer requirement in Section 4.2.1.1.  The pro-rata share shall be 
equal to the ratio of (i) each compliant Asset Owner load, as described in 4.2.1.1  for that hour to (ii) the 
sum of all compliant Asset Owner loads for that hour. 

4.2.1.2 RUC and RTBM 

For the RUC and RTBM, Market Participants must submit Resource Offers for all Resources, for each product 
for which it is qualified, to the extent these Resources are available (e.g. not on forced outage, planned outage, 
or Reserve Shutdown).  Market Participants must include in their Resource Offers the full amount of physical 
capacity available as reflected in the Resource’s submitted Maximum Normal Capacity Operating Limit and 
Maximum Emergency Capacity Operating Limit. 

4.5.11 Miscellaneous Amount 

(1) In certain circumstances, it may be necessary to recalculate or make changes to previously billed charges 
that cannot be handled though a standard final settlement or resettlement execution for that operating 
day.  This is anticipated to occur only on an exception basis.  SPP will manually calculate the adjustment 
and post as a manual adjustment to the initial, final, and/or resettlement statement, regardless of the 
Operating Day in question.  A comment will be added to the Bill Statement to alert the reader to the 
reason for the adjustment and the effective Operating Day(s).  SPP will post supporting documentation 
for the manual calculation of any miscellaneous charge to the Portal no later than the time the Settlement 
Statement including the miscellaneous charge has been posted.  In some situations the charge or credit 
assessed must be excluded from Revenue Neutrality Uplift calculations such that SPP is left with a net 
receivable or payable amount for the settlement of the OD. 

(2) In addition, through Balancing Authority Agreements with adjacent external Balancing Authorities, SPP 
may supply Emergency Export Interchange Transactions when requested by the applicable external 
Balancing Authority or SPP may request, under SPP Emergency conditions, that applicable external 
Balancing Authorities supply Emergency Import Interchange Transactions to SPP.  To the extent that 
such transactions are confirmed, credits to SPP for Emergency Export Interchange Transactions and 
charges to SPP for Emergency Import Interchange Transactions are included in this charge type. 

(3) In addition, a local transmission operator may require commitment, decommitment, or dispatch 
instructions to be issued to one or more Resources in order to solve a reliability issue.  Payments to 
Resource Asset Owners as described under Sections Error! Reference source not found., Error! 
Reference source not found. and charges to Asset Owners as described under Section Error! 
Reference source not found. associated with such commitment, decommitment, or dispatch 
instructions are included in this charge type. 
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(4) In addition, SPP may impose penalties for noncompliance with the Day-Ahead Market must-offer 
requirement as described under Section 4.2.1.1.1.  Any penalties assessed to noncompliant Asset 
Owners, and the distribution of those penalties by load-ratio share, excluding the noncompliant Asset 
Owners, are included in this charge type. 

(5)(4) A miscellaneous charge type will be utilized for each distinct charge type and any other charges 
and credits not specifically accounted for under a distinct charge type.  Miscellaneous charges and 
credits to the affected Asset Owners are represented for each Operating Day as follows: 

MiscDlyAmt a, ct, s, rnu, d 

(6)(5) For each Asset Owner associated with Market Participant m, a daily amount is calculated.  The 
net daily amount is calculated as follows: 

MiscAoAmt a, m, d = 
ct

s

rnu

MiscDlyAmt a, ct, s, rnu, d 

 

 

(7)(6) For each Market Participant, a daily amount is calculated representing the sum of Asset Owner 
amounts associated with that Market Participant.  The daily amount is calculated as follows: 

MiscMpAmt m, d =  
a

MiscAoAmt a, m, d 

6.2.8 Loads Transfers Relating to Bilateral Contracts 

A Market Participant that is selling firm power to another Market Participant under a bilateral contract may, 
with the agreement of the buyer, register all or a portion of the buyer’s load as its load asset as described under 
Section 2.2(11) of Attachment AE to the Tariff.  For the purposes of Section 4.2.1.1, such registration of the 
buyer’s load by the seller shall be accounted for by including such load in the seller’s Reported Load and not 
including such load in the buyer’s Reported Load, as described under Section 4.2.1.1(A)(1), and such associated 
bilateral contracts shall not be included in either the buyer’s or seller’s net resource capacity described under 
Section 4.2.1.1(A)(4). 

8.2.7 Sanctions for Noncompliance with the Day-Ahead Market Must Offer Requirement 

In the case that a Market Participant with registered load is found to be noncompliant for an Asset Owner 
associated with that registered load as determined by the conditions set forth in Sections 4.2.1.1, the Market 
Participant shall be assessed a penalty for that Asset Owner as described in 4.2.1.1.1 (1)(a).  The penalty 
amount shall be equal to the Day Ahead Market LMP associated with the withheld capacity as described in 
Section 4.2.1.1.1(1)(b). 
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The Market Monitor will monitor for, and report to the Commission’s Office of Enforcement (“OE”), 
manipulative behavior associated with Day Ahead Offers, including (but not limited to) monitoring load-serving 
Market Participants who purposefully underestimate peak loads.  The Market Monitor will also report to OE 
any locational problems, such as deliverability issues, associated with load-serving Market Participants’ offers 
in the Day Ahead market, any identified efforts by Market Participants to raise prices in the real-time market by 
limiting Day Ahead offers, and the effects of any such efforts upon make whole payments. 

 

SPP Tariff (OATT) 
 
ATTACHMENT AE 

Integrated Marketplace  

2.2 Application and Asset Registration 

… 

(11) A Market Participant that is selling firm power to the load asset under a bilateral contract may, 

with the agreement of the buyer, register all or a portion of the buyer’s load as its load asset.  For 

purposes of this Section 2.2(11) of this Attachment AE, the sale of firm power shall refer to 

power sales deliverable with firm transmission service, with the supplier assuming the obligation 

to serve the buyer’s load with both capacity and energy.  For the purposes of Section 2.11.1 of 

this Attachment AE, such registration of the buyer’s load by the seller shall be accounted for by 

including such load in the seller’s Reported Load and not including such load in the buyer’s 

Reported Load, as described under Section 2.11.1(A)(1) of this Attachment AE, and such 

associated bilateral contracts shall not be included in either the buyer’s or seller’s net resource 

capacity described under Section 2.11.1(A)(4) of this Attachment AE. 

… 

2.11 Must-Offer Requirement 

2.11.1 Day-Ahead Market 

There is no requirement for any Resource to offer in the DA-Ahead Market.   

A. Each Market Participant must satisfy the must offer obligation for an Asset Owner as set forth in Section 

2.11.1(B) of this Attachment AE based on the following criteria: 
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(1) A Market Participant’s load for an Asset Owner for purposes of this section shall be equal to that 

Market Participant’s maximum hourly Reported Load for an Asset Owner for the Operating Day.  

Such Asset Owner’s Reported Load shall include load registered as described under Section 

2.2(11) of this Attachment AE, where the buyer’s Reported Load shall be reduced by the amount 

of the buyer’s load registered by the seller and the seller’s Reported Load shall be increased by 

the amount of the buyer’s load registered by the seller.   

(2) A Market Participant’s daily Operating Reserve obligation for an Asset Owner shall be equal to 

the sum of that Market Participant’s maximum daily Regulation-Up Service, Regulation-Down 

Service and Contingency Reserve obligations for an Asset Owner as estimated by the 

Transmission Provider in accordance with Section 3.1.4(3) of this Attachment AE. 

(3) A Market Participant may satisfy this requirement by offering Resources for an Asset Owner 

with a commitment status indicating either that the Market Participant is self-committing the 

Resource, the Resource may be committed by the Transmission Provider, or the Resource may 

be committed by the Transmission Provider only to alleviate an anticipated Emergency 

Condition or Local Reliability Issue, as specified in Sections 4.1(10)(a), 4.1(10)(b), and 

4.1(10)(c)  of the Attachment AE. 

(4) A Market Participant’s net resource capacity for an Asset Owner, for purposes of this section 

shall include: 

i. Offered capacity by Resources identified in Section 2.11.1(A)(3) of Attachment AE less 

the Operating Reserve obligation identified in Section 2.11.1(A)(2) of Attachment AE; 

and 

ii. Firm power purchases less firm power sales, except that, if the seller has registered the 

buyer’s load associated with a firm power sale as described in Section 2.2(11) of this 

Attachment AE, such firm power sale shall not act to increase the buyer’s net resource 

capacity or act to reduce the seller’s net resource capacity.  For purposes of this Section 

2.11.1 of this Attachment AE firm power purchases and firm power sales shall mean 

sales and purchases that are deliverable with transmission service comparable to Firm 

Point-To-Point Transmission Service or Firm Network Integration Transmission Service 

with the supplier assuming the obligation to provide both capacity and energy.  

Additionally, firm power purchases shall include an Asset owner’s share of a Jointly 

Owned Unit to the extent that such shares have not been registered as separate Resources 

either under Jointly Owned Unit individual Resource option or the Jointly Owned Unit 

combined Resource option as described under Section 2.2(4) of this Attachment AE. 
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In order to verify firm power purchases and firm power sales, supporting documentation 

must be provided to the Market Monitor upon request.  Market Participants have the 

option to input information regarding firm power purchases and firm power sales into the 

Market Monitor website.  If no information is input into this website, the Market Monitor 

will contact the Market Participant for that information.  The Market Monitor may 

communicate with the counterparty to confirm the firm purchase or sale and will include 

the transacted MWs to calculate net resource capacity for both purchaser and seller.  If 

one of the parties disputes the firm purchase or sale to the Market Monitor, then the firm 

purchase or sale will not be used in the calculation of either the purchaser’s or seller’s net 

resource capacity subject to any dispute resolution. 

B. A Market Participant’s compliance with the must offer obligation for an Asset Owner is as follows: 

(1) A Market Participant that has offered all of its available Resources for an Asset Owner, with a 

commitment status described in Sections 4.1(10)(a), 4.1(10)(b), and/or 4.1(10)(c) of this 

Attachment AE, for an hour of the Operating Day is deemed to be in compliance with the must 

offer requirement for that Asset Owner for that hour regardless of its maximum hourly Reported 

Load and/or, Operating Reserve obligation.   

(2) A Market Participant that does not meet the condition described in Section 2.11.1(B)(1) of this 

Attachment AE for an Asset Owner for an hour of the Operating Day, but has net resource 

capacity for that Asset Owner for that hour greater than or equal to 90% of its load for that Asset 

Owner as described in Section 2.11.1(A)(1) of this Attachment AE is deemed to be in 

compliance for that Asset Owner with the must offer requirement for that hour. 

(3) To the extent that a Market Participant does not meet the conditions described in either Section 

2.11.1(B)(1) or (2) for an Asset Owner, the Market Participant shall be deemed noncompliant 

with the must offer requirement for that Asset Owner for that hour and will be assessed a penalty 

for that hour as determined in Section 3.9 of Attachment AF of this Tariff. 

C. Market Monitor shall monitor a Market Participant’s Load, Operating Reserve obligation, offered 

Resources and net resource capacity, for an Asset Owner for each hour of the Operating Day to 

determine whether the Market Participant has complied with the must offer obligation set forth in 

Section 2.11.1(B). 

2.11.1 Reliability Unit Commitment and the Real-Time Balancing Market 

For the RUC processes and RTBM, Market Participants must submit Resource Offers for all 

Resources to the extent these Resources are available.  Market Participants must include in their 
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Resource Offers the full amount of physical capacity available as reflected in the Resource’s submitted 

Maximum Normal Capacity Operating Limit and Maximum Emergency Capacity Operating Limit. 

ATTACHMENT AF 

MARKET POWER MITIGATION PLAN 

3.8 Mitigation Exceptions 
A. The Market Monitor shall, as soon as practicable and if warranted in light of the 

information available to the Market Monitor, contact a Market Participant to request an 

explanation of its actions in cases when an impact threshold in Section 3.7 of this 

Attachment AF is exceeded and the Market Participant’s offer exceeded the mitigated 

offer by more than the relevant conduct threshold, as specified in Section 3.2, 3.3, or 3.4 

of this Attachment AF. 

B. If a Market Participant anticipates submitting an offer that will exceed the mitigated offer 

by more than the relevant conduct threshold, it may contact the Market Monitor to 

provide an explanation of the changes in its offer. If the Market Participant’s pre-offer 

explanation indicates to the Market Monitor that the questioned behavior is consistent 

with competitive behavior, the Transmission Provider will not impose mitigation with 

respect to that offer unless and until circumstances are deemed to warrant it, and the 

Transmission Provider or the Market Monitor so notifies the Market Participant.  In 

circumstances where, following a Market Participant’s pre-offer explanation, both the 

conduct and impact thresholds are violated but no mitigation is imposed, the Market 

Monitor will record such instances and will report such instances to the Commission’s 

Office of Enforcement, or its successor organization, every three months during the first 

year of Integrated Marketplace operations, and yearly thereafter.  To the extent that the 

report contains sensitive data, the Market Monitor should include any such data in a non-

public version of the report.  

3.9  Sanctions for Noncompliance with the Day-Ahead Market Must Offer Requirement  
A. In the case that a Market Participant is found to be noncompliant for an Asset Owner as 

determined by the conditions set forth in Section 2.11.1 of Attachment AE, the Market 

Participant shall be assessed a penalty for that Asset Owner by the Transmission Provider 

for each megawatt of withheld capacity below the 10% tolerance band.  The penalty 

amount shall be equal to the Day-Ahead Market LMP associated with the withheld 

capacity. 
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B.  The Market Monitor will monitor for, and report to the Commission’s Office of 

Enforcement, or its successor organization, manipulative behavior associated with Day-

Ahead Offers, including (but not limited to) monitoring load-serving Market Participants 

who do not offer enough net resource capacity to meet their maximum hourly Reported 

Load.  The Market Monitor will also report to the Commission’s Office of Enforcement 

or its successor organization any locational problems, such as deliverability issues, 

associated with load-serving Market Participants’ offers in the Day-Ahead Market, any 

identified efforts by Market Participants to raise prices in the RTBM by limiting Day-

Ahead Offers, and the effects of any such efforts upon make whole payments. 

SPP Criteria 
 
N/A 
 

SPP Business Practices 
 
N/A 
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Revision Request Comment Form 

RR #: 125 Date: 10/15/2015 

RR Title: Removal of Day-Ahead Limited Must-Offer 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Name: John Hyatt Company: SPP Market Monitoring Unit 

Email: jhyatt@spp.org Phone: (501) 688-1630 

COMMENTS  

MMU 2014 State of the Market Recommendation 4. Day-Ahead Must-Offer Requirement 

The MMU recommends that SPP eliminate the limited day-ahead must-offer provision and revise the physical withholding rules to 
include a penalty for non-compliance. These provisions are sufficient to ensure an efficient level of participation in the Day-Ahead 
Market. The SPP Tariff must provide adequate protection against the potential exercise of market power. An incentive to withhold 
generation may exist if participation in the Day-Ahead Market is voluntary. Thus enhancing the physical withholding rules to 
include a penalty provision will provide additional protection. The physical withholding rules are targeted to identify withholding 
that directly impacts the competitive outcomes in the market, and assessing penalties as a result of violating the physical 
withholding rules is a more efficient methodology for ensuring efficient participation levels in the Day-Ahead Market. 

In the event that the limited must-offer provision is continued, five weaknesses in the current provisions should be addressed: 

1) A Market Participant with load assets can avoid a day-ahead must-offer obligation entirely by registering its load assets and 
generation assets under different asset owners. 

2) There is no requirement or incentive for an SPP Market Participant with a day-ahead must-offer obligation to report a firm power 
sale. For example, in the case that the purchaser is an SPP Market Participant that chooses not to report the purchase, the seller is 
not required to inform SPP or the MMU of this transaction and it may not be properly accounted for with respect to the seller’s day-
ahead must-offer obligation. 

3) The current design forces Market Participants to take a day-ahead position on Variable Energy Resources. These resources 
should be exempted from the must-offer requirement. 

4) There is no direct, automated link between the must-offer penalty calculation and the system that tracks generation outages. The 
current system is reliant on the Market Participant to correctly identify the resource as being on an outage in its day-ahead market 
offer submission. 

5) The non-controlling asset owner of a jointly-owned resource is at risk of being non-compliant if the controlling asset owner 
chooses to put the resource in Not-Participating status. 

PROPOSED REVISION  
Provide proposed modifications (redlined) to the revision request for which you are providing comments. Use language from the 
revision request and redline with your additional edits. 

Market Protocols 

None submitted 

SPP Tariff (OATT) 

None submitted 

SPP Criteria 

N/A 

SPP Business Practices 

N/A 
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Revision Request Comment Form 

RR #: 125 Date: 10/12/2015 

RR Title: Removal of Day-Ahead Limited Must-Offer 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Name: Matt Moore Company: Golden Spread Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Email: mmoore@gsec.coop Phone: (806) 349 - 6557 

COMMENTS  

 Golden Spread Electric Cooperative, Inc. continues to be in support of FERC's position on the existing SPP IM limited DA Must 
Offer market design.  As indicated in the Order Conditionally Accepting Tariff Revisions to Establish Energy Markets issued 
October 18, 2012, the stakeholders discussed this aspect of the Integrated Marketplace design extensively and considered several 
different approaches, including approaches used in the other RTO's.  After hearing apposing arguments FERC conditionally 
accepting SPP's proposed day ahead must-offer requirement subject to certain requirements which have been addressed.  FERC 
recognized that the proposal for a day-ahead must offer requirement for the Integrated Marketplace resulted from a deliberative 
stakeholder process that attempted to balance multiple goals, such as system reliability and flexibility for Market Participants.  
FERC also recognized SPP's proposal strikes a reasonable balance between providing Market Participants flexible offer 
requirements and ensuring the Market Participants offer sufficient resources to meet their load obligations.  As such, Market 
Participants such as GSEC have established policies and procedures internally and externally. 

FERC was also, clear in that it would not require a day-ahead must offer requirement that applies to all Network Resources for load 
serving Market Participants, as requested and argued by several protesting parties.  In addition, the Market Monitor 2014 State of 
the Market Report recently indicated that the generation offered DA far exceeded the load. 

Furthermore, to have no DA Must Offer would succumb to the other extreme whereas the current design strikes a balance as 
recognized by FERC.   To the extent that there are areas within the current Limited Day Ahead Must Offer design that need to be 
tweaked as suggested by the Market Monitor then GSEC would be supportive of those efforts without changing the underlying 
Limited DA Must Offer design itself.   Also, there would could be unintended consequences related to compliance and penalties by 
changing the existing design. 

PROPOSED REVISION  
Provide proposed modifications (redlined) to the revision request for which you are providing comments. Use language from the 
revision request and redline with your additional edits. 

Market Protocols 

None submitted 

SPP Tariff (OATT) 

None submitted 

SPP Criteria 

N/A 

SPP Business Practices 

N/A 
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Revision Request Recommendation Report 

RR #: 126 Date: 9/24/2015 

RR Title: Netting of TCR Credit Portfolio 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 
Submitter Name: Scott Smith on behalf of Credit Practices Working 
Group Company: Southwest Power Pool 

Email: ssmith@spp.org Phone: 501.614.3339 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF ACTION AND RECOMMENDATION 

      

OBJECTIVE OF REVISION 
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Objectives of Revision Request:   
Describe the problem/issue this revision request will resolve.  

Issue Statement: 
Current credit exposure calculations, as found in Article 5A of Attachment X (Credit Policy), may result in excess Financial 
Security (cash or letter of credit) required for certain TCR bids/offers and ARR self-conversions during a TCR auction.  Any 
excess Financial Security required for an auction period will likely result in additional costs borne by the affected Credit 
Customer. 

Summary of Proposed Tariff Change: 
During a TCR auction, existing policy requires that all TCR bids, offers, and ARR self-converts be assessed individually 
without regard and additive to any TCRs awarded in previous auctions for the purposes of estimating credit exposure.  Once the 
TCR auction has cleared, TCRs awarded from that auction are netted with TCRs awarded in previous auctions for like-kind 
TCR products (monthly/seasonal and on/off peak).  The Credit Practices Working Group (CPWG) proposes to change the Credit 
Policy to allow a Credit Customer’s positively-valued TCR portfolio to offset their credit requirements for TCR bids, offers, and 
ARR self-converts during a current auction period.  The CPWG believes this may lessen the amount of collateral required, under 
appropriate circumstances, therefore reducing costs of capital for the associated Credit Customer s without any tangible increase 
to risk of credit default. 

Detailed Explanation of Proposed Tariff Change: 

Total TCR Credit Requirement is the sum of the Financial Security requirements associated with a Credit Customer’s holding 
and settling of TCRs and participating in TCR Auctions.  The sum includes the following components:  

(i) TCR Portfolio Credit Requirement:  Financial Security required for a Credit Customer’s TCR (owned) portfolio, 
reflecting all of the TCRs held by the Credit Customer, calculated pursuant to section 5A.3;  

(ii) Estimated TCR Exposure Bid & Offer (ETCRE Bid/Offer):  Financial Security required for the Credit Customer’s 
participation during a TCR Auction, calculated pursuant to sections 5A.4 (bids & ARR self-converts) and 5A.5 (offers).  
Only TCR bids and offers with negative (credit liability) values are considered in the accumulation of ETCRE Bid and 
ETCRE Offer due to the possibility that no positive positions may be awarded upon auction clearing;  

(iii) Invoiced TCR Charges (ITCRC): TCR charges or credits that have been invoiced but not yet paid; and  

(iv) Calculated TCR Charges (CTCRC):  TCR charges or credits that have been calculated but not yet invoiced. 

Both TCR Portfolio Credit Requirement and ETCRE Bid/Offer have maximum values of zero; this results in the intentional 
disallowance of netting between these two components of Total TCR Credit Requirement during a TCR auction.  However, after 
that TCR auction is cleared, TCRs awarded or sold in that auction become a part of the Credit Customers TCR Portfolio Credit 
Requirement and are netted with other owned like-kind TCR Products (with respect to specific monthly/seasonal and on/off 
peak products).   

In essence, currently owned TCR portfolio positions are not allowed to net with bids, offers and ARR self-converts during an 
auction period; but the same TCR portfolio positions net with the awarded TCRs after the auction clears.  Since only negatively-
valued bids and offers are included in ETCRE Bid/Offer calculations, excess Financial Security may be required under 
circumstances where a Credit Customer would have a positively-valued TCR Portfolio Requirement.  In these instances, the 
excess Financial Security is required and held by SPP only for a short duration from the beginning of the TCR auction to a 
period shortly after TCR awards are published (and consumed by SPP’s credit management system).   

With the establishment of the Long-Term TCR Auction process now segregated from the Annual TCR Auction process, there 
were examples of significant excess Financial Security being required due to the scenario described above.  As such, the CPWG 
proposes to change the Credit Policy to allow a Credit Customer’s positively-valued TCR Portfolio Credit Requirement to offset 
their credit requirements for ETCRE Bid and ETCRE Offer during a current TCR auction period.  Proposed changes to the 
Credit Policy will not affect the calculation of ETCRE Bid and ETCRE Offer.  

Description of Benefits Realized From This Revision: 

Proposed changes to the SPP Credit Policy would lessen the amount of Financial Security required, under appropriate 
circumstances, therefore reducing costs of capital for the associated Credit Customers without any tangible increase to risk of 
credit default. 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS REQUIRED:   Yes      No 

Estimated Cost: $      
Cost is a rough order of magnitude estimate, approx. +/-50% 

Estimated Duration:       months 
Duration is a rough order of magnitude estimate, approx. +/-50%

Priority Rank for System Change:       1 – Critical       2 – High       3 – Medium       4 – Low  

SPP DOCUMENTS IMPACTED 
  Market Protocols Protocol Section(s):       Protocol Version:       
  Criteria Criteria Section(s):       Criteria Date:       
  Tariff  Tariff Section(s): Attachment X, Article 5A 
  Business Practice Business Practice Number:       

WORKING GROUP REVIEWS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
List Primary and any Secondary/Impacted WG Recommendations as appropriate 

Primary Working Group: 
CPWG  

 

Date: 9/24/2015 

Action Taken: Unanimously Approved 

Reason for Opposition:       

 

Secondary Working Group: 
MWG 

 

Date: 10/20/2015 

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

Secondary Working Group: 
RTWG 

 

Date: 10/22/2015 

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

Secondary Working Group: 
      

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

MOPC  

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       
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Reasons for Opposition:       

 

BOD/Member Committee  

 

Date:       

Action Taken:        

Abstained:       

Opposed:       

Reasons for Opposition:       

 

COMMENTS 

Comment Author:       

Date Comments Submitted:       

Description of Comments:       

Status:        

Comment Author:       

Date Comments Submitted:       

Description of Comments:       

Status:       

PROPOSED REVISION(S) TO SPP DOCUMENTS 

Market Protocols 

 
N/A 
 

Tariff (OATT) 

 
Attachment X 

ARTICLE FIVE A 

Transmission Congestion Rights (TCRs) 

5A.1 Overview.  
 

5A.1.1 Transmission Congestion Rights create potential exposure of non-payment, and 
therefore, have a credit requirement.  SPP will establish a Total TCR Credit 
Requirement for each Credit Customer holding TCRs or participating in a TCR 
Auction.  A Credit Customer may satisfy its Total TCR Credit Requirement by 
providing Financial Security.  Unsecured Credit is not available to support a 
Credit Customer’s holding of TCRs or activity in TCR Auctions.  Additionally, 
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SPP’s prior approval is required for a Credit Customer to acquire or transfer 
TCRs through bilateral transactions.   

 
5A.1.2 To establish the credit requirement associated with TCRs, SPP analyzes:  (i) the 

TCRs the Credit Customer holds (including TCRs held via self-conversion from 
ARRs); (ii) the Credit Customer’s Bids and Offers for TCRs in the TCR 
Auctions; (iii) TCR payments or charges for which settlement has been calculated 
but not yet invoiced; and (iv) TCR payments or charges for which an invoice has 
been issued but payment has not occurred.   

 
(a) SPP calculates the potential exposure associated with the full portfolio of 

TCRs that are held by the Credit Customer including TCRs obtained from 
LTCRs and ILTCRs.   

 
(b) SPP evaluates individually each TCR Bid in the TCR Auctions to ensure 

that the Credit Customer has sufficient Financial Security to cover the 
credit requirements to purchase and hold the TCR.  Only the TCR Bids for 
which the Credit Customer has sufficient Financial Security will be credit 
approved for consideration in the TCR Auction.   

 
(c) SPP evaluates individually each TCR Offer in the TCR Auctions to ensure 

that the Credit Customer has sufficient Financial Security to cover any 
credit requirements associated with the Offer and the credit requirements 
for the retained TCR portfolio that would result if the TCR Offer clears in 
the TCR Auction.  Only the TCR Offers for which the Credit Customer 
has sufficient Financial Security will be credit approved for consideration 
in the TCR Auction.   

 
(d) Additionally, SPP analyzes the credit requirements associated with TCRs 

that are the subject of a proposed bilateral transfer prior to providing 
approval of such transfers.  SPP approval of a bilateral transfer for TCRs 
is required for such bilateral transfers to be completed.   

 
5A.1.3 As part of the determination of the credit requirement associated with TCRs, SPP 

calculates the Estimated TCR Exposure (ETCRE), which is an estimate of the 
potential value of the TCR over the life of the TCR.  In the case of a TCR 
associated with a LTCR or ILTCR, the life of the TCR shall be considered one 
year.  It will be calculated for all TCRs the Credit Customer holds, the Credit 
Customer’s TCR Bids and TCR Offers, proposed TCR bilateral transfers, and 
TCRs acquired through ARR self-conversion.  SPP will determine the credit 
requirement associated with TCRs and whether the Credit Customer has available 
Financial Security to support its TCR activity.  After the close of a TCR Auction 
and on an ongoing basis, SPP will update the Credit Customer’s Total TCR Credit 
Requirement associated with TCRs to reflect the actual TCRs the Credit 
Customer holds and TCR Auction results, including the costs to acquire or sell 
TCRs in a TCR Auction.  

 
5A.1.4 This Article addresses the calculation of the Total TCR Credit Requirement 

associated with TCRs, including the ETCRE calculations for the TCRs the Credit 
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Customer holds and the Credit Customer’s Bids and Offers for TCRs in the TCR 
Auctions and the acquisition and disposal costs of the TCR in the TCR Auctions; 
as well as the TCR payments or charges for which settlement has been calculated 
but not yet invoiced; and the TCR payments or charges for which an invoice has 
been issued but payment has not occurred.  This Article also addresses the 
determination whether a Credit Customer has sufficient Financial Security 
available for the Credit Customer’s proposed TCR Auction activity or proposed 
bilateral transfers of TCRs.   

 
5A.2 Calculation of Estimated TCR Exposure (ETCRE) for TCRs that a Credit Customer Holds 

(ETCRE Hold).  SPP will calculate the ETCRE Hold, which is an estimate of the potential value 
(positive or negative) of the TCR contract for the term of the TCR, for TCRs that a Credit 
Customer holds.  A negative ETCRE Hold means SPP estimates that the potential value of the 
TCR will result in a payment by the Credit Customer.  A positive ETCRE Hold means SPP 
estimates that the potential value of the TCR will result in a payment to the Credit Customer.  
The ETCRE Hold calculation is determined for each TCR on an individual basis.  ETCRE Hold 
is the product of the TCR Final Reference Price times the TCR megawatts.  SPP will calculate 
the TCR Final Reference Price for each TCR based on the difference of historical Day-Ahead 
Market Marginal Congestion Cost (MCC) between the TCR source and TCR sink.  

 
5A.2.1 TCR Final Reference Price.  For a given source and sink combination and with respect 

to time (season or month) and class (on-peak and off-peak), the TCR Final Reference 
Price has two components:  (i) a TCR Mean Price; and (ii) a TCR Stress Test Price.  The 
Final Reference Price is the TCR Mean Price minus the TCR Stress Test Price.   

 
5A.2.1.1 Both the TCR Mean Price and TCR Stress Test Price are determined using 

the Day-Ahead Market Marginal Congestion Component (MCC) prices 
from the prior two years.  Each year of the prior two year period will be 
weighted, with the more recent year receiving a 75% weighting and the 
more distant year receiving a 25% weighting.  The MCC prices used in the 
calculations for a TCR match the definition of the TCR with respect to 
time (season or month) and class (on-peak and off-peak).  Historical MCC 
prices to be used for the more recent year will only be used if the specific 
time period (season or month) has been completed, i.e. no partial period 
MCC prices will be used to calculate Final Reference Prices.   

 
5A.2.1.1.1 A TCR Final Reference Price determination is used in the 

calculations for ETCRE Hold, ETCRE Bid, and ETCRE 
Offer calculations.  For each such calculation, the prior two 
year period used in the calculation is measured from the 
time of the calculation.  ETCRE Hold calculations will be 
updated to reflect updated prior two year periods for a 
given TCR as MCC prices are completed for a season or 
month that previously was not included in the prior two 
year period.   

 
5A.2.1.2 The TCR Mean Price is the sum of 75% of the mean of the hourly Day-

Ahead Market MCC difference calculated as the sink MCC minus the 
source MCC for the more recent year in the prior two year period plus 
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25% of the mean of the hourly Day-Ahead Market MCC difference 
calculated as the sink MCC minus the source MCC for the more distant 
year in the prior two year period. 

 
5A.2.1.3 The TCR Stress Test Price calculation differs for TCRs with positive and 

negative Mean Prices.  For a TCR with a negative TCR Mean Price, the 
TCR Stress Test Price is the 90th  percentile of the opposite flow value (i.e. 
source MCC minus sink MCC) in the prior two year period.  For a TCR 
with a positive TCR Mean Price, the TCR Stress Test Price is the 75th 
percentile of the opposite flow value (i.e. source MCC minus sink MCC) 
in the prior two year period.  The TCR Stress Test Price has a minimum 
value of zero and thus can never increase the TCR Final Reference Price. 

 
5A.2.2 Calculation of TCR Final Reference Price during the Initial Two-Years of the 

Integrated Marketplace.  Prior to the accumulation of complete MCC data sufficient to 
calculate the TCR Final Reference Price pursuant to Section 5A.2.1, to calculate both the 
Mean Price and Stress Test Price, to the extent complete MCC price data for the 
applicable prior two year period is not available, SPP will use the applicable historical 
energy imbalance service price differences.   

 
5A.2.3 Calculation of TCR Final Reference Price for New Settlement Locations.  When a 

new Settlement Location is created, SPP will use a proxy price based on the system 
average Day-Ahead Market MCC to calculate the TCR Mean Price and TCR Stress Test 
Price for the new Settlement Location.  The system average Day-Ahead Market MCC for 
each defined TCR is the mean of the hourly Day-Ahead Market MCC for all Settlement 
Locations for which a Day-Ahead Market MCC exists for each hour in the prior two year 
period for a defined TCR. Based on a two year weighted average approach, the proxy 
will be blended with actual data after the first year. 

 
5A.3 TCR Portfolio Credit Requirement.  The Financial Security required for a Credit Customer’s 

TCR portfolio is the TCR Portfolio Credit Requirement and is one component of the Total TCR 
Credit Requirement.  The TCR Portfolio Credit Requirement is the sum of (i) the sum of the 
ETCRE Hold values for each TCR in the Credit Customer’s TCR portfolio; (ii) the portion of the 
cost to acquire each TCR in a TCR Auction that has not yet been settled; and (iii) the disposal 
cost for TCR Offers that clear a TCR Auction that has not yet been settled.   

 
5A.3.1 The sum of the ETCRE Hold values for each TCR in the Credit Customer’s TCR 

portfolio used in the calculation of the TCR Portfolio Credit Requirement is equal to the 
net sum of the ETCRE Hold values for each TCR in the Credit Customer’s TCR 
portfolio, with individual positive and negative ETCRE Hold values netted, for a time 
period greater than the last settled operating day with the most negative net sum of 
ETCRE Hold values of the Credit Customer’s TCR portfolio.  For a TCR with a term 
longer than a month, the ETCRE Hold for each month of the TCR is equal to the total 
ETCRE Hold for the TCR divided by the number of months of the term of the TCR.  SPP 
calculates the ETCRE Hold each day for which at least one TCR in the portfolio is valid.  

 
5A.3.2 The portion of the acquisition cost to acquire each TCR in a TCR Auction that has not yet 

been settled includes the amounts that the Credit Customer is required to pay for TCRs it 
acquires in a TCR Auction, that have not yet been settled, and does not include amounts 
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that may be owed to a Credit Customer to acquire a TCR.  For TCRs acquired through 
self-converted ARRs, the acquisition cost is zero.  For TCRs acquired through a bilateral 
transfer the acquisition cost is zero for the buyer because the acquisition cost remains the 
responsibility of the participant who originally acquired the TCR in a TCR Auction.   

 
5A.3.3 The portion of the disposal cost for each TCR Offer that clears a TCR Auction that has 

not yet been settled is the portion of a Credit Customer’s loss associated with the 
difference between the Offer price and the original Auction Clearing Price for the TCR 
that is the subject of the TCR Offer.  For TCRs acquired pursuant to a bilateral transfer 
that are the subject of a TCR Offer, zero will be used for the Auction Clearing Price for 
this calculation.   

 
5A.3.4 Except in the case of ARRs self-converted to TCRs, only negative TCR Portfolio Credit 

Requirements are included in the Total TCR Credit Requirement.  If the TCR Portfolio 
Credit Requirement is a positive value it does not diminish can reduce the Financial 
Security requirement for TCRs Bids, Offers, and ARRs submitted for self-conversion in a 
single submission for the same TCR period and zero will be used for the TCR Portfolio 
Credit Requirement in the calculation of the Total TCR Credit Requirement.  If the TCR 
Portfolio Credit Requirement is a negative value it will not reduce the Financial Security 
requirement for TCR Bids, Offers, and ARR ARRs submitted for self-conversion in a 
single submission in the calculation of the Total TCR Credit Requirement. 

 
5A.3.5 Both positive and negative TCR values for ARRs self-converted to TCRs in a TCR 

Auction will be included in the Credit Customer’s Total TCR Credit Requirement.  
Ninety percent (90%) of the positive and one hundred percent (100%) of the negative 
TCR values for ARRs self-converted will be netted and the netted value used in 
establishing the credit requirement. 

 
5A.4 Calculation of ETCRE Bid.  SPP evaluates the Bids for TCRs to ensure that the Credit 

Customer has sufficient Financial Security to cover any Financial Security requirements to 
purchase and hold the TCR.  The ETCRE Bid calculates the Financial Security requirements for 
each Bid.  When a TCR Bid is submitted, SPP will calculate the ETCRE Bid for the Bid, which 
is the maximum sum of (i) the ETCRE Segment and (ii) the TCR Segment Cost, for the 
segments in the Bid.  SPP calculates the ETCRE Segment for each megawatt point on the 
submitted Bid curve, and the TCR Segment Cost for each megawatt point on the submitted Bid 
curve.  For each segment, SPP calculates the sum of (i) the ETCRE Segment and (ii) the TCR 
Segment Cost.  

 
5A.4.1 ETCRE Segment.  In evaluating TCR Bids, SPP calculates the ETCRE Segment for 

each megawatt point on the submitted Bid curve.  The ETCRE Segment can be positive 
or negative.  It is the potential value of holding the TCR in the Bid.  It is calculated in the 
same manner as the ETCRE Hold, using the Final Reference Price, and the TCR Bid 
megawatts.   

 
5A.4.2 TCR Segment Cost.  In evaluating TCR Bids, SPP estimates the TCR acquisition cost 

by calculating the TCR Segment Cost for each megawatt point on the submitted Bid 
curve by multiplying the Bid price for that megawatt point times the megawatts for that 
point on the submitted Bid curve.  The TCR Segment Cost is the potential cost for the 
Credit Customer to acquire any megawatt point on the submitted Bid segment.  For TCRs 

Commented [SS1]: The changing of language in this section 
allows for the netting of positively-valued TCR Portfolio 
Requirement with ETCRE Bid/Offer during a TCR Auction period. 

Commented [SS2]: This section moved to 5A4.3 (see comment 
below) 
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with negative acquisition costs, e.g., if the Bid curve has a negative Bid price, the TCR 
Segment Cost will be zero.  For a TCR resulting from an ARR self-conversion, the TCR 
Segment Cost also will be zero. 

 
5A.4.3 Both positive and negative TCR values for ARRs submitted for self-conversion to TCRs 

in a TCR Auction will be included in the Credit Customer’s Total TCR Credit 
Requirement.  Ninety percent (90%) of the positive and one hundred percent (100%) of 
the negative TCR values for ARRs self-converted will be netted and the netted value used 
in establishing the credit requirement. 

 
5A.4.34 If multiple TCR Bids and Offers are included in a single submission, the Credit 

Customer must have sufficient Financial Security to cover all of the Bids and Offers in 
the submission.  The Financial Security requirement for a single submission is the sum of 
the negative ETCRE Bid and ETCRE Offer for the Bids and Offers in the submission 
without any netting of the individual ETCRE Bid or ETCRE Offer for the TCR Bids and 
Offers that are included in the submission.   

 
5A.5 Calculation of ETCRE Offer.  SPP evaluates the Offers for TCRs to ensure that the Credit 

Customer has sufficient Financial Security to cover any Financial Security requirements 
resulting if the TCR is no longer held and potential losses resulting from the sale.  The ETCRE 
Offer calculates the Financial Security requirement for each Offer.  When a TCR Offer is 
submitted, SPP will calculate the ETCRE Offer for the Offer which is the maximum sum of (i) 
the ETCRE Offer Segment; and (ii) the TCR Offer Segment Cost, for the segments in the Offer.  
SPP calculates the ETCRE Offer Segment for each megawatt point on the submitted Offer curve.  
For each segment, SPP calculates the sum of (i) the ETCRE Offer Segment, and (ii) the TCR 
Offer Segment Cost.  

 
5A.5.1 ETCRE Offer Segment.  In evaluating TCR Offers, SPP calculates the ETCRE Offer 

Segment for each megawatt point on the submitted Offer curve.  It is the potential value 
of disposing of an existing TCR in the Offer.  It is calculated in the same manner as the 
ETCRE Hold, using the Final Reference Price and the TCR Offer megawatts.  If the 
calculated ETCRE Offer Segment is positive, SPP sets the ETCRE Offer to zero. 

 
5A.5.2 TCR Offer Segment Cost.  In evaluating TCR Offers, SPP estimates the TCR disposal 

cost by calculating the TCR Offer Segment Cost for each megawatt point on the 
submitted Offer curve by multiplying the Offer price for that megawatt point times the 
megawatts for that point on the submitted Offer curve.  The TCR Offer Segment Cost is 
the potential cost for the Credit Customer to dispose of any megawatt point on the 
submitted Offer segment.  If the TCR was originally acquired from an ARR self-schedule 
or pursuant to a bilateral transfer, zero is used for the original Auction Clearing Price.  If 
the calculated ETCRE Offer Segment Cost is positive SPP sets the ETCRE Offer to zero. 

 
5A.5.3 If multiple TCR Bids and Offers are included in a single submission, the Credit Customer 

must have sufficient Financial Security to cover all of the Bids and Offers in the 
submission.  The Financial Security requirement for a single submission is the sum of the 
negative ETCRE Bid and ETCRE Offer for the Bids and Offers in the submission 
without any netting of the individual ETCRE Bid or ETCRE Offer for the TCR Bids and 
Offers that are included in the submission.    

 

Commented [SS3]:  CLEANUP:  Moved section from 5A.3 
since ARR self-converts are a component of ETCRE Bid during the 
TCR Auction period. 

Commented [SS4]: CLEANUP:  Added “submitted for self-
conversion” instead of “self-converted” since TCRs have not been 
awarded at this point in the TCR Auction process.
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5A.6 Determination of Credit Approved TCR Bids and Offers and Rejection of TCR Bids and 
Offers which are Credit Disapproved. 

 
5A.6.1 If the sum of the ETCRE Bid and ETCRE Offer for all TCRs (other than TCRs self-

converted from ARRs) included in a single submission of Bids and Offers for a TCR 
Auction, calculated pursuant to sections 5A.4 and 5A.5, without nettingnetted with the 
TCR Portfolio Credit Requirement as described in section 5A3.4, is less than the Credit 
Customer’s available amount of Financial Security, then the submission is credit 
approved for inclusion in the TCR Auction.   

 
5A.6.2 If the sum of the ETCRE Bid and ETCRE Offer for all TCRs (other than TCRs self-

converted from ARRs) included in a single submission of Bids and Offers for a TCR 
Auction, calculated pursuant to sections 5A.4 and 5A.5, without netting netted with the 
TCR Portfolio Credit Requirement as described in section 5A3.4, is greater than the 
Credit Customer’s available Financial Security, then the entire submission is credit 
disapproved and the Bids and Offers will not be included in the TCR Auction. 

 
5A.6.3 If the sum of the ETCRE Bid and ETCRE Offer for all TCRs included in a single 

submission of ARR self-conversions for a TCR Auction, calculated pursuant to sections 
5A.4 and 5A.5, with netting as described in Section 5A.3.54.3 of this Attachment X, is 
less than the Credit Customer’s available amount of Financial Security, then the 
submission is credit approved for inclusion in the TCR Auction. 

 
5A.6.4 If the sum of the ETCRE Bid and ETCRE Offer for all TCRs included in a single 

submission of ARR self-conversions for a TCR Auction, calculated pursuant to sections 
5A.4 and 5A.5, with netting as described in Section 5A.3.5 of this Attachment X, is 
greater than the Credit Customer’s available Financial Security, then the entire 
submission is credit deficient and the ARR self-conversion will not be included in the 
TCR Auction unless satisfactory alternate credit arrangements are made. 

 
5A.7 Updated ETCRE Calculation Post TCR Auction.  After the clearing of a TCR Auction, the 

TCR Portfolio Credit Requirement will be updated to reflect the TCRs awarded in the TCR 
Auction, including the acquisition cost for TCR Bids that cleared the TCR Auction and the 
disposal cost for TCR Offers that cleared the TCR Auction.  For TCR Bids, the TCR acquisition 
cost is calculated as the product of the Auction Clearing Price times the awarded megawatts.  For 
TCR Offers, the TCR disposal cost is calculated as the product of the Auction Clearing Price 
times the megawatts sold.  The ETCRE Hold portion of the TCR Portfolio Credit Requirement 
will be updated to reflect the actual TCRs in the portfolio.   

 
5A.8 Total TCR Credit Requirement.  The total Financial Security requirement associated with the 

Credit Customer’s holding of TCRs and participating in the TCR Auctions is the Total TCR 
Credit Requirement.  The Total TCR Credit Requirement for a Credit Customers is the sum of (i) 
the TCR Portfolio Credit Requirement for the Credit Customer’s TCR portfolio, reflecting all of 
the TCRs held by the Credit Customer, calculated pursuant to section 5A.3; (ii) the Financial 
Security required for the Credit Customer’s participation in a TCR Auction, determined by the 
credit approved ETCRE Bid, calculated pursuant to section 5A.4, and ETCRE Offer, calculated 
pursuant to section 5A.5, for a TCR Auction that has not yet occurred; (iii) all TCR charges or 
credits that have been invoiced but not yet paid; and (iv) TCR charges or credits that have been 
calculated but not yet invoiced.  

Commented [SS5]: This clause is not needed and adds no value 
to this section 
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Total TCR Credit Requirement =  
TCR Portfolio Credit Requirement + ETCRE Bid + ETCRE Offer + (ITCRC + CTCRC) 
 
Where, 
 
TCR Portfolio Credit Requirement is calculated pursuant to section 5A.3. 
 
ETCRE Bid is the sum of the ETCRE Bid amounts for the Credit Customer’s credit approved 
Bids for an auction that has not yet occurred, as calculated pursuant to section 5A.4, without 
netting ETCRE Bid or ETCRE Offers in a submission. 
 
ETCRE Offer is the sum of the ETCRE Offer amounts for the Credit Customer’s credit approved 
Offers for an auction that has not yet occurred, as calculated pursuant to section 5A.5, without 
netting ETCRE Bid or ETCRE Offers in a submission. 
 
ITCRC is the Invoiced TCR Charges (all TCR charges or credits that have been invoiced but not 
yet paid).  If the sum of ITCRC and CTCRC for a Credit Customer is negative positive, then zero 
will be included for the sum of ITCRC and CTCRC in the calculation of the Total TCR Credit 
Requirement. 
 
CTCRC is the Calculated TCR Charges (TCR charges or credits that have been calculated but 
not yet invoiced).  If the sum of ITCRC and CTCRC for a Credit Customer is negative positive, 
then zero will be included for the sum of ITCRC and CTCRC in the calculation of the Total TCR 
Credit Requirement. 
 
5A.8.1  If a Credit Customer’s available Financial Security is less than its Total TCR Credit 

Requirement, then the Credit Customer shall be required to provide additional Financial 
Security within two (2) Business Days from receipt of notice of such violation.  Failure to 
provide such Financial Security is a Default under this Credit Policy.   

 
5A.9 Transfer of TCRs.  If a Credit Customer proposes to sell or acquire TCRs through a bilateral 

transfer with another Credit Customer, SPP will evaluate the effect of the proposed transfer on 
the Total TCR Credit Requirement of each party to the proposed bilateral transfer and determine 
if both the buyer and the seller have sufficient Financial Security for the bilateral transfer to 
occur.  SPP approval of such bilateral transfers, based on whether both the buyer and seller have 
provided sufficient Financial Security to support the transfer, is required prior to such transfers.   

 
5A.9.1 For the seller in a bilateral transfer, SPP calculates the impact of the proposed transfer on 

the TCR Portfolio Credit Requirement that would result from the removal of the TCRs 
that are the subject of the proposed bilateral transfer from the TCR portfolio of the Credit 
Customer that is the seller in the bilateral transfer. 

 
5A.9.2 For the buyer in a bilateral transfer, SPP calculates the impact of the proposed transfer on 

the TCR Portfolio Credit Requirement that would result from the addition of the TCRs 
that are the subject of the proposed bilateral transfer from the TCR portfolio of the Credit 
Customer that is the buyer in the bilateral transfer. 

 

Commented [SS11]: CLEANUP:  This was not changed with 
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5A.9.3 If multiple TCRs are included in a single proposed bilateral transfer, both parties to the 
bilateral transfer must have sufficient Financial Security for the transfer of all of the 
TCRs in the proposed transfer.  

 
5A.9.4  SPP, in its sole discretion, may approve bilateral transfers if a Credit Customer does not 

have sufficient Financial Security to support the transfer, but the transfer would result in 
a reduction in Total TCR Credit Requirement for that Credit Customer.  

 
5A.9.5 The bilateral TCR transfer price is not included in SPP’s evaluation of a bilateral transfer 

of TCRs.  After an approved bilateral transfer of TCRs is completed, each Credit 
Customer’s Total TCR Credit Requirement is updated. 

 
5A.10 Return of TCR Financial Security.  A Credit Customer may request that SPP return any 

Financial Security no longer required to hold TCRs or participate in TCR Auctions if it is not 
needed to support other market services.  SPP may limit the frequency of such requested 
Financial Security returns, provided that Financial Security returns will be made by SPP at least 
once per month, if requested by a Credit Customer. 

 
 
 
 

SPP Criteria 
 
      
 

SPP Business Practices 
 
      
 



SPP September 2015 
Marketplace Update

October 20, 2015

Market Monitoring Unit



Overview
• LMPs and MCPs

• Summary of Scarcity Events

• DA Market Participation

• Make Whole Payments, OCL, M2M and RNU

• Congestion

• TCR Funding

• Day Ahead vs. Real Time Wind

• Mitigation

2



September Highlights

3

• LMPs shifting in the South with RTBM higher 
than DA on average

• Lower on-peak bid in load and virtuals in DA

• RUC MWPs and Regulation Prices high relative 
to falling gas prices

• High ARR surplus



Monthly Average LMPs
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Monthly Average RTBM Regulation Prices
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Regulation Mileage MWPs
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Monthly Average RTBM OR Prices
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Average Hourly Load Participation in DA Market
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Virtual Participation in Marketplace
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Virtual Participation – Hourly Volume

17

0

250

500

750

1,000

1,250

1,500

1,750

2,000

2,250

2,500

2,750

3,000

A
ve

ra
ge

 H
o

u
rl

y 
V

o
lu

m
e

 (
M

W
h

)

Hourly Average Cleared Virtual Bids Hourly Average Uncleared Virtual Bids Hourly Average Cleared Virtual Offers Hourly Average Uncleared Virtual Offers



Make Whole Payments

18

$0

$3

$6

$9

Sep

14

Oct

14

Nov

14

Dec

14

Jan

15

Feb

15

Mar

15

Apr

15

May

15

Jun

15

Jul

15

Aug

15

Sep

15

M
il

li
o

n
s

Day-Ahead

Nuclear Wind Renewable Hydro
Coal Gas-CC Gas-SC Other

$0

$3

$6

$9

Sep

14

Oct

14

Nov

14

Dec

14

Jan

15

Feb

15

Mar

15

Apr

15

May

15

Jun

15

Jul

15

Aug

15

Sep

15

M
il

li
o

n
s

RUC (Real-Time)

Nuclear Wind Renewable Hydro
Coal Gas-CC Gas-SC Other



Revenue Neutrality Uplift
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* This table is based on the latest available settlements data and is subject to change due to 
resettlement

Apr-15 May-15 Jun-15 Jul-15 Aug-15 Sep-15

DA Revenue Inadequacy 
$               178 $                      (3) $                     (23) $                 (9) $               122 $                117 

RT Revenue Inadequacy 
$       (12,943) $             72,062 $              39,051 $        27,354 $            5,712 $           61,046 

OOME MWP 
$         49,934 $             14,873 $              41,015 $          7,354 $       131,159 $           16,308 

RT Regulation Deployment Adj 
$       (51,318) $             43,602 $              48,133 $      127,207 $         61,879 $           52,697 

RT JOA 
$  (1,872,891) $      (1,744,311) $            253,548 $      (69,380) $       222,953 $       (378,477)

RT Congestion 
$   5,300,398 $       3,046,131 $        1,517,530 $  2,250,684 $    1,936,504 $     1,785,088 

Sub-Total 
$   3,413,358 $       1,432,354 $        1,899,254 $  2,343,210 $    2,358,329 $     1,536,779 

Less RT Net Inadvertent 
$     (817,142) $         (551,902) $          (675,267) $ (1,065,726) $     (554,497) $       (287,206)

RNU *  
$   4,230,500 $       1,984,256 $        2,574,521 $  3,408,936 $    2,912,826 $     1,823,985 
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Market to Market Payments to SPP for September 
2015
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September Off-Peak LMPs
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September On-Peak LMPs
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Flowgate information can be found at 

https://www.oasis.oati.com/SWPP/index.html

(look under “Transmission” Folder>  “Flowgates”>Permanent Flowgates /Temporary 
Flowgates )

Flowgate Descriptions

25

Flowgates

WDWFPLTATNOW Woodward-FPL Switch 138kV ftlo Tatonga-Northwest 345kV (OKGE)

TEMP56_21085 LN TUCO - LUBBOCKE 115 kV (SPS)

OSGCANBUSDEA Osage Switch-Canyon East 115kV ftlo Bushland - Deaf Smith 230kV (SPS)

TMP137_21123 LN WODWRD - ALTIMX 115 kV (MISO)

TEMP48_20597 LN SETAB1 - SCOTCTY 115 kV (SECI)

TUBDOBBENGRI [MISO, M2M] Tubular-Dobbins 138kV (EES) ftlo Dobbin-Grimes 138kV (EES) 

TEMP82_20951-XF NASHUA 345/1 kV (KCPL)

ARCKAMARCNOR ARCADIA-JONES KAMO 138KV (OKGE)

TMP168_21247-LN KNOLL1 - REDLIN 115 kV (WR)

FRETWIFREHOR FREEPORT-TWINKLETOWN 230KV (MISO)

https://www.oasis.oati.com/SWPP/index.html
https://www.oasis.oati.com/SWPP/SWPPdocs/Permanent_flowgates.xls
https://www.oasis.oati.com/SWPP/SWPPdocs/Posting_MasterTempFG.xls
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September RUC Starts
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WDWFPLTATNOW
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99.0%
Cumulative Funding
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Cumulative Funding
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QUESTIONS?

SPPMarketMonitoring@spp.org
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October MWG – Marketplace Update

• Regulation Performance

• Congestion Overview

• RUC Update

• Pricing

• Load Forecast accuracy

– Weather/Load forecast relationship

• Wind forecast accuracy

• DAMKT Update

• Appendix
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REGULATION PERFORMANCE
Section 1

3



Notes

1. Calculation expects resources to simultaneously drive towards their energy, CR and 
regulation setpoints. 

a. Expected setpoints are derived from RTGen setpoints that are ramped over the respective time 
periods

i. 5 minutes for energy

ii. 10 minutes for CR

iii. 4 seconds for regulation

2. Performance calculation is the same method used for mileage calculation. 

3. % Score is: Regulation Response / Expected Regulation Setpoint.

a. 75 cycle scores is rolled up into a 5 minute averaged score as long as they cycle is holding a deployment. Each deployment that 
forces s start from 0MW or turns around is a given 3 cycle grace period before expected reg SP and scoring starts. If MW values 
received by SPP do not refresh every cycle, then the MW is interpolated.

b. 5 minute scores are rolled up into an weighted hourly averaged score. Weight is based on ExpectedRegulation5MinuteSum.

c. Hourly scores are rolled up into a monthly averaged score.

d. Resources that received deployment instructions for a minimum of 2,250 4-second intervals were included in each Regulation 
product. This percentage roughly correlates to a 5 minute period in 1 day.
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September 2015 Regulation Up Performance
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September 2015 Regulation Down Performance
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CONGESTION OVERVIEW
Section 2
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DA vs RT Constraints

• Top 10 Congested Constraints in DA

8

Constraint Intervals Binding/Breached Average Shadow Price

TEXAS_CO_TXPS_TXCO_PHSHFT_PS 719 1.61

TEMP56_21085 528 26.7

WDWFPLTATNOW 516 51.7

OSGCANBUSDEA 293 28.9

WODFPLWODXFR 189 6.03

TEMP48_20597 186 14.3

SHAHAYKNOXFR 133 1.87

PMA_DOLET_PP 108 1.46

STJHAWIATSTR 81 1.49

VMA_TWA1XF1 78 0.95
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DA vs RT Constraints

• Top 10 Congested Constraints in RTBM

10

Constraint Intervals Binding/Breached Average Shadow Price

TEMP56_21085 4346 37.4

WDWFPLTATNOW 4229 67.5

OSGCANBUSDEA 2005 30.9

TEMP48_20597 1476 18.4

ARCKAMARCNOR 1177 10.7

PMA_DOLET_PP 863 1.36

TEMP82_20951 811 10.7

WODFPLWODXFR 466 6.96

IATSTRSTJHAW 419 1.75

SUNAMOTOLYOA 384 3.01



11
11

SPS

SECI

WR

NPPD

WFEC

EES

KCPL

MPS

EDE

MEC

AECI

AECC/EES

CSWSOKGE

SPA

LESOPPD

Colorado

Wyoming

New Mexico

Texas

Iowa

Arkansas

Missouri

Top 10 Congested Constraints in RTBM for August

OSGCANBUSDEA

WDWFPLTATNOW

Missouri

SECI

WRWR

ARCKAMARCNOR

T 56 TUCLUBTUCJON

WODFPLWODXFR

T48 SETSCOSETHOL

T82 NASXFRNASHAW

IATSTRSTJHAW

SUNAMOTOLYOA



RUC UPDATE
Section 3
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• The commitment 
breakdown for the month 
of September is shown to 
the right of total 
commitments made by 
DAMKT, RUC, SELF, and 
MANUAL.

• 66% of the commitments 
came from DAMKT, while 
13% were considered 
manual.

Commitment Breakdown – September 2015

13

*SELF commits 
are post DAMKT 

Study MW

DAMKT 21,651,672.30 

SELF 289,137.30 

RUC 753,450.50 

MANUAL 258,287.10 

SELF, 9%

DAMKT, 66%

RUC, 12%

MANUAL, 
13%



• The 13% of  manual commitments 
shown on the last slide amounts to 
1107 commitments. 

• Of these 1107, roughly 211(19%), 
were actual new commitment 
startups not tied to the front or 
back end of a case.

• The majority of these commitments 
are backend extensions where units 
are being staggered offline to 
manage the impact to BA and ACE.

• In conclusion, about 2.4% of the 
total commitments made in the 
month of September were actual 
new manual commitments

• ‘Bridge’ were manual commitments 
performed by the RUC operator to 
bridge two existing commitments

Manual Commitments – September 2015
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*SELF commits 
are post DAMKT 

TYPE MW

New Commit 49,998.70

Back End 152,365.69

Bridge 9,004.50

Front End 46,918.21

New 
Commit, 

19%

Back End, 
59%

Bridge, 3%
Front End, 

18%



AUGUST PRICING
Section 4
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16*=more info for anomalies included on next slide
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RT LMP Outliers
• Highest LMPs (hourly avg)

– 9/10/2015 15:00     $332.53

 Intervals 15:45-15:55 experienced OR shortages as the system load picked up for peak before 
new unit startups at 16:00.

– 9/28/2015 16:00    $92.64

 High load pick up during peak caused an interval of regulation shortage.

• Lowest LMPs (hourly avg)

– 9/13/2015 03:00 – 07:00 

 Low load and high wind during the early morning hours caused low LMPs.
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Day Ahead 14-Sep 14-Oct 14-Nov 14-Dec 15-Jan 15-Feb 15-Mar 15-Apr 15-May 15-Jun 15-Jul 15-Aug 15-Sep

DA MEC $      30.15 $    31.79 $    32.67 $    28.49 $    25.63 $    24.47 $      23.40 $      22.75 $    22.64 $    24.42 $    28.09 $    25.77 $    22.59 

DA MLC
$      (0.17) $    (0.16) $    (0.14) $    (0.09) $    (0.11) $    (0.11) $      (0.06) $      (0.08) $    (0.09) $    (0.08) $    (0.07) $    (0.07) $    (0.08)

DA MCC
$      (0.18) $    (0.15) $    (0.24) $    (0.15) $    (0.09) $    (0.12) $      (0.03) $      (0.03) $    (0.10) $    (0.10) $    (0.04) $    (0.02) $    (0.06)

DA LMP $      29.81 $    31.48 $    32.29 $    28.25 $    25.43 $    24.25 $      23.31 $      22.64 $    22.44 $    24.23 $    27.97 $    25.68 $    22.45 

Real Time 14-Sep 14-Oct 14-Nov 14-Dec 15-Jan 15-Feb 15-Mar 15-Apr 15-May 15-Jun 15-Jul 15-Aug 15-Sep

RT MEC $      30.17 $    31.84 $    31.63 $    28.31 $    24.65 $    24.83 $      22.71 $      23.17 $    22.43 $    23.55 $    25.81 $    23.42 $    21.78 

RT MLC
$      (0.17) $    (0.14) $    (0.12) $    (0.05) $    (0.08) $    (0.08) $      (0.07) $      (0.09) $    (0.10) $    (0.07) $    (0.07) $    (0.08) $    (0.09)

RT MCC
$      (0.40) $    (0.24) $    (0.25) $    (0.11) $    (0.11) $    (0.13) $      (0.08) $             - $    (0.11) $    (0.14) $       0.15 $       0.36 $       0.41 

RT LMP $      29.61 $    31.46 $    31.26 $    28.14 $    24.46 $    24.61 $      22.56 $      23.08 $    22.22 $    23.34 $    25.89 $    23.70 $    22.10 
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LOAD FORECAST
Section 5
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21* Load forecast data used from DA-RUC cases

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23

Er
ro

r 
P

e
rc

e
n

ta
ge

G
W

Hour

MTLF by Hour of the Day for September

AVG MTLF by Hour AVG Actual by Hour AVG Error % Error Threshold %



22

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40
9

/1

9
/2

9
/3

9
/4

9
/5

9
/6

9
/7

9
/8

9
/9

9
/1

0

9
/1

1

9
/1

2

9
/1

3

9
/1

4

9
/1

5

9
/1

6

9
/1

7

9
/1

8

9
/1

9

9
/2

0

9
/2

1

9
/2

2

9
/2

3

9
/2

4

9
/2

5

9
/2

6

9
/2

7

9
/2

8

9
/2

9

9
/3

0

Er
ro

r 
P

e
rc

e
n

t

G
W

Short Term Load Forecast

Daily AVG STLF Daily AVG Actual Error Threshold % Forecast Error %



WIND FORECAST
Section 6
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24* Wind forecast data used from DA-RUC cases
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25* Wind forecast data used from DA-RUC cases
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DAMKT UPDATE
Section 7
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DA Obligations vs RUC Obligations - September

• DA (Cleared Load + NSI – Virtual Offers – Wind Offers)

• RUC (Load Forecast + NSI – Wind Forecast)
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DA Obligations vs RUC Obligations - September

• All September days averaged into one “average” day

• Average 1413 MW short

• Peak 2810 MW short

• Differences

– Virtuals

– Wind offered in DA vs Wind forecast in RUC

29



DA Obligations vs RUC Obligations - September

Average MW Short by Hour
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DA Fixed and PS Bid (with losses) vs MTLF 
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APPENDIX 
Section 8
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ARCKAMARCNOR
Mon: Arcadia – Jones KAMO 138kV

Con: Arcadia – Northwest Station 345kV

Nearby forced transmission outages (due to flooding), high load in Oklahoma City, and high output 
from nearby generation.

VMA_TWA1XF1 DAMKT constraint driven to its limits by virtual market activity.

WODFPLWODXFR
Mon: Woodward – FPL Switch 138kV

Con: Woodward XFR 138/69kV
This has shown up from time to time along with WDWFPLTATNOW. It typically loads up during 
high west->east flows into the Woodward area (usually high wind scenarios).

STJHAWIATSTR
Mon: St. Joe – Hawthorn 345kV

Con: Iatan – Stranger 345kV
North – South flows from SPP and external impacts as well as generation outages affected this 
constraint this month.

TEMP82_20951
Mon: Nashua XFR 345kV

Con: Nashua – Hawthorn 345kV
North – South flows from SPP and external impacts as well as generation outages affected this 
constraint this month.

IATSTRSTJHAW
Mon: Iatan – Stranger 345kV

Con: St. Joe – Hawthorn 345kV
North – South flows from SPP and external impacts as well as generation outages affected this 
constraint this month.

PMA_DOLET_PP DAMKT constraint driven to its limits by virtual market activity.
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Constraint Elements Reason

OSGCANBUSDEA
Mon: Osage-Canyon 115 kV

Con: Bushland – Deafsmith 230 kV
NorthSouth loading in SPS primarily due to economic dispatch (resources in SPS south are 
usually not economic), as well as high wind north of this constraint.

TEXAS_CO_TXPS_TXCO_PHSHFT_PS
This has always been “activated”, but it is just now showing up in the MDB solution constraint 
tables since the 1.12 release.

WDWFPLWDWTAT
Mon: Woodward-Fpl Switch 138 kV

Con: Tatonga-Northwest 345 kV
It shows up during high NW to SE flows from the Texas Panhandle and West Kansas and also 
when there is high wind in the area.

TEMP56_21085
Mon: Tuco – Lubbock 115kV
Con: Tuco – Jones Sub 230kV

Inc resources were at a minimum to relieve loading on this constraint.

TEMP48_20597
Mon: Setab – Scott City 115kV
Con: Setab – Holcomb 345kV

Ongoing outages in the area with little generation to move up with heavy North-South flow.

SHAHAYKNOXFR
Mon: South Hays – Hays 115kV

Con: Knoll XFR 230/115kV
Very little generation in the area to provide relief on this constraint during high loading during 
peak.

SUNAMOTOLYOA
Mon: Sundown – Amoco 230kV

Con: Tolk – Yoakum 230kV
Shows up when trying to keep enough generation on in the area.  This constraint can be 
impacted with or without outages in the area.
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